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Abstract

Undertakingsimilar tasksin samespacesandtimeframeswith separatehainsof command
and contingentof forces, overlappingcrisis managemenoperationsof the EuropeanUnion
(EU) andNorth Atlantic TreatyOrganisation(NATO) presenimportantdecisiondor member
states,who havescarceresourcedo deploy in multinational crisis managemenbperations.
Whilst manydifferentexplanationsreofferedfor membelis t a ¢h@ceshboutwhichEU and
NATO operationto support,very few of thempay systematiattentionto why memberstates
makesuchchoicesand how preciselythey practicethar choices Thosestudiesthat analyse
members t a ¢cheicesvithin overlappingeU andNATO operationftendo so by focusing
on the processest the inceptionof operationssuchas planningandlaunchphasesand by
applyingvarioushypothesesn a disparateandunsystematievay. This leavesthe questionof
whethememberstateanightbechoosingrom theoperationspr 6 f o 4shuonp p asargsil
of multiple factorsandexercisinghesechoicesn differentways.Furthermoreit hasgenerally
beenassumedhatbecausehe operationaktagesn the EU andNATO areseparatérom each
other,members t a pokcygmakingprocessesegardingthe EU andNATO operationsarenot
linked within themselvesTherefore,it alsoremainsunderexploredvhethermembers t at e s 6
organisatiornof decisionmaking shapeghe extentto which they canusethe EU andNATO

operationgo accomplishtheirinterests.

This thesisarguesthat investigatinghow members t a stratasgi@shapeandare shaped
by, the overlapbetweenthe EU andNATO crisis managemenbperationscalls for a different
approachAt the centreof this thesisis a multifactormodelbasedon literaturesonthe EU and
NATO crisis managemenbperations regime complexity, and foreign policy analysis This

multifactor model offers a framework of analysisto the driving forcesof memberst at e s 6
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choicesaboutengaginga crisis situationthrough the EU and/orNATO, the waysin which
memberstatesexercisethesechoices,and members t a éorgasisatiorof decisioamakingin

foreignandsecuritypolicy.

Usingthis multifactormodel,thisthesispursuesathreefoldargumentFirst, theoverlappimg
andsequentiahatureof members t a dommsithhentainderanoperatiorshapesheirdecisions
within the otheroperation.Secondatherthan simply choosingthe operationghat are most
favourableto their interests memberstatesexercisetheir choicesby following differentand
heuristicpracticesThird, howmembeistateorganiseheirrelevantpolicymakingmechanisms
andinstrumentss a strongindicatorof the degreeto which they caninstrumentalisehe EU
and NATO operationsto attain their goals In developingthis line of argumentthis thesis
outlinesaresearchilesignbasednin-depthcasestudieswith aqualitativeanalysisof decision
makingprocesse France Germanyandthe UK acrosshe operationabverlapbetweenhe
EU andNATO in AfghanistantheGulf of Aden,andthe MediterraneanT o testthemultifactor
modelacrosghesaheatreof overlapthrougha casestudymethod the thesisusesanempirical

perspectivdbasedn comparativdoreign policy.
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1. Introduction

Contemporarnsecuritychallengeofteninclude complexandasymmetricathreatssuchas
terrorism, internal conflict, transnationakrime, humansmuggling,and piracy. While crisis
managemenbperationdhavebeenamongthe instrumentghat statescommonlyusedto assist
countriessuffering from theseissues,intervening statesare not always well disposedto
unilaterallytacklethesechallengeswhich entailseverabliliemmastradeoffs andunanticipated
outcomeqPenska?010,39). In seekingto provide stability and peaceto othercountriesand
regions,interveningstatesthereforeuseseveralmultilateral frameworkssuchasthe African
Union (AU), the EuropeariJnion (EU), North Atlantic Treaty OrganisationfNATO), andthe

UnitedNations(UN).

In particular,therehasbeenanincreasean the crisismanagemenbperationsof the EU and
NATO in recentyears.Sincethefirst EU operationunderthe frameworkof CommonSecurity
andDefencePolicy (CSDP)in 2003,theUniondeployed37 missionsandopeitionsto provide
securityin different partsof the world (EEAS 2019;2020b;di Mauroetal. 2017).In parallel,
NATO deployed28 operationsafterthe Cold War with a widenedscopeof peacekeepingnd
peaceenforcementasksin thewiderworld (NATO 2020;EdstromandGyllensporre2012,12;

Webberetal. 2012,13; Meyer2014,6).

Interestingly someof theseEU andNATO interventionsindertooksimilartasksin thesame
spacesand times albeit with separatechains of commandand contingentof forces. For
instancepetween2005and2007,the EU andNATO operatedseparateairlifts in Sudanasa
responsdo the African U n i ocalléfer logistic supportto moveits peacekeepindprcesto

Darfur region Similarly, when NATO launcheda missionto train the Afghan military and

21



policein 2009 therewasalreadyamissionundertheEU flag to trainthe Afghanpoliceofficers.
The two organisationsalso decidedto addresamaritime piracy in the Gulf of Adenthrough
simultaneoudut separateoperations.in a similar vein, both organisationsoughtto tackle

illegal armsandoil trafficking andprovidedmaritimecapacitybuilding in the Mediterranean.

Theseparallelbut separatdeU andNATO crisis managemenbperationsoftenrely on the
samereservoirof scarceandcastly resourcesuchasmilitary hardwareandstrategigplanning
capabilitieshatcanbe,or havealreadybeenmade availableto both operationge.g.Howorth
2003;Schleich2014; Smith 2015; Koops2017; FahronHussey2019). Therefore it might be
intuitive from a costminimisationperspectiveo useonly oneorganisatiorto address given
crisis(e.g.Siegel2009).Yet, in all of the aforementione@xamplesmemberstatesof the two

organisationslecidedto launchparallelbut separat®@perations.

Whilstmanydifferentexplanationsreprovidedto this overlapbetweerthe EU andNATO
crisis managemenbperationsyery few of them pay systematicattentionto how precisely
memberstatesarticulatetheir strategiesvithin this overlap.Scholarshavelong deliberatedhe
implicationsof the overlapbetweerthe EU andNATO in thefield of crisismanagemerfrom
an organisationalevel perspectivele.g. Cross2010; Ginsbergand Penska2012; Mattelaer
2013;Smith2016;Johanser017).For some the expansiorof tasksof thetwo organisations
after the Cold War resultedin a 6 f unc b v e n (Beerqmaén 2008) or 6f uncti onal
C 0 nvVv er (Gaeatbadd Gebhard2010) betweenthem in terms of crisis management
objectives while NATO delivered higher intensity peaceenforcementand peacekeeping
operations,the EU focusedon the 6 | o waege of conflict prevention, peacekeeping,
peacebuildingand postconflict ma n a g e (8ehleith@014, 188; also see Hofmannand

Mérand2012).Althoughobstacledor formalinter-operdional cooperatiorremain,it wasalso

22



suggestedhat member stateshave been able to explore some informal mechanismsof
cooperatiorthatgo beyondthe formal obstaclege.g. Graeger2014;2016,2017;Gebhardand
Smith2015;SmithandGebhard2017;Mayer2017).For others,overlapsbetweerthe EU and
NATO on the basis of membership,mandateand resourceshave 6 ¢ | eimpedegthe
developmenbf an efficient division of labor[sic] betweerthetwoi n st i tduetoalack s 6
of sufficient inter-organisationicoordinationmechanismsaswell asmembers t a traess 6

organisationastrategiegHofmann2009,46).

Those studiesthat analysemembers t a prefereticesoften do so by focusing on the
processest the inceptionof operationssuchas planningand launchphaseqe.g. Brummer
2013;Pohl2014;FeschareR015).Althoughwe knowthatmembeirstatescanchooseghoseEU
and NATO operationgthat are mostfavourableto their interests(e.g. FahrorHussey2019;
Hofmann 2019), a behaviourreferredto as 6 f o -+shuonp p ithe gu@stionremainsas to
whether members t a stmtegic movementsbetweenthese operationscan be informed

concurrentlyby multiple factorsandbe practicedn differentways.

Additionally, it hasgenerallybeenassumedhat becauseéhe opertional stagesn the EU
andNATO areseparatdrom eachother,members t a pasakel@ecisionmakingprocesses
regardinghetwoo r g a n i evarlagpingapgréationsarenotlinked within themselvege.g.
Ginsbergand Penska2012; Smith 2017). For instance,suggestionghat memberstatescan
choosefrom the EU andNATO asa frameworkfor interventionto responda securitythreat
leavethe questionsof how preciselythesechoicescomeaboutandwhethermembers t at e s 6
policymaking aboutone operationcan be relatedto the other (e.g. Dijkstra 2016; Fahron

Hussey2019).
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This thesisoffers a different accountof the overlap betweenthe EU and NATO crisis
managementperationgrom amemberstateperspectiveln doingso, it proposes multifactor
model of members t a strateg@swithin the EU and NATO operations.Essentially,this
multifactor model is built upon three elements.First, basedon insights from the overlap
betweenthe EU andNATO in thefield of crisis managementhe multifactor modeloffers a
framework for analysingmembers t a maigationsin selectingparticular frameworksof
interventionin responsdo an issue.Second taking inspirationfrom the regime complexity
literature themultifactor modelexaminedifferentformsin which memter statesareinvolved
in the EU and NATO operations.Third, basedon comparativeforeign policy analysisand
policy coordinationresearchthe modelexamineghe role of members t a orgasisatiorof
their securityanddefencepolicymakingarrangementen their strategiesegardinghe EU and

NATO operations.

Using theseelementsof the multifactor model, this thesispursuesa threefoldargument.
First, in pursuingtheir objectivesthat are driven concurrentlyby multiple factors,member
statesarticulate crossoperationalstrategies.That is, when the EU and NATO operations
overlap,memberstatesdetermingheir strategiesiotjustin consideratiorof oneoperationput
by takinginto accountwhatthesestrategiesn oneoperatiormight meanfor the other.Second,
acatchall conceppfé f o4 b m p trugggsto covertheheuristicpracticesnembeistates
follow acrossthe EU and NATO operations,as these practicesgo beyond selectingthe
operationanostfavourablefor nationalobjectives.Third, how memberstatesorganisetheir
own decisionmaking structure in securityand defencepolicy is strongly indicative of the
degredao whichtheycaninstrumentalis¢heEU andNATO operationgo accomplisitheirown
objectivesln this way, this thesissuggesta changeof attentionfrom just how memberstates

choo® the frameworkof interventionthat bestfits with their national intereststowardsthe
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extentto whichtheycanstrategicallynanagehereality of operationabverlapbetweerthe EU

andNATO.

The multifactor modelis deployedto examinethe strategieof France,Germany,andthe
UnitedKingdom(UK) within theoverlappingoperation®f theEU andNATO in Afghanistan,
the Gulf of Aden, andthe MediterraneanWhile thesethreememberstatesare major players
within both organisationsdue to, among other things, their pivotal role in the historical
developmenof thetwo organisationsiswell astheir materialcapabilities selectedperational
theatresvary in their geographicalocation, their civilian or military nature,andthe political
risksthey ental for memberstates.To testthe multifactor modelacrossthe French,German
andBritish strategiesvithin thesetheatref overlap,this thesisusesanempiricalperspective
basedon comparativeforeign policy approach Througha casestudy method,membe state
strategiehypothesisetby the multifactormodelarecheckedagainsthe patternsof eventsand

featuresobservedn the casef operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO.

While this thesisis situatedn thefields of researcton the crisismanagemenbperationsof
the EU and NATO aswell asin the literature on regime complexesjt also identifies with
foreign policy analysis.As this thesis investigatesmembers t a toepléx and parallel
decisionmaking processesit opensup a new researchagendafor the intersectionbetween
Europearsecurityandforeign policy analysisiit is oftenbelievedthatthe confidentialnature
of political andoperationaldecisionsaboutthe EU andNATO crisis managemenbperations
precludesanin-depthanalysisof dynamicsabouttheseoperationge.g. Armandoet al. 2014;
Sjursen2018).Whilstagreeinghatthe secrecyof political andoperationatlynamicsaboutthe
EU andNATO operationgpresentimitations for empiricalanalysesf theseoperationsthis

thesisshowsthat usingforeign policy analysisasa practicalguidancesupportedoy extensive
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analysisof primary documentsand interviews facilitates an in-depth examinationof the
intricacies and complexitiesof national decisionmaking processesegarding the EU and

NATO andcrisismanagemenbperations.

1.1.Why study operational overlap?

ThisthesisdefinesoperationabverlapbetweertheEU andNATO asthetwoor gani sat i on
provisionof similar typesof crisismanagemenbperationsn the sameplacesandtimes,with
separatehainsof commandandforcecontingentsWhy, then,is it worthwhileto studymember
statestrategiesvithin suchoverlap?After all, becausé¢he overlapbetweerthe EU andNATO
operationds not often createdthroughdeliberatedecisionmaking,a memberstatemay not
articulateits policiesregardingthe overlappingEU and NATO operationsat the sametime.

Additionally, decisioamakingprocesseselatedto theseoperationsoftenfollow a multi-level
path:Memberstatedirst definetheir preferenceslomesticallyandthendiscusgheir optionsat
EU andNATO levels, while thesetwo levelsoften operateconcurrentlyduring the operations

(e.g.Schleich2014,199; Chelotti2016,43).

To beginwith, operationabverlapbetweertheEU andNATO in crisismanagemennatters
for memberstatesdbecausenembers t a sugpertfo a particularoperations notequivalento
resourcingit. Indeed,planningand force generationprocessesre concurrentbut separate
processes both organsations(Ginsbergand Penska2012; Toczek2006,62). Hence,even
thougha memberstatecantakepartin temporallyoverlappingplanningprocessesf EU and
NATO operationsjt canstill choosethe mostconvenientoperationalarrangementsvhen it
makesits decisionswhich operationto participate(interview 35: NATO official; seealso

FahronHussey2019).
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Furthermorea memberstatelevel perspectivas essentiafor analysingdynamicsaboutthe
operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO in thefield of crisis managemeniThepolitical
will of memberstatess a centralfactor for the processe$®oth beforeandduringthe EU and
NATO operationsin NATO, for exampleadraft of anoperationadocumenpreparedy the
0o r g ani istarnaiionabtaffss considerechsad g odordaohlytifd ¢ h avsionof Al | 1 e s 6,
meaningthatorganisationalevel actorsneedto takeinto consideratiorthediversepreferences
of a member state (interview 33: NATO official). Literature on multinational military
operatios in generalandthe EU and NATO operationsn particularalso clearly showthat
dynamicswithin nationalcapitalscangreatlyshapeheforcegeneratiorprocessesf operations
(e.g.GinsbergandPensk&014; AuerswaldandSaidemar2014;Peterset al. 2014; Mello and
Saideman2019). In addition, although memberstatesagreeon a supranationacommand
structurewithin an EU or NATO operation,they can and do control the nature of their
participationby implementingrestrictionsto how their forcescan operde in the field, also
known as caveatgFermannand FrostNielsen2019).1t is alsoin their discretionto employ
variousdegreesand strategiesof delegationto operationalplannersat the EU- and NATO-
levels(Dijkstra2016).Therefore memberstatesandactorswithin themarethekey playersfor
thecrisismanagemerperation®of theEU andNATO. Thisis notto suggesthatactorsatthe
EU andNATO levels are not importanton their own right, but ratherto recognisethat the
influenceof organisationalevel actorsarerevealedby examiningthe preferencesf actorsat

thenationallevel (e.g.Pohl2014;Chelotti2016;Wright 2019;FahrorHussey2019).
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1.2.Thesisoutline

Following this introduction,chapter2 presentghe multifactor model this thess offers to
analysemembers t a strategi@vithin the operationabverlapbetweenthe EU andNATO.
It startswith a surveyof theliteratureon the overlapbetweerthe EU andNATO in thefield of
crisis management-ighlighting the gapswithin the resarch, the chapterthen presentghe
multifactor model, which is built on threeelementsFirst, the modelidentifies why member
statesmake specific choicesfrom overlappingEU and NATO operationsin the first place.
Subsequentlyif turnsto regimecompleity researcho understanthowmembeistateexercise
thesechoices. Third, the chapterelaborateson the role of members t a poficyndaking
arrangemenin the extentto which they caninstrumentalis¢he overlappingeEU and NATO

operationgo accomplishtheir objectives.

Chapter3 outlinesthe researchdesignof the thesisas well the methodsit employsfor
empiricalanalysisanddatacollection.lt first discussetheresearchiesignof thethesis,which
is basedon smalkN casestudyando6 p a tntatehri mngethods.The chapterthenintroduces
the comparativeforeign policy approachthatwill be usedin empiricalassessmeradf member
s t adtrategiésvithin theoperationabverlapbetweertheEU andNATO. Finally, thechapter
discusseshelogic behindselectingFrance Germanyandthe UK asmemberstatesof interest
andAfghanistanthe Gulf of Adenandthe Mediterraneamsoperationatheatresy discussing

how the varianceghey exhibit presentmethodologicatonveniencefor this thesis.

Chapter4 presentghe institutional arrangementsf decisioamaking and coordinationin
securty anddefencepoliciesin France Germanyandthe UK by payingparticularattentionto

thesemembers t a pbrgasig€ationof policymaking relatedto the EU and NATO crisis
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managemenbperationslin this way, this chapterprovidesa backgroundo decisionmaking
structure of thethreememberstateswhich areelaboratedn empiricalchaptergchapters, 6,

and?).

Themultifactormodelandresearctdesignof thethesisareappliedin empiricalanalysisin
chaptersb, 6 and7, which examinemembers t a s$trategi@svithin the operationabetween
the EU andNATO in Afghanistanthe Gulf of Aden,andthe Mediterraneamespectively.To
facilitate crosscasecomparisongachcasestudy follows a similar structure,startingwith a
backgrounaf theoperatioroverlap,coveringoperatiormandatesactivitiesundertakemuring
operationsandactorsinvolvedin the deploymenandimplementatiorof theseoperationsThe
chapterghentouchon eachmembers t a éngagesnenwith theregionandrelevantissuesn
gueston, followed by their organisatiorof decisioamakingandpolicy coordinatiorwithin the
particularcontextof the EU andNATO operatiors at hand.In line with theresearchdesignset
out in Chapter 3, this will help identify each members t a reke\@amst decisionmaking
environments, including the participant actors and agenciesin these environments.
Subsequentlycasestudiesproceedvith empiricalanalysisof members t a strategi@svithin

the operationatheatrein question

Casestudyfindings are drawntogetherin chapter8, which offers concludingremarkson
whatdrivesmemberstateanakespecificchoicesrom overlappingeU andNATO operations,
howtheyimplementhesechoicesandwhetherandhowtheir organisatiorof decisionmaking
in foreign and security policy influencesthe degreeto which they can effectivdy use the
operationaloverlapto attaintheir goals. The chapterthen discusseshe implications of the
argumenfor ourunderstandingnthethreestrandf researchhisthesiss situatedn, namely,

researchon EU and NATO crisis managemenbperations regime comgexity, and foreign
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policy analysis Finally, the chaptertoucheson the limitations of the thesisandoffers avenues

for futureresearcho addresghesdimitations.

1.3.Conclusion

In this chapter,| conceptualisethe operationabverlapbetweernthe EU andNATO asthe
twoo r g a ni previsionofmrcrsié managemenvperationghat undertooksameor similar
tasksin sameplacesandtimes,albeitwith separateommand structuresl thenarguedthatthe
existingresearctstruggleso accountfor the dynamicsof the operationabverlapbetweerthe
EU andNATO from amembeirstateperspectiveln orderto addressheresultinggaps) briefly
outlineda multifactor modelbasedon the factorsthataffectmembers t a theicesirom the
EU andNATO operationsthe practiceghroughwhich memberstatesexercisethesechoices,
and the organisationof members t a paticymdaking in articulating and pursuing their
preferencesand interestswithin the EU and NATO operations.The specific outlinesof this

modelanda moredetailedsurveyof the existingscholarshigreprovidedin the nextchapter.
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2. A multifactor model of national strategies

within operational overlap

This chaptemwill makean original contributionto the researcton the EU andNATO crisis
managemenbperationsregimecomplexity,andforeign policy analysis By developinganew
framework for understandingvhy and how memberstateschoosecertain EU and NATO
operationsvhentheseoperationgakeplacein sameimesandplacesandconductsimilar tasks
this frameworkalsooffers a perspectivao understandvhetherandhow members t a owe s 6
policymakingstructuresand mechanismsnfluencethe degreeto which they can effectively
pursuetheir preferencesandinterestshroughthe EU andNATO operations While muchhas
beenwritten on the overlapbetweenthe EU and NATO in the field of crisis management,
existingstudieshavemainly focusedon the level of the two organisationandbeendisparate
andselectivein termsof the hypotheseshey offer. In orderto addresghe resultinggaps,this
chapteroffers a multifactor model by combininginsightsfrom the researcton the EU and

NATO operationsregimecomplexity,andforeignpolicy analysis.

Researclon the overlap betweenthe EU and NATO in the field of crisis management
sparkedconsiderablenterestin the lastdecadeAlthoughthesestudiesexhibit heterogeneity,
they canbe divided into two main categoriesThoselocatedwithin the broaderdebateon a
division of labourbetweenthe EU andNATO in crisis management&ndthosethat focuson
specificcase®f operationabverlap.Despitebeingdistinctin theirfocusandlevelsof analysis,
| arguethattheseapproacheareboundtogetherin theirunderlyingassumptionsThereforeto
understad how they conceiveof members t a stratsg@swithin the operationaloverlap
betweertheEU andNATO, it is necessarto understanthowtheyview members t alroaded
internationalpolitical considerationsuchas their motivationto be involved in cooperative
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frameworks dynamicsof domesticpolitics, contingentrelationswith the EU andNATO, and

long-termorientationsaboutthe two organisations.

2.1.Division of labour betweenthe EU and NATO

Centralwithin thework ontheoperationabverlapbetveentheEU andNATO is thedebate
surroundingthe division of labour betweenthe two organisationsin the realm of crisis
managementCovering issuesbeyondthe operationsthemselvesthis debatetoucheson a
numberof interrelatedtopics, including postCold War adaptationof the EU and NATO,
transatlanticelations Europearsecurityarchitectureburdensharing andbalancebetweerthe

military andcivilian elementof crisismanagementKoops2017,317;Sim6n2013,216).

A startingpoint for this surwy of the existing researcihcanbe found in how the overlap
betweerthe EU andNATO emergesn thefield of crisismanagement#n argumentaboutthe
emergencef overlapis basedonthetwoo r g a n i expansiomhasti@itiesoutsidetheir
corefields of competenceln sucha case,it is morelikely for overlappingorganisationgo
cooperatedespitethe resulting overlap, as the two organisationswill be reluctantto share
competencesn their core fields of competencegBrosig 2010, 37). Applied to EU-NATO
relations,this6 d o nmeaxi pna nlggic imnpliésthatthe E U Gsteeringinto a corecompetence
of NATO, namely military crisis managementgeneratedan overlap betweenthe two
organisationsn the field of crisis managemenbperationgKoops2017,326; Biermannand
Koops2017).In additionto domainexpansionthe EU andNATO operationsnayoverlapalso
as a result of members t a tissatigfactionwith the existing operationalstructuresand
procedures-orinstancemembeistatescanfavouranewoperdion if theyaredissatisfiedwvith

the capabilitiesof an existing operation,or if they considermore substantiaktoncernsabout
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their strategicorientationgowardsthe EU andNATO (e.g.Biehl etal. 2013;FaudeandFuss

2020).

Yet, existing researchused the conceptof 6 o v e rather pnéystematicallyand often
throughan organisationalevel perspectivewithout using the conceptas an explanatoryor
predictive tool for memberstate strategies(Koops 2017, 327; Schleich 2015). As stated
previously,scholarsdivergeaboutthe implicationsof the overlapbetweerthe EU andNATO
in thefield of crisis management-or some,suchoverlapbroughtabouta division of labour
betweenthe two organisationswithin which the EU undertakegasksin the6 | o rauegr of
conflict prevention,peacekeepingpeacebuildingand postconflict ma n a g e nvleereaso |,
NATO oftenfocuseson higherintensity peaceenforcemenandpeacekeepintasks(Schleich
2014, 188; Whitman 2004; Biermann 2008; Mayer 2009; Galbreathand Gebhard2010;
HofmannandMérand2012).Forothersmembers t a drossorganisationapreferencesave
preventedthe developmentf an efficient partition of work betweenthe two organisations
(Hofmann2011,114;Yost 2007;Giegerich2012).Accordingto this line of reasoningwhile
the two organisationshad overlapping ambitions in crisis managementthe strategic
significanceof thepartnershighascomplicatech cleardivision of labourbetweerthem(Stewart

2011,37).

Existing researchalso suggestghat membersof both the EU and NATO confront with
multiple, potentially mutually contradictory,setsof choiceswithin an overlap.Thatis, they
enjoy certainforum-shoppingopportunitieswithin the overlapbetweenhe two organisations
(GehringandFaude2014).In this vein, Hofmann(2009;2011;2019)exploresthe conceptof
6 o v e rninl naofe @letail in the context of the EU and N A T O éhwolvementin crisis

management.Building on insights from regime complexity theory and institutionalist
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approachedilofmannprovidesa conceptuahpproacho overlapthattakesinto consideration
dynamicsat the memberstate,institutionalandinternationallevels. Conceptualisingverlap
alongthe dimensionof membershipmandateandresouce dimensionsHofmann(2009, pp.

46-47; 2011, pp. 103-104) identifies certain strategieanemberstatescan follow within the
contextof overlap,including not only moving betweenorganisationg 6 f esrhuonp p buh g 6 ) ,
also blocking one organisationfrom certain tasks( 6 h o-6 & & g @ g tbyaft tandk s 6

0 mu d dtl hi rnogélthdugh.this approachidentifies members t a stratsgieswithin the
contextof overlapbetweernthe EU andNATO, how thesestrategiexomeaboutaswell asthe
implicationsof this overlap for members t a pokcgn@aking processesre not exploredin

muchdetail.

With a moreexplicit focuson the operationabverlap,FahronHussey(2019,6) asks6 w h y
is authorizatiorgivento eitherNATO, the EU, or bothNATO andthe EU to launcha military
crisismanagemend p e r a Using apfintipaltagentmodel,sheargueshaté t ¢okective
principalwill selectheagentwhohasthemoresuitableagentcharacteristicfor aspecifictask
[and] if two potential agentshave equally suitableagent characteristicsthe principal will
delegatethe taskto bothof t h e (FehronHussey2019, 11). For instance,shearguesthat
memberstatesdecidedto launchparallelEU andNATO operationsn the Gulf of Adenasthe
6agehtar acta bathsorgansatidns,including their material and nonmaterial
capabilitiesp w eeguallysuitablewith regardto amilitary reactiontop i r éahyoBHussey
2019,237).Althoughthis studyhasthebenefitof explicitly focusingontheoperationabverlap
betweenthe EU andNATO, its substantiafocuson members t a ihitealsdécisionson which
organisationto chooseas a framework for interventioncompromisesan in-depth study of

practicesduringthe operationsMemberstatesnayfavourthe deploymenof thoseoperations
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theybelievewould fit with their interestsput they canlater considerthat particulardynamics

necessitatealternativepracticesor forumsof cooperation.

Overall,despitecontributingto our knowledgeon the partition of work betweerthe EU and
NATO whenit comesto crisis managemenbperationstheseapproachesn the division of
labourandoverlapbetweenthe two organisationyield few insightsasto different practices
throughwhich memberstatescan6 f o 4s b whet&veenthe two organs a t i openatiods.
They also struggle to account for the implications of members t a torgasigation of

policymakingfor theway in which theyarticulateandpursuetheir own strategies.

2.2.Insights about on-the-ground dynamics

Empirical researchtested,and were to some extent basedon, theseapproachen the
division of labourbetweenthe EU andNATO. Similar to the aforementionediebateon the
division of labourbetweerthe EU andNATO from a broacer perspectivecasestudyresearch
on the overlapbetweenthe two organisationslsodivergeson the extentof inter-operational
cooperation.Some scholarssuggestthat practicessuch as sharing the same operational
headquartersand exchangeof information make interoperability and cooperationeasier
betweerthe two operationgdMuratore2010,93; Smith2011,pp. 243257; Smith2018,612).
In contrastptherssuggesthateventhoughsuchpracticedacilitateinformal cooperationthere
remainsanelemeniof 6 ¢ o0 mp dar influenceandtakingc r e id actisésituation,asboth
organisationsendto bereluctantto 6 ¢ deddershigotheo t h(&insbergandPensk&012,

204; McGivern2010;DombrowskiandReich2018).
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While the EU andNATO overlapped w irdgdrdto the meaningsandvaluestheyattachto
future threatsand the role of third partiesand otherinternationalo r g a n i zherealso
0 e x ansléngentaryculturaldifferencein termsof the valuesattachedo the useof force,the
sancionedrangeandtypeof missionsandtheresourcegustifiedto carrythemo u @yda 2011,
681). As will be shownin the following paragraphsthesedifferencesinformed someof the

hypothesesfferedfor members t a ¢h@icestrom overlappingeU andNATO operations.

In thisrespectmembers t a ¢omtisgéntrelationswith the EU, NATO andthe US form a
prominentsetof hypothesem theexistingresearci{GinsbergandPensk&012,61; Merlingen
2012,172).Forinstancesimultaneousvolvementof the EU andNATO in the samecontexts
wereseenasad | i t m dost@dnsatlantiaelations(Korski and Gowan2009,1; Islamand
Gross2009). In suchoperationakontextssuchasthe EU members t a invelgeentin the
reconstructiorof Afghanistan menber statedacedthe optionsof not sendingany EU forces,
which may entail the risk of being marginalisedby the US, and launching EU crisis
managemeniitiatives to supportthe existingUS andNATO efforts (Islam and Gross2009;
Mattelaer2011; Lariv®2012,191; Rynning 2012; Pohl 2014,118 Friesendorfand Krempel
2011,13; Smith2017,150).Yet, the US positionsmay alsobe an obstacl€for the E U &cissis
managemengffortsin the contextof operationaloverlap.Due to concernsaboutduplication,
for instance Washingtonmay be unwilling to supportthe EU operationsjnsteadfavouring

NATO operationgKempinandMawdsley2013,67).

Nationaldispositionsabouttherolesof theEU andNATO asinternationakecurityproviders

were also usedin explaining members t a preferegnceswithin the operationaloverlap.

lislamandGr o poficy reportdoesnot havepagenumbers.
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Accordingly, some member states prefer EU operationsas they seek to build up EU
capabilitiesndependentifrom NATO, while othersmorecloselysupportNATO andthe US
whenit comegto crisismaragementapabilities(Mowle 2004,22). For instancewhilst being
reticentaboutthe E U dnsolvementin large scalestatebuilding tasksin AfghanistanFrance
rejectedd t ideathatNATO shouldentirely evictthe Europeangrom thiss e ¢ {Fescharek
2015,133).On the otherhand,reflectingthe U K ébsoadorientationaboutthe role of the EU
asacrisismanagemendctor,Londonsoughtto makeuseof the EU missionto supportthe US
andNATO effortsin the Afghanpolicereform (ibid, 118;Pohl2014).Similarly, in the Gulf of
Aden, Parischoseto intervenethroughthe EU asit attemptedo strengtherthe E U &gwbal
role by givingtheCSDPa6 t mavad i me n(&SermomdndSmith2009,584)while being
0 v ekeemto demonstratéhatthe Europearmembes of the Westerncommunitycould make
asignificant,autonomousontributionin supportingglobalsecuritye f f @Wilkets2011,20;
Gros2011).Emphasisingnembers t a initakpéeferencesn launchinga new operationin
addition to existing efforts, these approachescome short of investigating the unfolding
strategiesof memberstatesthroughoutthe operations.As a consequencemembers t at e s 6
preferenceabouttheoperationabverlapareoftenconceptualisethroughabinaryperspective,
namelywhether or not memberstatesfavour the deploymentof an operationin the agenda

setting,planningandlaunchphases.

To besure,existingresearctalsoexaminesmemberstatesstrategiesluring the operations.
Yet, theseattemptsoften focuson the issuestha inhibit formal cooperatiorbetweenthe EU
and NATO aroundthe strainedrelationshipbetweenCyprus,a memberof the EU but not
NATO and Turkey, a memberof NATO but not the EU (e.g. Greegerand Haugevik2011;
Schleich2014;Drent 2015; Cladi andLocatelli 2020). The political impassebetweenTurkey

and Cypruslimited the working relationshipdetweenthe EU andNATO crisis management
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operationgnto informal practices,althoughthis hasnot alwaysresultedin inter-operational
cooperation(e.g.ICG 2007,8; Chivvis 2010).Yet, a numberof analystsarguethattherehas
beena working cooperationbetweenthetwo o r g a n i srisis maoagemeénbperations

despitetheseformal obstaclege.g.Gross2012;Graegeir014;Drent2015;Szewczyk2019).

OtherstudiesprobeEU- andNATO-level aspectsurroundinghemembeirstates @ecisions.
Thoughmembers t a torensod control on the EU andNATO may significantly reducethe
flexibility andagencyof actorsof theseorganisationsboth organisationgnaintaina certain
degreeof autonomyfrom members t a toet®IDijkstra 2016). Accordingto this line of
reasoningthe EU andNATO aremorethaninstrumentghat memberstatesusefor their own
agendasas the practicesand priorities of the two organisationscan shapemembers t at e s 6
preferredgoalsandcost benefitcalculationsBasedontheseassumptiondzU-level actorscan
encouraganemberstatesto supportCSDPoperationdo demonstratéhe E U Gashievements
in developingcertain capacitiessuch as strategicthinking beyondmerely nationalinterests,
independentlyplanning and running security missions, and identifying risks before they
becomethreats (Germond and Smith 2009, 574; Johansen2017, 521). Similarly, force
generationprocessesn NATO can also generatepressureon memberstatesto commit to

operationgelativeto their strengthgDeni 2014,188; Tuschhoff2014).

An exampleto theseapproaches the EU police missionin Afghanistanwhere6 i ndi vi dual
Council officials in Brusselsdesiredto 6 f theyEU f | algniysideN A T Q@insbergand
Penska2012,62). In this operationatheatre EU-level actorswere concernedabouttheE U 6 s
international profile in the same operationalcontext with NATO (Mattelaer 2013, 123).

Similarly, in the Gulf of Aden, EU-level actorsshareda commondesirewith somemember

statesto enhancethe E U &gkobal role andraiseits internationalprofile in a spacein which
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NATO wasalsoinvolved (Cross2010,21; Ginsbergand Penska2012,46; Smith 2016,131;
2017). Yet, while providing insights as to how the agencyof the EU and NATO shape
operationaprocesseandpracticesprganisationalevel analyseglo not pay muchattentionto
how precisely members t a podicyndaking processesare affected by the reality of the
operationalovelap, insteadindirectly focusingon the implicationsof operationaloverlapon

memberstatepreferences.

Empirical studieson the operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO alsoresonatevith
substantialtheoriesof internationalrelations such as variarts of realism, liberalism and
constructivism(Simén 2013). Accordingto realistperspectivesmembers t a takwdations
aboutthe EU and NATO operationsare informed by their considerationsabout material
resourcesndtheir strategicenvironmentgWaltz 1979; Legro and Moravcsik 1999, pp. 16-
17). Thereforecooperatioremerge®utof ad | oofaxpectedt 0 n s e q whichceferst® ,
0 @onsequentiaframe [that] seespolitical order as arising from negotiationamongrational
actorspursuingpersonapreference®r interestan circumstances which theremaybe gains

to coordinatech ¢ t (Manch@ndOlsen1998,949).

For instance,in the contextof operationaloverlapin the Gulf of Aden, it is arguedthat
membeistatehadd genuinestrategidnterest,insofaraspiracyoff theSomalicoasthreatened
the securityof a vital Europeantradeand communicatiorroute connectingthe Indian Ocean
andthe Me d i t e r (Bimdn 8043)228). In this sense,collective action againstpiracy
throughtheEU andNATO operationsvasbelievedto haveoccurrecdoutofaé ¢ o m probtem
d e f i nresulingim & operationaloverlap that was 6 | elsven by rivalries, clashing
interests,or c o mp e t(Buegerd0i&@408).A 6 ¢ 0 0 p ebraa tgiavidet ihmg @byt er i z e

(continuing) different preferencesgombinedwith the political will to go beyondthe lowest
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commond e n 0 mi (Ram2018,06), convergedationalagendasaroundthe fight against

piracy off the Somalicoast(Bueger2016,408).Similarly, in the contextof the EU andNATO
operationsin the Mediterraneanwhile some memberstatessupportedattemptsto disrupt
humarmsmugglingnetworksthatcouldgenerat@nationalsecurityrisk, othershaved [ e mbr ac e d ]
the ideaof maritime capacitybuilding and collaboraing with NATO to embargathe flow of

illicit weaponsto L i b yDmrabrowski and Reich 2018). However, these approacheson
collectiveactionthroughthe EU andNATO operationsdo not directly addressvhy member
stategmadedifferentoperationathoicesoverthe courseof the overlap,despiteformally being

ableto takepartin both operationswithin anoverlap.

It is alsoarguedthatmemberstatesseethe E U Gc@emprehensivapproachasanadvantage
vis-avis the NATO operationdrom a rationalchoiceperspectiveSeveralanalystspoint out
thatmemberstatescanpreferengagingn acrisisthroughthe EU ratherthanNATO, asCSDP
operation®ftenusemultitrackinstrumentdy combiningpoliciesacrosdifferentpolicy fields
by combininghumanitariandevelopmentagivilian, andmilitary instrumentgAnderser2009;
Ginsbergand Penska2012,207; Muratore 2010; Smith 2011, 257; Koutrakas2013, 123;

KaunertandZwolski 2014;EhrhartandPetretta2014,180; Smith2016,pp. 119-200).

For example,somememberstatesprovidedforcesto the EU operatios which are often
embeddednto a 6 ¢ o mp r e dpproashithatesoughtto tackle the long-term causesof
securityproblemswhilst therole of the NATO operationsaregenerallybasecn deterringthe
immediate symptomsof deeperisues (Knutsenand D 3 n j 2046 mp. 209-211). In the
Mediterraneanfor instance somememberstatespreferredthe EU operation which waspart
of the Un i obrodderexternaland its internal security portfolios by seekingto handle

migratorypressurethroughexternalaction(Tardy2015,2; 11ISS2015,vi). In thesecasessome
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analystevenarguedhatad B e Plusinn e v ecaneceud wheremembeistatedendsupport
totheE U @peration®verNATO frameworkgGebharcandSmith2015,121;seealsoGraeger
2017,247). Despitetheir insightsin understandinghe role of different crisis management
approacheandinstrumentsof the EU andNATO in members t a pokciegphoweverthese
studiedonotdirectlyinvestigatdhowpreciselytheE U @< 0 mp r eahpeprs ds éaced

in the nationaldecisionmakingprocessesthereNATO optionsarealsoconsidered.

Empirical studiesalsogenerallyagreethatmembers t a domestipolitics play akey role
in theirengagemenwith theoperationabverlapbetweertheEU andNATO. Theseapproaches
resorate with liberalismasa theory of internationalrelations,which is a domestictheory of
foreign policy 6 d e f bynthedcentrality of individual rights, private property, and
representativg o v e r nDogleR018,65).Liberalismassumeshaté t fanelamentalactors
in internationalpolitics areindividuals and privateg r o uapdsrépresentingheir domestic
society, 60 s t dficias define state preferencesand act purposivelyin world pol i t i cs

(Moravcsik1993,517).

Forinstancein theGulf of Aden somemembeistategpromotedhe EU operatiorto assuage
domesticcritics, asseenin F r a n engirearingof the EU missionto balanceits returnto
N A T Omiltary commandat the time (Koenig 2016,107; Novaky 2018a).Members t at e s 6
concernsaboutdiasmrasthey hostcanalsolead themto supportcertainoptionswithin the
operationabverlap,asseenin the U K écensideratiorof the concernsof its Somalidiaspora
whenmakingits decisiondan the Gulf of Aden (Koenig2016,107). Theseinsightscontribue
to our knowledgeon why memberstateamaketheir specificchoicesbetweerpotentialthe EU

andNATO options.However,they do not pay muchattentionto the questionof whetherand
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howmembers t a polecymakingprocesseareshapedy theoperationabverlapbetweerthe

two organisations.

More theoreticallyinformed explanationdrom a rationatchoice perspectiveinclude the
principatagenttheory, which providesan accountof the processesaboutmemberst at e s 6
delegationof powersto the EU andNATO. Dijkstra (2016,207) suggestshat while member
stateshadfound a commongroundin addressingheissueof piracy andarmedrobberyin the
Gulf of Adenthroughthe EU and NATO, they soughtto keepthe institutional agentsunder
control by delegatingonly non-critical functionsto them.WhilstD i | k studyia thisway
providesinsightson how members t a maglsnd therole of internationalksecretariatsvithin
theEU andNATO, it payslessattentionto members t a delegatirof powersto the EU and
NATO in crisis managemenfrom a memberstate as opposedto EU- and NATO-level,

perspective.

Alternative to rationalchoice perspectives,other studies consider normative issues
surroundinghe crisesthe EU andNATO operationseekto respondReflectng centraltenets
of the constructivistheoryof internationalrelations,theseapproachesmphasise particular
identityunderpinningd peculiarlyEuropearapproacho securityandd e f e(Hawerth2014,
209).In this senseijt is not only powerandinterestsput alsorules,socialstructuresyalues,
andcommonunderstandingthatleadmemberstatego contributeto the EU andNATO crisis

managementperationgfCaporasd. 999,627).

Following this line of reasoningRiddervold(2011,400) showsthat somememberstates
can chooseEU operationswhich provide a numberof distinct featurescomparedto their

NATO counterpartsin the Gulf of Aden,for example the EU operationdid not only seekto
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0 p r oBurepednshippinginterestsor to balanceagains other greatpowers[but also] to
promoteandupholdUN resolutiongn alegitimatew a Y(ilfid). Securingthecapturedp i r at e s 6
humarrightsthroughits aspectsuchasthefair trial processesU operatiorprovidedaunique
law-enforcemendimensionconparedto the NATO operation(Riddervold2014,555). In a

similar vein, the launchof the E U Graritime operationin the Mediterraneameferredto EU-

specific elementssuchas 6 t hoemative standardghe EU has set for itself in its foreign

p ol i (Ridderwldl2018a,159;2018b,pp.166-167).Yet,thisapproactessentiallyaddresses
theunderlyinglogicsmembeistatesollow whentakingpartin anoperationratherthanseeking

to explain how precisely these normative considerationsshape the member states 6

policymakingprocessethroughouthe courseof the operationabverlap.

All in all, the utility of the aforementionedexplanationsdiminisheswhen it comesto
consideringhedriversof members t a ¢h@cesdntheoverlappingeU andNATO operations
togetherwith the operationalpracticesmemberstatesfollow whenmakingsuchchoices.To
begin with, existing researchusedthe conceptof 6 o v e tolamalysgthe EU and NATO
operationsoften at an organisationalevel, leaving questionsaboutthe implicationsof such
overlapfor memberstatesunaddressedl hosestudiesthat analysememberstatepreferences
within overlappingeU andNATO operationgienerallyfocusedon theinceptionof operations,
suchas planningandlaunchphaseswhile usinga numberof hypothesesn a disparateand

unsystematievay.

As aresult,existingresearclidoesnotdirectly accounfor why memberstatesnakespecific
choiceswithin the operationaloverlap betweenthe EU and NATO and how preciselythey
practicethesechoicesduring theoperationsFurthermorealack of attentiononmembers t at e s 6

organisationand coordinationof their own policymakinginstrumentdeavesthe questionof
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whethermmembers t a deeisso@makingprocesseaboutthe EU andNATO operationsnight
beinterlinkedwithin themselvedn fact, practitionersnvolvedin theEU andNATO operations
often mentionthat memberstatesmake their decisionsaboutthe two operationswithin an
overlapnotby isolatingoneoperatiorfrom theother(Interview35: NATO official; US Mission
to the EU 2009a).For instancememberstatesnveightheir contributionsto a NATO operation
by consideringhow they allocatetheir forcesunderotherinternationaltask forces,including

the EU operationgInterview35: NATO official).

Therefore,l arguein the rest of this chapterthat investigatingwhy memberstatesmake
specificchoicesaboutthe EU andNATO operationshowtheyexercise¢hesechoicesandhow
they organisetheir decisionmaking mechanismsalls for a different approah. Without a
framework that recognisesthe simultaneouseffect of multiple factorsin members t at e s 6
strategiesdifferent typesof involvementin the EU and NATO operations,and the role of
national policymaking structures,it is difficult to have a more thorough understandingpf
members t a eéngagetnentith the EU andNATO crisismanagememperationsin therest
of this chapter therefore,| developa multifactor modelto analysemembers t a stratasgi@s

within the operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO.

2.3.A multifactor model of national strategies

In developinghis model,l departfrom threemainassumptiondg=irst, differentdriverssuch
as securitybasedinterestsand domesticpolitical pressuresnay concurrentlybe at work in
membeistatedecisionge.g.Pohl2014).Secondmembess t a dtrategiésontinuouslyevolve
notonly atthetime of the creationof the EU andNATO operatiams, but alsothroughoutthese

operationge.g. Koremenosgt al., 2001; Haftel and Hofmann2017). Third, members t at e s 6
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organisatiorof decisioamakingin foreign andsecuritypolicy canbeindicativeof the extent
to whichtheycanusethe operationabverlap to accomplisttheir objectivese.g.Wright 2019;

HutchingsandSuri 2020).

Particularly useful in this vein is a multi-factor model basednot only on the drivers of
members t a stratsgiesout also on the particular practicesthroughwhich memberstates
exercisdhesestrategieandthewaysin whichtheyorganiseandcoordinateheir policymaking
instrumentsSucha modelconsistf threedivergent butrelatedelementsdriversof member
state strategieswithin the operationaloverlap betweenthe EU and NATO, typesof these
strategiesand members t a orgasigationof securityand defencepolicymaking.The first
element,namely, the driver of national strategies synthesiseghe existing approacheson
members t a prefardhcesregardingthe two o r g a n i DEetatiomsAlthéugh these
approachegrovide usefulinsightsaboutwhy memberstatesmakecertaindecisionaboutthe
EU andNATO operationsthey haveso far beendeployedseparatelyleavingthe questionof
whethermultiple explanatoryfactorsconcurrentlybe at work in thesedecisionsFurthermore,
hardlyanyof theexistinghypothesebasbeendirectly appliedto membeistatestrategiesvithin
the operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO. Thereforetheunderlyingaimin this first
elementof the multifactormodelis to explainwhy membeirstatesmakespecificchoicesacross
the EU and NATO operationsvhenthe option existsbetweenwhetherto take partin oneor

both of the operations.

The secondelementof the multifactor model,the type of nationalstrategieshelpsidentify
members t a differenéformsof involvementin the EU andNATO operationsin thisway, it
supplementsheapproachebasecbnmembers t a ihitelspheferencesn which organisation

to useto address crisis situationwith a seconddimensionconcerninghe particularpractices
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memberstatesollow whenmakingtheir choicesfrom overlappingeU andNATO operations.
Thesanovementfhavesofar beenunderspecifiedinderanumbrellatermof6 f osshhmp pi ng 6 .
On the otherhand,the secondelementof the multifactor modeltakesinto accountdifferent
typesof forum-shoppingbehavioutmemberstatescanexhibit within the overlappingeU and

NATO operations.

Third andfinally, themultifactormodelconsidersnembels t a ihsétgtiGnalarrangements
of decisioamakingregardingthe EU andNATO operationsThis elementof the modelaims
to addressa lack of knowledgein the existingliteratureon whetherandhow members t at e s 6
organisatiorandcoordinationof policymakingat nationalaswell asEU andNATO levelscan
affectthe extentto which memberstatescanaccomplishtheir objectivesthroughthe EU and

NATO operations.

2.3.1.Why do memberstateschoosecertain operations?Drivers of national strategies

Basedon theabovesurveyof theliterature,it couldbesaidthatmembers t a prefesefices
within the overlap betweenthe EU and NATO in crisis managementeflect the interplay
betweervariousfactors,suchasthoseatdomesticandinternationalevels,or materialandnon
materialfactors(Koops2017,321;alsoseeBennettetal. 1994,73). Althoughexistingresearch
oftenusespecifichypothesesvithout combiningthe multiple factorsin the empiricalarmalysis,
| arguethat members t a engagdmentvith the operationaloverlap betweenthe EU and
NATO is betterunderstoodrom a multifactor perspectivahattakesinto accountthe multiple
variablesthat might be at work behindnationalstrategiesSucha perspectivaecogniseshat
foreign policy decisions 6 [ e ma frant isslies of both domestic and international

envi r o Carbsme2DIP,113). Thereforethe multifactor model offered hereassumes
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thatmembers t a s$tratesgi@svithin the EU and NATO operationdie at the intersectionof
factorssuchastransatlantigelationship Europearsecurity,andaspect®f bothor gani sat i on
rolesin the Europearandinternationalkecurityarchitecturge.g.Carlsnae2012,113; Gegout
2012,138).Thisin turn meanghatvariousdriving forcesmay concurrentlybe at work behind
members t a strategi@svithin the overlappingcrisis managemenvperationsof the EU and

NATO.

To identify the potentialdrivers of nationalstrategiesthen,the modelfirst synthegsesthe
mostnotablefactorsidentifiedin the currentliteratureunderthreeheadingssecurityinterests,
domesticveto players,and preferencesboutmeansof intervention.It is worth noting at the
outsetthat thesepotentialdrivers of nationalstraegiesareideal typesof variablesthat may
inform members t a pokcgntakingwithin the operationabetweenthe EU and NATO. As
will be shownin the following paragraphsand in the presentatiorof researchdesignand
methodologyin Chapter3, the overall concernof the multifactor model is to identify the
multiple butpreeminentlriversof nationalstrategiedy assessing t dverallpatternof results
andthe degreeto which the observedoatternmatcheghe predictedo n €Yan 2009,140).In
thisundersanding,thethreepotentialdriversof nationalstrategieslo not necessarilpreclude
the influenceof eachother.In this chapter,| alsousethesethreesetsof factorsto generate
hypotheseaboutthedriversof membelis t a gtrategyiésvithin theoverlappingeU andNATO
operationsflesh out genericpatternsghroughwhich eachpotentialdriver influencesmember

s t a strategi@sandoutline how thesedriverswill beassesseh empiricalcasestudies.

2.3.1.1.Securityinterests
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BecausesomeEU andNATO crisis managemenbperationsare of necessityandothersof
choice,akey questiorregardingnembers t a strateggiésvithin theseoperationss who/what
memberstatesseekto securethrough theseoperations.However, exploring each possible
definition of a vastly broadconceptionsuchas securityis not only beyondthe scopeof this
thesis,but it would alsocompromiseparsimonyof analysis.Departingfrom a conceptionof
securitythaté ma kemsmagainsthe backgroundf threas 5chmidt2016,207),therefore)
operationalis 6 s e c U nt & pyefecusagdon the conceptof 6 t h remanatibgfrom

members t a exteraaienvironmentgWalt 1987,5; 1997;Poser2006).

Accordingly, members t a ¢heicesbrom overlappingeU andNATO crisis management
operationsaredriven primarily by their motivationto respondanactualor potential butdirect,
threatto their physicalsecurity,economy or a naturalresourceof majoreconomicor security
significance(Davidson2011). Therefore, securityinterestsas usedin the multifactor model
referto members t a mativatinsto eliminatedirectthreatsagainstheir physicalsecurityor
economiovealthemanatingrom outsidetheir bordersMoravcsikandLegro1999).This way
of operdionalisation also helps distinguish security interestsfrom other threats. While
providingsecurityin thecontemporargontextdemandsolutionsthatcutacrossrariouspolicy
areas.core aspectf securitystill remainrelevant(Gebhardand NorheimMartinsen2011).
Althoughthreatssuchaspoverty,environmentablegradationandrepressiorof humanrights
may still affect memberstate$intereststhey do not springfrom a direct threatto the rather
unambiguousconceptionof security interestsdescribé with a focus on external threats

(Mattelaer2013,pp. 73-74).

In operationalisingnembers t a seeugtyinterestsjt is alsoimportantto distinguishthe

material and ideational facets of threats member states might face, not least because
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policymalerscansimultaneouslysesecuritybasedandethicalcommitmentsvhenjustifying
theirc o u n tparticipasiodito expeditionaryoperationsin suchcasesgthicalcommitments
areoftensubsumeavithin a catchall conceptiorof nationalinterestor they can be prioritised
asendsin themselveqGilmore 2014, 24). Accordingto a logic basedon securityinterests
judgedagainsexternalandmaterialthreats however hon-materialfactorssuchasmorality are
seenas instrumentsstatesdeploy to attain their underlying security interests,rather than
following themasendsin themselvegGegout2012,138;2018,pp. 46-48). Thereasoris that
securityinterestswork from the standpointthat ethicalrules and valuesserveas a meansof
respondingto externalsearrity threats.In otherwords, ethical considerationsare framedas

instrumentsn supportof securityinterestsratherthanindependenéndsin themselves.

This operationalisationf securityinterestdeadsto anumberof interveningfactorsthatlink
members t a seeusit@intereststo their strategieswithin overlappingcrisis management
operatios of the EU and NATO. First, memberstatesconcernedwith eliminating a threat
againsttheir securityinterestscanassesshe functionality of these operaions. Memberstates
canjudgefunctionality againstthe degreeto which operationscould effectively addresgheir
own security concerns(Koenig-Archibugi and Macdonald2012, 506). For instance,if an
importanttraderouteis at stake,memberstatescanarticulatetheir optionson the basisof the
0 p e r a perceivedability to addressand eliminatea threaton that particulartraderoute
(KnutsenandDgnjar2016).Moreover,comparativeadvantagesf the operationssuchastheir
ability to addresghe long-term aspectsof the security threatat hand, can offer additional
benefitsfor the preservatiorof members t a $eeustyinterestye.g.Anderser2009;Ehrhart
andPetretta2014;Drent2015:T 0 m2015).Memberstatescanalsobemorelikely to suppot

anoperationrbasedn the suppressionf acommonthreat,not leastbecausesuchanoperation
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would generatecollectiveaswell asindividual securitybenefits(Novaky 2018a;Dombrowski

andReich2018;Palm2018).

Not only advantagebut alsoweaknes®f the operationgudgedagainsttheir potentialto
address givensecuritythreatcanalsoaffectmembers t a strategi@sMemberstatesmight
belesswilling contributeto anoperationthatthey seeinadequateo respondo athreatdueto
its limited capacityto use of force (Barrueco2009; NorheimMartinsen2012). Similarly,
incoherenciesuch as preferencesonflicting with thoseof other memberstateswithin the
operationor with thoseof organisationaactorscanunderminemembers t a suppsriio an
operation(Korski 2008, 12; Lariv®2012; Merlingen2012,174). Memberstatescan also be
reluctantto supportoperationswith a weak or vaguemandate,or operationswith internal
differencesthat can result in inefficiencies (Kempin and Steinicke 2009; Gourlay 2011;

McNearney2006,36; Juncos2018).

As a consequencef theseconsiderationsthe resultanthypothesiss thatmembers t at e s 6
strategiesvithin theoperationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO aredrivenby amotivation
to addressa direct threatagainsttheir physicalsecurityor their economicbenefits.For this
hypothesito beconfirmed,empiricalevidenceshouldrevealthatmembeistatesvereprimarily
focusedon their perceptionaboutthe extentto which the EU and NATO operationscould
effectively addressa security threat at hand. Member statesjudge the functionality and
effectivenes®f the operationsagainstthe resourcepossesselly the operationsthe speedat
which the operationcould be launched;and intra-operationalcoherene. Conversely,the
absencef referenceso theseaspect®f operationgo eliminateathreatwould spelltroublefor

this hypothesis.
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Figure 1. Genericpatternof securityinterests

Yet, explanationsbasedon securityinterestscan be challengedon a numberof grounds.
First, theseexplanationgend to overlook the aspectsof security provision beyondbenefits
specificto memberstatesln contrastto a conceptionof securitythreatsaspurelyé i ndi vi du al
g 0 o dnanycontemporangecuritythreatsarisefrom both stateandnon-stateactors,making
security provision a cooperativeattempt (Sperling 2018, 4). Furthermore,EU and NATO
operationsare not only aimedat pursuingmaterial searity interests,but also at upholding
commonvaluessuchas protectionof humanrights and preventionof humantragediege.g.
Riddervold2011;2014;2018;Pohl2014;Novaky2018b) Beyondsuppressingecuritythreats,
0 s e cooderd e n e 6f thé agpdrdions caninclude the provision of a practicalforum for

cooperatiorandinteroperabilitywith a hostof newsecuritypartnerqBridger2013,5).

In addition, memberstatesdo not alwaysact out of a survival motive in the face of the
externalsecurityenvironment.In fact, stateleadersare also concernedabouttheir parochial
interestssuchassurvival of their own governmentgNarizny2017,181),which canalsobean
underlyingdeterminanf nationalstrategieswithin the operationaloverlapbetweenthe EU
andNATO. After all, it is nationalgovernmentshatdecideon how to actaboutoverlapping
EU andNATO operationsmeaningthatnationalandsub-nationalperception®n therolesthe
two organisationgnay well be decisivein the decisionoutcomesThesefactorsthataremore

closely relatedto domesticpolitics are given more weight by the explanationsbasedon
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domesticveto players,which is the secondpotentialdriver of nationalstrategieswithin the

operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO.

2.3.1.2.Domesticvetoplayers

In addition to security interests, particular preferencesof political leaders,domestic
institutionsandpublic opinion within memberstatesarealsoimportantfactorsthatcanshape
nationalstrategieswithin the operatioml overlapbetweenthe EU and NATO (Haesebrouck
2016).Especiallywhenmembers t a s$trategi@sarenot driven primarily by securitythreats,
domestigolitical risksandopportunitiesof their policiescanplay akeyrole in their strategies
(Pohl 2014). In particular,| operationalisethesedomestielevel variablesby veto players
situatedwithin members t a interrsal@olitical structuredMello 2014;Dorusseret al. 2009;
Haesebrouck017). To be sure,potentialroles of domesticveto playersonmembe st at e s 6
strategiedringsto the fore the way in which memberstatesorganisetheir domesticdecision
makingin foreign andsecuritypolicy. | elaboratememberstatespecific structuresof foreign
policy makingin detailin Chapter4. Here,| outline the potentialdomesticveto playersthat

may in theoryaffectmemberstatestrategiesvithin the EU andNATO operations.

Stayingin office requiresfor memberstategovernmentso gainthe supportof a coalitionof
domesticvoters,parties,nterestgroupsand bureaucracie@Moravcsik1993;Haesebroucknd
vanimmerseeR020).As such,members t a aptorsivithin the operationabverlapbetween
the EU andNATO arefiltered by domestielevel factorssuchasbureaucratigolitics, public
opinion, andthe role of nationalparliamentswhich serveasthe6 t r a n s balt by whiclo n
the preferencesnd socialpowerof individualsandgroupsaretranslatednto foreignp ol i cy 6

(Moravcsik 2008, 237; Ripsmanet al. 2016). Key at this domesticlevel are veto players
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referringbroadlyto individualsor collectiveactorswhoseagreemenis requiredfor a change

of the statusquo (Tsebelis1995,289).

In orderto teaseout veto playerswithin memberstatesn the contextof the EU andNATO
operationsit is importantfirst to addresshow veto playerswithin amembers t a doméstic
political system can be identified. Veto players can be derived from a memberst at e 6 s
constitutionaland legal framework, for example,parliamentsor presidentswhosede jure
approvalis requiredfor policy proposalto be affective(Tsebelis2002,pp. 19i 20), or political
parties,whosede facto supportis requiredto implementpolicy change(Tsebelis2000,447).
Furthermoreijt is alsoimportantto notethatthe list of potentialveto playerswithin member
statesdependon the constitutionalandpolitical context(Greathous010,pp.s7071). What
is critical, however s thatactorswho areinfluential in policymakingbutwho do not havethe
potentialto block policy change are not veto playersas such, not leastbecausea catchall
conceptionof domesticveto playersmight otherwiserisk thec o n ¢ analytiéatusefulness
(Oppermannand Brummer 2017). Relatedly,the policymaking influence of domesticveto
playerswithin a memberstatemay differ. For instance the relative significanceof domestic
veto playersand their ability to influence policymaking might changedue to certain veto
p | a ywdlingaassto usetheirvetopowersGanghofandSchulze2015. Thismightberelated
to the saliencyof specificEU andNATO crisis managemenperationsn the domesticarena
comparedo public policiesandothersecurityanddefenceissues(Oppermanrand Brummer

2017).

Againstthis background| specifyvetoplayersin the contextof members t a ¢he@cedf
particularEU and NATO operatios as nationalbureaucraciegpublic opinion, and national

parliamentsMembers t a bueauéracieareamongthe largestandmostinfluential interest
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groupsin their foreign and security policymakingstructures.Therefore,preference®f veto
playerswithin members t a foreignpolicy executivesanexplainmembers t a strategi@s

within the operationaloverlapbetweenthe EU and NATO (Brummer2013; Ripsmanet al.

2016). Sincenationalbureaucraciesas well askey decisionmakers,form amembers t at e 6 s
0 ¢ o mmuoh stratggic decisioama k e theséattitudes then predisposemember state
governmentdowardsspecificdecisionswhenthey are facedwith multiple optionsaboutthe

EU andNATO operationgMeyer2005,527;Matlary 2009;Smith2010;PohlandvanWilligen

2015;Chappelletal. 2016;Biscop2019;cf. HoworthandMenon2009).

Within any memberstategovernmentjt is possibleto observedifferert interpretationsof
problemsand calculationsof policy responseso theseproblems For instance officials at a
ministry of foreign affairs may havevery different perspective on anissuecomparedo their
counterpartén theministry of defencg Brummer 2013).Similarly,o f f i persmettigegnay
vary dependingon whether they are basedin the national capital or in their national
representatioto the EU or NATO in BrusselgDuke 2017;MichalskiandDanielson2019).In
this sense preference®of agencieswithin members t a goeesnthentsan lead to specific
national strategieswithin (Germondand Smith 2009, 584; Andersen2009, 80; Gros 2009;

Novaky(2018a,pp.132-133).

Thepreferencesf governmentahgenciesanbeaffectedby theextentof their socialisation
into the EU andNATO aswell by the densenetworkof relationshipsetweenEuropearand
North American states(Reichard2006, 24; Forsbergand Herd 2006, 35; Michalski and
Danielson2018). Thesepreferencegnay also resonatemembers t a toreg$edm attitudes
within thedebateontherolesthe EU andNATO shouldtakein internationakecurityandcrisis

managementn the contextof the EU andNATO operationsmemberstategovernmentgan
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seekto supportthedevelopmenof CSDPcapabilitiesandresourceshatcouldallow the EU to
actautonomouslyrom NATO, or preferNATO asa primaryframeworkof interventionwhile
supportingeU capabilitiesf theyarenot possessedy NATO (e.g.Sim- n 2017,72; Whitman
andTonra2017).Furthermorethevaluemembeistategovernmentsittachto theiralliancewith
the US and NATO may also impact national strategieswithin the operationaloverlap. A
members t a poktisableaderor governingparty, for example,may preferkeepingthe US

involvedin EuropensecurityconcerngGross2009a,24).

In additionto thesebroadattitudesyetoplayerswithin membeistatebureaucraciesiayalso
reflect more particular circumstancesnd considerationsbouttheir relationswith the EU,
NATO, and the US. For instarce, some domestic organisationswithin memberst at e s 6
policymaking processesnay be particularly interestedin fostering security and defence
integrationwithin theEU or NATO if suchintegrationwill serveto theirorganisationainterest
(Biehl et al. 2013; Dyson 2014; Wright 2019). Member stategovernmentscan also seethe
securityprotectionfrom US an essentiaklementof their securityanddefenceoutlook, which
may leadthemto supportNATO operationsyherethe US is the primary nationatlevel actor
(Bennettetal 1994,72; Davidson2011,15; Ringsmose010,330' 331; Baltrusaitis2010,pp.

16-17).

Moreover, if an operationmakesit difficult for a memberstate to mobilise its own
bureaucratiagenciesvhich may not be foreign policy oriented,it might be politically and
financially costly for that memberstateto committo suchan operation(Korski and Gowan
2009,35; Pohl2014,121). Resourcesequiredfor certaincrisis managemenbperationgnay
notonly belimited, buttheymayalsobe dispersecamonga wide rangeof differentministries

within amembeistate(Dijkstra2013;Junco2018).This mightpresenthallengesvhencross
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governmentalcohesionis required for a memberstateto allocate resourcesto a certain

operation.

Governmentahgenceswithin memberss t a tleeissoAmaking structuresnay alsohave
concernsaboutexternalperception®f their countries especiallyif defectionfrom actingvis-
avis acrisesincurscostsfor theirc o u n tinteinaienérecognition.n orderto prevent such
costs, governmentalagencieswithin member statescan instrumentaliseEU and NATO
operationgo raisetheirc o u n intergafiomaktatusor for adomesticaudienceelevanto the
crisissituation,suchasthediasporagheyhost,aswell asto improvethe prestigeandstanding
of theirown organisationssuchasthereputationof thediplomaticnetworkor thearmedforces
(Davidson2011,17; Gegout2012,138; 2018, pp. 46-48; Germondand Smith 2009; Novaky

2018a).

Nationaldecisionmakersalsohaveto considerthe degreeof public supportfor the EU and
NATO in generabndthetwoo r g a n i @gparationgnparticular Whereandthroughwhich
cooperativdrameworkto deploymilitary forceis akey areaof disagreemerdacrosghe public
opinion within member states(Matlary 2009, 66). Member state governmentsmight be
reluctantto commit to an operationthat would impose heavy domesticpolitical coststo
politiciansseekingto maintaintheir offices. For example an operationwith awiderandmore
positive perceptionin mediaor hostcommunitycanbe more preferablefor a memberstate.
Furthermorein orderto preventreputationcostsof inactionvis-a-vis apressurdérom the public
opinionto 6 dsoo me t méembersfatesmay usean operationasa justificationtool (Bache
andJordan2006,22). Additionally, an operationcanfunctionasad6 | egi ofdms s et er est
(Bickerton2011,34) orasa6 t doodolitical decisioamakersto demonstratgolitical unity

andactionto domestica u d i e(Jokaased@17,552).
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Nationalparliamentsnayalsodrive how memberstatesengagevith theoperationabverlap
betweenthe EU andNATO. Throughthe agendasndideologicalorientationof the political
parties, parliamentscan influence memberstate engagmentwith the operationaloverlap
(Hofmann2013;Haesebrouck017,142; Schade2018;Mello andPeters2018).Forinstance,
dependingontheir powers parliamentsanapproveresource®r introducenationalcaveatsor
not approvethe deploymenbf forcesundera particularoperation(Hanagar2017,35). At the
sametime, few parliamentdan Europehavestrongpowersaboutnationaltroop deployments
andmanyof themcanonly scrutinisedeploymentecisionswithout co-decisionrights (Peters
etal. 2014,434).Moreover,while possessing potentialto preventthe passagef legislation,
oppositionalconstraintto memberstateg o v e r n pokcied cande lessthreateningthan
intracgovernmentonstraintgor thepoliciesor eventhe survivalof memberstategovenments

(Kaarbo1996;2012).

All of theseveto players,namelybureaucraciegublic opinion, and nationalparliaments,
can also reflect on the historical contextswhich inform members t a toregsténdingand
contextualdecisionsaboutforeign, securityanddefencepolicies.Whenfacedwith optionsof
usingcertainEU andNATO operationgo addressecuritythreatsthesevetoplayersmaydraw
on pre-existingand deeplyingrainednormsabouttheir counties and externalworld (Meyer
2005). This relatesmembers t a theisegof specific EU and NATO operationsto their
strategiacultures whichrefersto theirintegratedsystem®f norms,ideas,andsymbolsthatact
to establishtheir long-standingpreference®n foreign, security,and defencepolicies (Wendt

1994;Johnstorl996;Malici 2006;Lantis2009;LantisandCharlton2011;Britz 2016)
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Members t a strategigculturescovertheir long-held orientationsowardsissuessuchas
integrationin Europearsecurity,broadergeopoliticalorientations, andthe appropriataneans
of intervention.Whenit comesto eachmembers t a stamdesowardsthe EU andNATO as
international security providers, their strategic cultures can be categorisedalong the
AtlanticismEuropeanismdimension (Howorth 2007, Chappelet al. 2016). While some
countrieshavealong-standingpreferencédor developingeU capabilitieso enablét to respond
to internationalcrisesautonomouslyirom NATO, othersare consideredas the archetypical
exampleof Atlanticism due to their strongerprioritisation of NATO insteadof the EU in
internationalcrisis managemen{Novaky 2018, 45). The characteristicoof members t at e s 6
strategicculturescanalsobe derivedfrom their broadergeopoliticalorientationgBiehl et al.
2013;Doeser2017; DoeserandEidenfalk2019).For instance pationalstrategicculturesmay
endorseparticularforms of internationalmilitary presencesuchascontinentaland maritime,
aswell asspecificgeopoliticalfocal pointsthatincludeareaswithin andbeyondeurope(Sim- n

2013.

At the sametime, also worth noting is that a members t a stratéggculture doesnot

necessarilyequalto its strategicdecisionsas such,especiallyif political actorsandagencies

within members t a deeissoBmakingprocessesreunderstoodisfi ¢ a r orinéhrod afe r s 0
theirc o u n tstraiegosulbure(Gray2006).Becauseheseactorsandagenciehavedifferent
political interestswhenamembers t a ¢h@ogas anEU andNATO operationis reflectiveof

its strategicculture, this doesnot necessarilyneanthatstrategiccultureis thatmembers t at e 6 s
only motivation(Schmitt2012).Indeed choicedn line with strategicculturemaybetheresult

of political struggleswithin memberstategovernmentsjooming electoralcanpaigns,or a
strategicexpressiorof a particularsecurity threatfor various purposeqCantir and Kaarbo

2012).
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While traditionalemphasisn termsof who holdsac o u n stratggicaulturehasbeenon
policy elitesasa strategiccommunityof decisionmakers(e.g.Gray 2006; Greathous010),
the interplay betweenelites and a more inclusive conceptionof i me mls ¢ radareaso
determinehow conflicting positionswithin a memberstate aboutthe EU and NATO are
balancedasapolicy outcomewithin amember state(Biehl etal. 2013,12). This stemsrom an
understandinghat not only the individualswith directaccesgo the securitydecisiormaking
process,but also actors such as journalists, participantsin policy debates,think-tanks,
academics,and other policy networks can influence members t a tdexisiadn processes
(Greenhous@010, pp. 70-71). The rolesof potentialveto playersin relationto the strategic
cultureof thememberstatetheyrepresenarediscussedn the contextof eachmemberstateof

interestin Chapter.

In short,if memberstatestrategiesveredriven by domesticvetop | a ypersugadd their
own goals,thenmembers t a prefesencesvithin the operationabverlapwould reflectthese
a c t gpectidpreferenceslhereforetheresultanhypothesiss thatmembers t a Strategyiés
primarily serveto promotetheinterestsandviews of domestiovetoplayers Forthis hypothesis
to be confirmed,then,members t a s$tratsgi@sshouldprimarily reflect their governmental
a c t prefesedceshatreflectlong-termnationalorientationsaboutthe EU andNATO or more
contextual organisationalinterests;members t a tomcer@sabout mobilising their own
bureaucraciegheir considerationsboutthe domesticimplications of not actingvis-a-vis a
crisissituation;public supportto the EU andNATO; andthe constrainingandenablingrole of
their parliaments.Conversely,the plausibility of this hypothesiswould be diminished if

membeirstatestrategiesverenotinformedby theconsiderabnsof thesedomestio/etoplayers.
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Figure 2. Genericpatternof domestiovetoplayers

However, the internatexternal entanglementpresentedby many contemporaryforeign
policy issuesnaychallengeghesedomestielevel explanationsAs Carlsnae$2012,127)points
out, 6 ithre realworld we find a numberof actors,both domesticandinternational, who are
closely involved in the formulation of foreign p o | i ThheycoOmbinationof domesticand
externalfactorsis particularly relevantfor the EU and NATO operations,where national
strategiescan be simultaneouslyinfluenced by both domesticand internationalvariables

(Brummer2009,14; Tuschhoff2014,202).

2.3.1.3.Preferencesboutmeansf intervention

In choosingparticularEU andNATO operationto addressa securiy issue,memberstates
may alsofollow differentapproacheso useof force rangingfrom military interventionisnto
a preferencdor civilian forms of intervention(lrondelleand Schmitt2013; Maull 1990).Put
differently, members t a ati@ulds about providing international security through crisis

managemenoperationscan also influence nationalstrategieswithin the operationaloverlap

(Caporasol1999, 624). | operationalisetheseattitudesby two featuresof members t at e s

preferencesabout meansof intervention. These preferencesmay reflect members t at e s

conceptionon the conditionsunderwhich it would be appropriateto use military meansi

conceptionsvhichlie atthecentreof members t a seeausty@ulturesandengrainedlomestic
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normsaboutthe meansof interventionin crisismanagemensuchasconception®nthe useof
force (Johnstorl995;Meyer2004;Biavaetal. 2011;Biehl etal. 2013).Yet, thesepreferences
mayalsoreflectmembers t a mogepracticalconsiderationgboutthe securiy conditionson

the operationatheatreandcircumstancesvithin members t a domestégpolitics.

First, memberstatesmay judgewhetherthe instrumentsandapproachesf an operationis
appropriatevith theirdomesticallyengrainegreferenceaboutmeansof interventionin crisis
managemeniMarchandOlsen1998).Members t a unéesstandingabouthowto respondo
a crisis situation vary given the absenceof a commono6 E u r ogeaurétyc u | tthat e 6
convergs variousnationalatitudesaboutthe appropriataneango respondo externalcrises
throughthe EU or NATO operationgMenon 2009, 237; Zyla 2011). In this senseyarious
memberstatepreferenceaboutthe meansof interventionarealsoresonatedby differentcrisis
managemet approachesindinstrumentsof the EU andNATO, who divergeon the basisof
useof military force within their crisis managemenvperationgKempin and Steinicke2009,

145;Penska&2010;Page2011;Lariv®2012;Merlingen2012,172).

Thatis, the EU opeaationsoftenrely moreoncivilian meansof interventionwhereadNATO
operationstend to focus on more highrintensity and 6 mi | i ttasks (Kagand2003, 1;
Ikenberry2008,21; Manners2008; Whitman 2011, 13). AlthoughtheEU&sc o mpr ehen s i \
ap pr acaanprisédof civilian andmilitary crisis managemeninstrumentds questionedy
somescholarstheU n i ores@osssto securityissuesaredifferentfrom thoseof NATO. Even
realistscholarswho aresuspiciouof a unified Europearstrategiccultureagreethatthereis a
0 E u r ocpoenasne rasedois gdod governanceand effective multilateralism(e.g. Rynning
2003, 486; NorheimMartinsen2011). In this senseassetsn the E U écasis management

toolbox for carryingout an operationmay be morein line with somememberstates(Martin

62



andKaldor 2009; Ginsbergand Penska2012,11; Biscop and NorheimMartinsen2012, 65;
Faleg 2017, 5; Gebhardand NorheimMartinsen2011; Stokesand Whitman 2013, 1095;
Shepher®015;Juncos2018;cf. Williams 201F). Memberstatescanalsopreferthosemeans
of interventionthat are deployedwithin internationallyand regionally legitimate operations
especiallyif they considerhow the internationalcommunitywould perceivetheseoperations
(Finnemorel996).0n the contrary,memberstatesmay be lesslikely to intervenethroughan
operationwithoutaninternationakupportthrough.for instancea UNSCresolution(Davidson

2013).

Secondtherearealsomorepracticalelemens of members t a prefesedicesboutmeans
of intervention.Thatis, in additionto entrenchedonception®f appropriaténstrumentswvithin
crisis managemenfpreferencesboutmeansof interventionalso covera more consequential
logic aboutthe suitableinstrumentsudged againstthe circumstance®n the groundon an
operationatheatre(e.g.KisanganiandPickering2007;Kreps2008;SoeterandTresch2010).
For instance a tendencytowardsrisk-aversionunderdeterioratingsecurityconditionson the
ground might make a memberstate prefer military meansof intervention, while another
memberstateaiming for missionsuccessnay seeit necessaryo deploysimilar or alternative
meansof intervention (Saidemanand Auerswald 2012). Furthermore,domestic political
dynamicamightresultin restrictionsontheuseof force.Forexamplejf parliamentarapproval
is neededor the deploymenbf civilian or military resourcdo the EU andNATO operations,
pressuresrom nationalparliamentmight forcea memberstategovernmento apply caveatso

forcedeploymentgAuerswaldandSaidemar2014;Huff 2015;FrostNielsen2017).

2Williams (2011,76) stresseshatdé N A i@wedthe comprehensivapproactandthe developmenof PRTs
asaway to usethe existingcivilian and military capacityof the allies for tackling the wide rangeof problems
associatedwith stateb u i | dHoweged, 0 t Imditary dominated][ N A T Odomgrehensiveapproachin
Af g h a n(ibid @7aThidimpliesthattherewerestill differencesonhowthecomprehensivapproachiesonates
in theEU andNATO.
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Therefore the resultanthypothesigs thatnationalstrategiesvithin the operationabverlap
betweertheEU andNATO aredrivenprimarily by members t a prefesefceaboutmeansof
intervention. For this hypothesisto be confirmed, memberstatesd preferencesshould be
informed by their engraineddomesticnormsaboutthe meansof intervention;considerations
about whetheran operationis appropriate with these predispositions,concernsabout the
differentcrisismanagemerapproacheandinstrumentof the EU andNATO; thelegitimacy
of thetwo o r g a ni ®@Eetatioms;orsnire practical considerationsabout the suitable
instrumentgo respndto acrisissituation.Onthe otherhand,if theempiricalevidenceaeveals
thatmembers t a strategi@seflectpreferencesndoperationapracticeghatcontradicttheir
preferencesboutmeansof interventionin crisis managementhenthis hypotesiswould be

disconfirmed.

4 N\ /", . ) 4 N
Appropriatenessf
Memberstatesseek intervention:
to complywith their 'European’ :
Engagementith
preferenceabout difference’; theoperational
. meana.)f .. IegitimacyOf over|ap
interventionin crisis operations:
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Figure 3. Genericpatternof the preferencesiboutmeansf intervention

However explanationdasedn preferencesboutmeansof interventioncanbe challenged
from a numberof perspectivesilt is difficult to differentiatethe EU andNATO accordingto
their crisis managemenapproachesas for somescholarstheseapproachesre essentially
informedby a setof broadnormativevaluesthetwo organisationshargZyla2011;677;Risse
2016, pp. 22-23). Furthermore, the differences betweenthe two or gani swm@sisi ons 0
managemenpracticesarenot alwaysclearcut. Indeed,in the contemporarcontextNA T O06 s

crisis managementoles movedbeyondthoseof a defencealliance,reachingareascovering
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conflict preventionandstatebuilding, similar to the tasksascribedo the EU (Flockhart2011,
103). For its part, the EU, like NATO, hasincrementallybecomean internationalsecurity
provider by developingsecurity and defencepoliciesto addressE u r o medérissecurity

challengeswhile continuingto promoteits fundamentalalues(Smith2018,609).

2.3.2.How do memberstatesexercisethesechoices?Typesof national strategies

Despitethe importanceof identifying the potentialfactorsfor why memberstateschoose
from overlappingeU andNATO operationsn thefirst place,it is onething to identify these
factors;butquiteanotherto evaluatédhow exactlytheypracticethesechoices After all, member
statepreferencesluring the inceptionof operationssuchasplanningandlaunchcanbe more
politicised processesthan the operationsthemselves(Mattelaer 2013). Therefore, the
multifactormodelalsoseekgo understandheparticularwaysin whichmembeistatesexercise

their strategiesluringthe operations.

Regimecomplexityresearctoffersinsightsto understandhe optionsavailablefor members
of elementalregimesthat are involved in the sameissue areas,often connotedwith the
keywordsfi f o ®0wmfi v e 13 lh ® p p Using suggestiondrom the regime complexity
literature,particularlythoseon the strategicinterplay resultedby the choicesof membersof
elementalregimes that form a complex, this section conceptualisescrisis management
operationsasanareaof overlapwithin the broademrelationshipbetweerthe EU andNATO. In
this understandingto developthe secondelementof the multifactor model,| arguethat the
parallelandsequentiahatureof the EU andNATO opeationsleadsmemberstatedo takeinto
accountthe effects of their actionsregardingone operationwhen determiningtheir action
within the otheroperationthatis alsoin place.In otherwords,whenconsideringheir options

aboutoneoperationmemberstatesdeterminetheir preferencesn light of their commitments
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in theotheroperationdeployedn thesameheatrgSchelling1958,205; GehringandOberthy r
2009, pp. 135141). Consequentlymembers t a strategi@senderthem supportersof the

need of oneoperatiorwhendealingwith mattersof the other(GehringandFaude2014).

2.3.2.1.Regimecomplexes

A regimecomplexcanbedefinedasano a r af @anially overlappingandnon-hierarchical
institutionsgoverninga particularissuea r €RadstialaandVictor 2004,279).Understoodn
this way, regime complexesare comprisedof functionally overlappinginstitutionsét h a t
continuously affect eacho t h eorpées a (Gehrimgsardd Faude 2013, 120). Although
alternativeandmorespecificdefinitionsreferto alowestnumberof institutionsin aregimefor
it to benamedasa complexor certaindimensionsud asmembershige.g.OrsiniandMorin
2013),awidely-shareccommonfocusacrosdifferentconceptualisationsf regimecomplexes
is 6 aetof overlappingand perhapsevencontradictoryr e g i (Aleesaihd Raustiala2018,
330).In this senseregimecompkxeshavebeenidentifiedin a variety of areasncluding, but
notlimited to, geneticresourceg¢RaustialaandVictor 2004),humanrights promotion(Hafner
Burton2009),climatechanggKeohaneandVictor 2011),maritimepiracy (Struettetal. 2013),
andenergygovernancgUrpelainenandvan de Graaf2015). Theseregimecomplexesxhibit
both complementaryand contradictoryoverlapson the basisof 6 p r i n gormg,fulessor

pr oc e (Dusiniadkviorin 2013,29).

Furthermorea key featureof regimecomplexesis the absenceof 6 a g rupoamdeansto
assera hierarchywhenrulesor decisionshackedby differentinstitutionsc o n f (Aliercahdd
Raustiala2018, 331). In relation to this lack of commonrulesto regulateoverlaps,regime

complexesalsoinfluencea ¢ t prefesediceanddecisiondy increasingheir strategicaction:
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0 S t aadpresateactorsunderstandhatwithin aregimecomplex,decisionsmadein oneforum
can be influenced, revised, or underminedby decisionsand politics within a paralel or
overlappingdomesticor internationalf o r (Afted andRaustiala2018,331). Putdifferently,
actorswithin aregimecomplex6 w itehdto shapetheir preferencesandmaketheir decisions
within oneelementainstitution againstthe backdropof the otherinstitutionsthatform partof
thec o mp [(GehriigandFaude2013,122).Indeedt is oftenassumedhatstatesgspecially
thoseactingwithin regimecomplexeghatareunregulatedaroundrulesto form hierarchiesor
conflict resolutionmechanims, often usetheir membershigo elementainstitutionswithin a

regimecomplexin orderto maximisetheir interestsandminimisethetransactiorcosts.

Usingtheirmembership this way, statesalsochoosea frameworkwhenconfrontedwith
multiple venuesin the samepolicy area,a behaviourreferredto as forum-shopping(Busch
2007,736; Alter andMeunier2009). Existing researchanalysegorum-shoppingasa general
categorythatis separatérom moving regulatoryactivitiesfrom onevenueto another(regime
shifting),attemptingo bridgethegapshetweerregimegbrokering) andcreatingcontradictory
rules in a parallel regime to underminethe regulatory authority of a regime (strategic
inconsistency)(e.g. Raustialaand Victor 2004; Alter and Meunier 2009; Goddard2009).
Thereforegxistingresearchs notspecificabouthow preciselyforum-shoppingoccurs Onthe
otherhand,| arguethatstateswithin aregimecomplexcanpracticeforum-shoppingn different

ways.

2.3.2.2 Operationaloverlapasa subsebf regimecomplex

In making this argumentwithin the vastliteratureon regime complexity, | focuson the

insightfrom thebehaviouiof stategshataremember®f elementainstitutionsformingaregime
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complex.While crisis managementonstituts a regimeon its own, the crisis management
operationf the EU andNATO is a subsetwithin this regimewith overlappingmemberships,
mandatesandresourcegHofmann2009;2013;2019;BeckerandBell 2020).In thisrespect]
focusons t a bebasidurwithin regimecomplexeshelpsto developthe secondelementof
multifactormodel,which setsoutthetypesof nationalstrategiesvithin the operationabverlap

betweerthe EU andNATO.

Similar to the aforementionedmplicationsof a regimecomplex,ovelap betweenthe EU
and NATO in the field of crisis managemenpresentsmemberstatesa variety of options
regardinghetwoo r g a n i gparationsltnsdbélievedthattheexistenceof the EU (through
CSDP)andNATO astwo distinctorganisationsvith overlappingmembershipsnandatesand
resourcespursmemberstatesof the two organisationso resortto the forum mostfavourable
to their interestge.g.Biermann2008;Hofmann2009;2019).As policymakersalsorecognise,
0 iistunlikely thatthe[ € EU memberstateswho arealsoNATO Allies will makedecisions
aboutNATO contributionsin isolationfrom their decisioamakingaboutE U @JS Missionto
the EU 2009a).In the words of a NATO official, for example,memberstatescan6 t wa a k
particularplanningprocessn the EU andthatis alsobroughtto theforeatN A T Qldterview
35: NATO official). Being a memberof both organisationsallows statesto pursuetheir
preferred policy options in the EU and/or NATO, dependingon which organisational
framework suits their preferencesbest. This flexibility é mi t ithe aeroswsn logic that
characterisesingleorganisationdy makingit possiblefor stateghatwantto cooperatenore

formally to do so,while accommodatingeluctants t a (HefresadinandMérand2012,151).

The rangeof strategiesavailableto memberstateswithin an operationaloverlapcanbe

identifiedby looking at their organisationapositionsandgovernmentapreferencegHofmann
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2009;2019).Thememberstatesanalysedn this thesis,namelyFrance Germanyandthe UK,
arerepresentetbothin the EU andNATO throughmembershipSuchd d umeelmb eemjoy &
strategidlexibility astheyhaveaccesso multiple source®f informationandideaswithin both
organisationgWeiffen etal. 2013).Basa ontheir organisationapositionsasé d uneelmb er s 0 ,
these stateshave a range of policy options available to them, such as selectingamong
organisationsinfluencingorganisationaprocessesand mediatingbetweenthe organisations

to ensurecooperatior{Hofmann2019).In additionto institutionalpositions the preferencesf
members t a goeemdentarealsokeyin identifying the availablenationalstrategiesvithin
operationabverlap,not leastbecauserisis managemenbperationsf the EU andNATO are
subjectto permanentpolitical control and oversightof national capitals (Mattelaer2013;

Howorth2014).

As stated, extant literature does not specify how precisely membersof an elemental
institution forum-shopwithin the regimecomplex.Similarly, researcton the overlapbetween
the EU and NATO in the realm of Europeanand internationalsecurity is silent aboutthe
particularmanifestation®f this strategicinterplay andforum-shoppingbehaviour.Instead,it
adoptsa rathergeneralcategoryof forum-shoppingas a strategythat is separatdrom other
strategiessuchas choosingto useveto powerswithin an organisatiorto influencethe other
(hostagetaking), and foster inter-organisationalcooperation(brokering) (Hofmann 2009;

2019).

This thesis offers a different approachby arguing that applying forum-shoppingto the
particularcontextof operationabverlapbetweenthe EU andNATO requiresa rethinking of
the concept.While agreeingwith the previousresearchthat memberstatesarticulatetheir

strategiesaccordingto their expectationsof which operationwill deliver a better outcome
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accordingo theirinterests] arguethatthesestrategiesncludedifferentandheuristicpractices
of engagingwith theoperationsThatis, ratherthana strategythatcouldbedifferentiatedrom

otherssimply asa choiceof anorganisationalenuethatis mostsuitablefor theirowninterests,
member states can practice forum-shopping in different ways. In considerationof the
institutional positionsof France,Germany,andthe UK asdual members] arguethat three
distinct manifestation®f forum-shoppingcanbe identified asthe waysthesememberstates

makesenseof andusetheoperationabverlap.

First, thesememberstatescanexploitthe operationaoverlapby taking active partin both
operationsimultaneouslyr at differenttimesto advanceheirinterest{HennebergndPlank
2019; Alter andRaustiala2018).By beingactivelyinvolvedin both operationghroughforce
assets,dual memberscan seek to circumvent certain political and operationalcosts and
obligationsto pursuetheir policy goalsor fosterinter-operationatooperatio{Goddard2009).
Thesemembeirstatescanadoptthis strategyif, for examplepneof theoperationss in line with
theirtraditionalchoiceof intervention while the otherfavourstheir morepracticalpreferences
by beingableto addresghe problemwith a fuller spectrumof crisis managemennstruments
(Hennebergand Panke2020). For instance,in the contextof opeaationsdealingwith illegal
activities oneof the operationanay be hostedby a members t a prefedradframeworkfor
intervention, whilst the other may be supportedwith instrumentssuch as legal transfer
arrangementln sucha scenario the first opertion could addresamembers t a lorerseidn
strategicorientations,andthe latter could provide benefitsfor thosememberstateswho are
unwilling to be involved in the trial and prosecutiorof the capturedcriminals.In this sense,
exploitationcanprovide dualbenefitsto membeistateof bothorganisationswhile upholding
their specific operationalpreferencesy taking advantageof the practical aspectsof the

operations,member states can make token contributionsto the operationsin order to
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demongrate their commitmentto the EU and NATO. Therefore,different operationsmay
presentdistinct advantageso memberstatesto uphold their own agendasTo further their
interestsmemberstatesmay seekto benefitfrom havingtwo multilateralframeworksin the
sametheatre Suchan overlapmayin this way help memberstates to achievetheir objectives

throughreducingtransactiorcosts(KeohaneandVictor 2011).

Secondmemberstatescanaccommodatéheir preferencedy adjustingtheir behaviourin
line with political andoperationakealitiesin a way to implementpolicy optionsthey initially
did not prefer or even resisted against (Weiffen et al. 2013; Faude and Fuss 2020).
Accommodatioroccursasa resultof members t a teadjsisbmenof their initial preferences
aboutthe EU andNATO operationsinsightsfrom the regimecomplexity literaturesuggests
thataccommodatiormccurswhena members t a initally referredpolicy optionsbecome
untenablge.g.Davis 2009; Murphy andKellow 2013).For instance,despitetaking partin an
operation, member statescan recalculatetheir choicesdue to intra-operationaldivisions
(Hennebergand Panke2020).Alternatively, preferencesf othermemberstatesn oneof the
organisationgnight over time becomecloserto a members t a owa pasitions,making it
easieffor thatmembeirstateto find potentialalliesin addressing problem(Urpelainerandvan
de Graaf2015).Furthermoremembers t a domesticpolitical dynamicscaninducethemto
changetheir operatimal preferencesespeciallyif the approvalof agencieswithin domestic
politics is requiredfor specificpolicieswithin the operationabverlap(PankeandHenneberg
2017).Changesn members t a drgargséationgbositionssuchasterminationof memberhkip,
canalsoled themto accommodat¢heir strategiedy, for instance makingthemprojecttheir
preferences within the organisational framework where they would have stronger
organisationaposition and hencemore leverage(HafnerBurton 2009; Keohaneand Victor

2011; Hoffmann 2018). Yet, accommodatiordoesnot necessarilymeanthat memberstates
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forgotheir parochialinterestsin fact, throughaccommodationnembeistatescandemonstrate
novelwaysof engagingwith anoperationto pursuetheir own ageras.Theycan,for instance,

takepartin anoperationto limit its functions,if thisis in theirinterest§Hoffmann2009).

A third strategyis toleration wherememberstatedendpolitical or diplomaticsupportto an
operationnsteadof forcecontributionsln casesvheredualmembeistatesarenotin aposition
to takepartin an operationor adjusttheir behaviourdueto the certainconstraintssuchas of
political and operationakircumstancesylocking the launchof an operationis not an option.
The reasonis that both in the EU and NATO, proceedingalong the phasesof operational
decisionmakingrequiresaunanimougolitical approvalof membeistatedMattelaer2013,pp.
20-23; interviews 33 and 35: NATO officials). In the EU, unanimity rule remainswithin the
PoliticalandSecurityCommitteg(PSC),whichis responsibldor political andstrategiccontrol
anddirectionof theU n i ocris@s sianagemenbperationgEuropa2020; MaurerandWright
2021).In NATO, similarly, respondingo a situationthroughcrisis managemeninstruments
requiresplanninganddeploymentecisionghataretakencollectively by the memberstatesn
the North Atlantic Council (NAC) (NATO 2005,47). Hence,whilst not taking active partin
oneof theoperationsvithin theoverlap,memberstatedollowing thetolerationstrategydo not

block thatoperatioreither.

In this strategymemberstatesapprovethe operationabverlapaslong asit doesnot cross
their certaininterestsas6 n a t ried n anlfosindtancememberstatesnay contributeforce
assetsto an operationif they have a strongerinfluence due to their positionsin the host
organisation(Jupille et al. 2013). In addition, crisis managemenapproache®f one of the
organisationsnightbemorein line with members t a predesefced, for instancetheythink

beyondspecific issuesto considerpolicies abouta region more broadly (Yeo 2018, 169).
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Moreover,memberstatesmay takepartin anoperationif they preferthe hostorganisatiorto
leadin aspecific contextof crisismanagementKirchnerandSperling2010;Biehl etal. 2013;
Chappelletal. 2016).Members t a domesticpolitics canalsopreventthemto participatein
one of the operationsespeciallyif contributing forces to each operation requires new
parliamentaryapprovalsMore practicalreasonssucha higherdegreeof operationaktapacity,
oneoftheo r g a n i experieanaam dedingwith anissueor fasterdeploymentimes,and
the instrumentsor methodsof an operationcanalsoinduce memberstatesto take active part
only in anoperation(HennebergandPanke2020).Lastbut not least,memberstatesmay also
usethe operationsgn which they havemore power,suchasagendasettingadvantageslueto

holdingarotatingpresidencyHafna-Burton 2009).

Finally, it is also worth touchingon the link betweenthe drivers and types of national
strategiesin the EU andNATO operationspolitical driving factorsandoperationalpractices
arenot alwaysconsistentasaresultof whichincongruenciebetweerpolitical considerations
andoperationaplanningcanexist (Mattelaer2013). Therefore the multifactor modeloffered
heredoesnot proposea linear narrativeaboutrelationshipbetweenthe drivers and typesof
nationalstrategiesinstead,t argueshatmembers t a pagicularforum-shoppingpractices
within theEU andNATO operationsanresultfrom multiple forcesthatdrive their preferences
abouttheseoperationsWhenconfrontedwith multiple EU andNATO operationgo tacklea
crisis, memberstatesdo not alwaysusetheir membershipgo both organisationsn orderto
maximisetheir own interestsInstead,in the securityrealm,which often entailsurgencyand
generatesonsiderablelomesticandinternationalpolitical pressurahanmanyotherpolitical
issues,members t a strategiesare not only dependenton their rational assessmentsf
transactiorcostreduction,but also on their broadercalculationsbasedon nationalinterests,

operationapreferencesaswell astheir perception®f securityprovision(HennebergndPlank

73



2019;Urpelainerandvande Graaf2015).This canthenleadmembeistatedo selectoperations
thatarenotfully efficientfrom apurelyrationalchoiceperspectivéMérandandRayroux2016;

Henneber@ndPlank2019).

For example whilst a memberstatewith significantsecurityinterestsin a givenissuecan
seekto exploittheoperationabverlapby makinguseof certaincomparativeadvantagesf both
operationsits strategicorientationsaboutthe EU andNATO asinternatonal securityproviders
or a motivationto appeaselomesticveto playerscanalsomakethat memberstatefollow the
same strategy. Similarly, a strategyof accommodationcan be a result of difficulties in
implementinganinitially favouredoptiondueto domesticpolitical pressuresr long-standing
preferencesaboutthe meansof intervention(e.g.Pohl2014;Novaky 2018a).A memberstate
facing an acute security threat can tolerate an operational overlap while not actively
participatingin it, thoughthe samestrategycanalsobe followed out of moreabstracforeign
policy goalssuchasfulfilling commitmentgo the EU and/orNATO. Therefore,| arguethat
althougheachpotentialdriver of nationalstrategiecanshapehetype of thesestrategiesthe
relaionshipbetweenthesetwo elementds not alinearone.In otherwords,certaindriversof
members t a strategi@gnay translateinto variouspracticesof choosingfrom the EU and

NATO operations.
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Themultifactormodelofferedin this chapteris summarisedn Tablel.

Drivers of national strategies

Typesof national strategies

Securityinterests

Perceivedstrengthsand
weaknessesf
operationsresources
possessely operations;
intra-operational
coherence

Domesticvetoplayers

Domesticpreferences
abouttheEU andNATO;
challenge®f mobilising
nationalbureaucracies;
popularityof EU and
NATO; partyideologies
andpolitics

Preferencesn means
of intervention

'‘Appropriatenes®f
intervention; European
difference’jegitimacyof
operations

Exploitation

Beingactively
involvedin both
operationghrough
forceassets;
fosteringinter-
operational
cooperation;
circumventing
political and
operationakosts;
usingcomparative
advantagesf both
operations

Accommodation

Readjustmenof
initial preferences;
novelwaysof
engagingwith
operations

Toleration

Political or
diplomaticsupport
to anoperation
insteadof force
contributions;using
comparative
advantagesf oneof
theoperations;
approvingthe
operationabverlap
aslongasit doesnot
crossd n at fied n
l i neso

Tablel. Multifactor modelof national strategieswithin the operationaloverlap
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2.3.3. What makes member states &trategies effective? Organisation of national

policymaking

In forming the third elementof the multifactor model,namelythe role of members t at e s 6
organisatiorof their policymakingstructuresn securityanddefencepolicy ontheir strategies
within the EU and NATO operations] focus on foreign policy decisioamaking and policy
coordinationiteraturesin thiselemenbf themultifactormodel,| conceptualisenembeistates
as rational but nortunitary actors whose pursuit of interests through the EU and NATO
operationsis dependedupon the way their policymaking instrumentsand mechanismsre

organisedMorin andOrsini 2014,306).

As the mandatesandlocationsof the EU and NATO crisis managemenbperationshave
expandedvertime, the coordinationof large nationalbureaucraciebecamea morerelevant
challengdor contributingmembeistatego pursueheir policieswithin theseoperationgGross
and Juncos2011). Within complexdecisioamaking contextssuchasthosepresentedy the
overlappingeU andNATO operationsmemberstatesmay haveto adopttheir policymaking
strategiedn taking stepsto minimise political and operationalcostswhile at the sametime
seekingto fulfil their interests(Joneset al. 2006).As a NATO official pointedout, although
eachmemberstatemight in theoryhaved &ir shotto shapethe operationaima n d atheees 6 ,
isaconstant p o | comtrolof théoperationaprocessesyherememberstatesringin what
they want to see [in an operationalma n d a(interyigw 35: NATO official). These
complexitiesmay be exacerbatetyy the institutionalarrangementef decisioamakingwithin
memberstatesFor examplewhile collectively contributingto specificdecisionsthe agencies
within membeistategovernmentganalsostayautonomousindseparatérom eachother.This

meanghatmembers t ad re & tOd o niadagbedmdessclearwhentheyareconfronted
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with optionsto simultaneouslyakepartin both EU andNATO operationsn the samespaces

(Alter andMeunier2009,17).

What,then,candetermingheextentto whichmembeistatessanmakeuseof theoperational
overlapbetweenthe EU and NATO to accomplishtheir objectives?irst, the way in which
memberstatesmakepolicy at the nationalaswell asat EU andNATO levelscanshapehow
they articulateand pursuetheir interestg\Wright 2019). Although all statesthatare members
of both organisationswithin an overlap can engagein forum-shopping acrossthe two
or g ani eparationsjnisofienthosewith effectiveco-ordinationmechanismaswell as
administrativecapabilitiesandexperienceshatarebetterplacedto dealwith the complexities
presentedby overlappingoperationsvhile seekingto pursuetheirinterestqe.g.Drezner2009,

67, KeaneandWood2016).

| operationalisethe organisationof members t a teeisiolmaking structuresby the
centrality of core executive,and the autonomyof core executive from the legislature
(Baltrusaitis2010).In adomestiadecisioamakingsystemwherethe coreexecutiveof foreign
policy is centralisedvith significantexecutiveautonomyfrom thelegislature decisioarmaking
authorityis oftenrestrictedo few governmentahctorsandagenciesln membeistatestrategies
with suchdecisioamaking structuresnationalstrategiescan dependon the preferencesand
beliefs of a lower numberof stakeholdersThus, initially articulated policy options and
adaptationso evolvingpolitical andoperationafactorsmightbeeasierasaresultof acoherent
policy line formulatedarounda centralisedorganisatiorof policymaking (Baltrusaitis2010,

26;Vis 2019).
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On the other hand,in a memberstate where foreign policy decisionmaking processes
involve a high number of actorsand agencies,contextualfactars within memberst at e s 6
domestigpolitics might havegreaterinfluenceon memberstatestrategieslf, for instancethe
legislature enjoys significant oversight over national decisionsabout the EU and NATO
operationsor if decisionsabouttheseoperatios necessitaténternal bureaucratidargaining,
members t a stratsgi@anight be articulatedas a responseéo domesticpolitical pressures,

potentiallyresultingin suboptimalstrategiegrom the perspectivef operationaheedson the

ground(Baltrusatis 2010,27; Kaarbo2017;0OppermanrandBrummer2020).

However,the effectivenesof coordinationdoesnot necessarilytranslateinto successful
policy outcomesn line with members t a tbgdives.The capabilitiesrequiredto pursue
nationalpreferenceswithin anoperationabverlapis differentfrom the capabilitiesrequiredto
addresgheissueitself. The succes®f members t a goal attdinmentcould alsobe affected
by, for example theissueat hand(Wright 1996; May et al. 2006;Morin andOrdni 2014).A
members t a teohricalexpertisewithin anissuearea,suchasmaritimeoperationscanmake
it betterableto instrumentalis¢he operatiornto maximisetheirinterestgDrezner2009,67). A
memberstatewith sectorisedo-ordinationmechansmscanneverthelesbehighly effectiveat
securingits favouredpolicy outcomesf the issueat handis suitablefor the preference®of
diverse governmentalagencieswithin its foreign policy decisioamaking structure (e.g.
Brummer 2012; Wright 2018). Furthermore,a memberstatewith a large and specialised
diplomatic clout may enjoy advantagesn dealingwith the complexitiesof an operational

overlapthatcontainboth consistenandinconsistenelementg{HutchingsandSuri 2020).

Despitethe importarce of memberstatesn the dynamicsof operationabverlap,however,

analysingdomesticcoordinationof foreign policymakingin a Europeancontextinvolves a
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distinctive supranationalspace hamelythe Europearforeign policy system(Hadfield et al.,
2017). By projectingtheir preference®nto EU andNATO levels,memberstatesreconfigure
their strategiesaccordingto theselargerorganisationastagegWongandHill 2011; Schmidt
2014, 40). Therefore,a members t a toer@irationof policymaking betweenits national
capitalandrepresentationm Brusselsaswell asthe policiesmadecollectivelyatthe EU and
NATO levelsthemselvesareimportantdeterminant®f the extentto which they canpursue
their aimswithin the EU andNATO operationsAs nationa andorganisationalevel officials
point out, the nature of cooperation between national capitals and Brusselsbased
representationgsuchasthe frequencyof meetingsandflow of information,candeterminethe
effectivenessf operationapracticeginterview28: Germarofficial), while institutionalactors
can affect members t a ta&wdafionsabout operations(interview 35: NATO official). |
elaboratemore on thesedynamicsin the contextof the EU and NATO crisis management
operationsn the nexttwo chapterswherel presentthe empirical perspectivehroughwhich
the multifactor modelwill be assessedndeachmembers t a pokcgnsakingarrangements

respectively.

Overall, the last elementof the multifactor modelarguesthat the organisatiorof member
statestructureghroughwhich thesestrategiesrearticulatedand pursedarekey determinants
of members t a strategiésvithin theoverlappingeU andNATO operationsin thisway, this
lastelementon the organisatiorof decisionmakingcompleteghe multifactormodel,whichis
formed of drivers and types of national strategies,and the way in which memberstates

formulateandpursuetheir political andoperationapreferences.
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2.4.Conclusion

This chaptempresentecé multifactormodelto examnemembers t a strategi@within the
operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO. Thestartingargumentn this chaptemwasthat
existing explanationsstruggleto fully accountfor members t a arteedadionand pursuitof
their strategiesthroughoutthe whole life cycle of operationaloverlap betweenthe two
organisationgOffering analternativeaccounbf membeirstatestrategiesthe multifactormodel
presentedhereis basednthedriversandtypesof nationalstrategiesaswell astheorganisation
of members t a deeissoBmakingprocesses foreignandsecuritypolicy. Accordingto the
first elemenbf themultifactormodel,namely thedriversof nationalstrategiesmembers t at e s 0
choiceswithin the operationabverlapmaybedrivenconcurrenly by avariety of factors.The
seconcelementnamely thetypesof members t a strategyiéshelpsunderstandhe particular
practiceghroughwhich memberstatesmaketheir choiceswithin the overlapbetweerthe EU
and NATO operations.Finally, the third element,namely, members t a brgasigationof
decisionmaking in foreign and security policy, helps understandhow memberst at e s 6
institutionalarrangementsf foreignandsecuritypolicy makingcanbeindicativeof the extent
to which they can instrumentalisethe overlappingEU and NATO operationsto accomplish

their objectives.
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3. Researchdesignand methodology

This chapterdiscussesheresearctdesignandmethodologyof the thesis First, the chapter
elaborateon the methodologyof the thesisbasedon qualitative casestudiesandé pat t er n
ma t c hThetlggptethensituategheresearcldesignof thethesisaccordingto thetypeand
directionof inferencethe thesisattemptgo make.In doing so,the chapterusesthe distinction
of6 out € e meandido ¢ @-c & o treseachasreferredto by the literatureon research
methodsin political science.Subseqantly, the chapteroutlinesthe foreign policy analysis
perspectivehroughwhich the driversandtypesof members t a stratsg@saswell asthe
impactof their decisionmakingstructureson thesestrategieswill be assesseh the casesof
operationdoverlapbetweenthe EU and NATO. Finally, the chapterelaborateson how the
evidencefor empiricalanalysisinformationis to be gatheredandwhy the memberstatesand

operationf interestarechosen.

3.1.Researchdesign: Casestudy and pattern-matching

ThisthesisusesasmalkN casestudymethodin empiricallytestingthemultifactorialmodel.
A caserefersto 6 [ éah instance,or a datapoint, [ € Jobtained] through an empirical
examinationof a realworld phenomenorwithin its naturally occurrirg context, without
directly manipulatingeitherthephenomenorthec o n t (&aatboat®dBeasleyl999,372).
In this sensea smaltN casestudyis understoodasé aimtensivestudyof a singleunit for the

purposeof understanding largerclassof (similar) u n i (Gesring2004,342).

Thist h e shoicedf smalkN casestudymethodis informedby threecriteria, namely,the

form of theresearclguestionwhethertheresearchenascontroloverbehaviourakvents;and
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whetherthe focus is on contempaoary or historical events(Yin 2009, pp. 8-14). Types of
researchquestionscan be discusseddy looking at their interrogativesuchas 6 w h ath @ ,w
ma ny / mutwblaté x t & mwth @ndo, w h ed VEhbguediionsanfavouranexploratory
casestudy method, whereasb h ova n y / nand®d hivihate x t guestiénscan be more
suitablefor surveys,experimentsand archival analysis.Questionsstartingwith 6 h o and

0 w hfy with explanatorycasestudy methodspecause s uqoestionsdealwith thetracing

of operationalprocessesvertime, ratherthanthe merefrequenciesori n c i d(ibich £0g 6
Casestudiesarealsopreferredwhentheresearcheis interestedn contemporargventswhere

thereis 6 #Huid renditionof therecentpastandthe presentnat justthep r e s(ibich 12§

Judgedagainsthesecriteria, theresearchyuestionof this thesis,namely,6 w raydhow do
memberstatesmake their choiceswithin the overlappingEU and NATO oper atis ons ? 0,
suitablefor a casestudy method:First, the interrogativesof this researchquestion( 6 w ang 6
0 h o aréekplanatoryin nature.Secondmembers t a theicesvithin overlappingeU and
NATO operationannotbe manipulatedastheyarephenomenghatalreadytook place.Third,
as outlined later in this chapter,the EU and NATO operationsstudiedin this thesiswere
launchedin ratherrecentpast,with the oldestof them dating backto 2007. Therefore,the
researcldesignof this thesisis basedon a qualitativeandsmallN casestudy of political ard
diplomatic practicesof actorswithin decisionmaking processesn the member statesof

interesthnamely,France Germany andthe United Kingdom.

Selectinga smalkN casestudy methodhasa numberof implicationsfor this thesis.Case
studiesallow for the provision of detailedinformation not only on memberstatestrategies
themselvesout also how thesestrategiesare madeand implemented.They also allow for

assessingvhetherthe hypothesisedriversandtypesof nationalstrategiesnatchthe observe
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eventsand features.However, small N casestudy method presentsinevitable tradeoffs
betweerparsimonyof analysisandrichnesf explanation(GeorgeandBennet2005,31). Due
to thelow numberof casessmallN casestudymethodraisesconcernover biasin selection.
This thesisseeksto addresgheseconcerngduy triangulatingthe datasourcest usesto collect
evidenceAs elaboratedn detaillaterin this chapter] combineanextensiveanalysisof official

documentswith elite interviewswith officials at EU, NATO andmemberstatelevels

The researchdesignof this thesiscan also be situatedby referenceto the literature on
researchmethodsn political scienceparticularlyonthebasisof theinferencet triesto explore
in answeing its researclguestion(BennettandGeorgel997).A researcldesignis6 o ut € o me
c e n toériitifacu@seson explainingvariancein outcomesn termsof the causl variablesand
contingentconditionsthataccountfor thisv a r i @bid,cl®).dn the outcomecentricresearch
approach,6 t boal is to comprehensivelyassesgpotential and alternativeexplanationsby
consideringmany independentariables[ € thatin toto try to accountfor variancein the
dependenvariable[ € ascompletelyasp o s s {(Gbchwerddand Schimmelfennig2007,8).
An outcomecentric researchdesignincludes 6 i n d e p \anmables cotrelatedwith the
outcomen orderto increasehefit of themodel,evenif theiromissionwould notbiastheother
effectsin themo d ¢Sielbere2007,170).In parallel,noneof theindependenvariableshave
a superiorstatusprior to examinationin theoreticalterms, eventhough someof them may
emergeasmorepowerful predictorghanothers.Thereasons thattheunderlyingfocuslies on
explainingthevariationin outcomeratherthanassessintheimpactof aparticularsetof factors
(ibid). Furthermoretheorytestingin an outcomecentricresearckdesgn requiresexamining
how certainphenomenare producedé a imadvhich causalorderthey affecttheo ut ¢ o me s 6

(Schimmelfennig2015,100).
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Ontheotherhand,6 f a-c & o treseachdesignsared i n t eim assedsiagde causal
powersof a particularfactor,[ € hndexploring the contingentconditionsunderwhich the
samevaluesonthisindependentariableleadto differento u t ¢ oBeensténdGeorgel 997,
18). Putdifferently, thegoalin afactorcentricresearchdesignod itosestimatehediredion and
size of a particularcausaleffect of one or a few independentariabled € bn a dependent
variable,[ € andto assessheirr o b u s (Gachwersddnd Schimmelfennig2007,8). In a
factorcentricresearcliesignthe centralaspecfor makingvalid inferencessto 6 ¢ o nf torr odl,
0accfoawon@ h oclodn s 6 & infleiehceof all potentialconfoundingfactorsin orderto
separateut thoseeffectsfrom the causalrelationshipin whichtheyareprimarilyi nt er est e d
(ibid, 9). Hence,independenvariablesotherthanthoseof interestd a onky includedif their
omissionwould resultin a biaswhenestimatingthe causalkeffectof thekeycausav ar i abl e ( s)

(Sieberer2008,168).

Choosingfrom thesetwo typesof researchdesignsmainly depend®on the researctiaskat
hand.Outcomecentricresearchdesignis suitableif the researchis basedon explainingthe
varianceon a dependenvariable.Thus,researchersften opt for anoutcomecentricresearch
designin theoreticallylessadvancedields, becausdhey 6 t to gxplorenew phenomendy
focusingdirectly onthevarianceof thedependent a r i (gbid)l Gntheotherhand,afactor
centric researchdesignis more suitablefor a theoreticallymore advancedfield sincethe
researchefocuseson the effect of a particularvariableor a setof variablesof a theoretical
modelon a given outcomewith a view to havea bettergraspof the variableof interest(i.e.
whataffectsit generates)Thereforejf theresearchs drivenby atheoreticainterestin causal

factorsor mechanismsa factorcentricdesignwould bethe mostsuitable.
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Thisthesisselectsanoutcomecentricresearclhdesignfor two key reasonsFirst, thecentral
guestionof this thesis,namely,6 w raydhow do memberstatesnaketheir choiceswithin the
overlappingEU and NATO o p e r a t makesas Buicomecentric researchdesignmore
suitable.This researchquestionfocusesmore on explainingthe variancein members t at e s 6
strategiesvithin overlappingcrisismanagemertaperatiors of the EU andNATO thanfocusing
on the effect of a particularfactor on members t a theicgwithin theseoperations As
outlined in Chapter2, this model also gives equal logical importanceto the independent
variablegt offersto explainmembers t a strategyiésSecondexistingresearctontheEU and
NATO crisis managemenbperationds moredescriptiveandprescriptivethantheorydriven,
arguablybecauseamongotherthings, it hastendedto be policy-oriented(Novaky 2018a).
Thus, researchon the operationaloverlapbetweenthe EU and NATO in the field of crisis

managemens lessadvancean theoreticakermsthanit is on analyticalterms.

Howeverit is not a straightforwardaskto identify the driversof nationalstrategiesvithin
theoperationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO, notleastbecausén reality variousfactors
may be simultaneoushat work behindmembers t a strategi@sAs stated,jn contributingto
anoperationmemberstatesnayconcurrentlypbemotivatedoy theirparochiakecurityinterests,
seekto respondo domesticexpectationsandfollow a particularconceptioraboutappropriate
meansof interventionin crisis managemenbpertions. Therefore,complex correlations
betweermembers t a ¢h@cesdrom the EU andNATO operationstheir specificpracticeso
exercisethesechoices,and their organisationsof policymaking may preventascertaining

whethera specificdriver wasindeel instrumentain nationalstrategies.

Becausesuchvariancds in itself insufficientfor identifyingthedriversandtypesof member

s t a strategiesas well as the role of their policymaking instrumentsand mechanisms,
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explanationson members t a tleeisommaking processesegardingthe EU and NATO
operationsare more likely to be basedon probabilistic hypothesesrather than causal
explanationgDella Portaand Keating 2008, 24). In this sensethis thesisusesa qualitative
researchtechniquecaled 6 p a tntaet rcnh whergiis checkedwhethera hypothesised
patternof eventsmatcheghe observedatternof events(Yin 2009).Accordingly,| assesshe
evidencefrom eachmemberstat® slecisionmaking processesboutthe EU and NATO
operationsagainstthe hypothesesformedby the multifactormodel(seeKaarboandBeasley
1999). Thesehypothesednclude empirical expectationson the drivers of memberst at e s 6
choices,the kind of members t a inwlgetnentin the EU and NATO operationsand the
influenceof members t a pokcgnmiakingarrangements their strategiesaboutthe EU and
NATO operationsThe setsof expectation®utlinedin the previouschaptetogetherconstitute
theexpectegatternof eventsForinstanceaselaboratedn Chapter2, oneof thehypotheses
deducedfrom multifactor model is that a members t a theicéesrom the EU and NATO
operationsaredeterminedprimarily by its own securityinterestswhile it effectively pursues
its own goalsthroughbothoperationghanksto its centralisegolicy coordinationstructure At
the sametime, to reducethe problemof indeterminacyempiricalchapterdChapters, 6, and
7) develop a narrative of how member statesarticulatedtheir strategieswithin a given
operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO, ratherthanproposingclearcausalprocesses.

Theinfluenceof a certainfactorin amembers t a stratégieshereforedoesnot precludethe

impactof otherfactors.
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3.2. Assessingthe national strategies: Comparative foreign policy as a

method

| useaforeignpolicy analysi(FPA) perspectiveo empiricallygaugethe driversandtypes
of members t a gstrategyi@svithin theoperationabverlapbetweertheEU andNATO, aswell
asthe impactof their policymakingarrangementsn thesestrategiesSo far, thesestrategies
havenot beenassessedirectly from an FPA perspectiveTo be sure,as seenin the above
discussiorontheextantresearchtheliteraturedoespresenta numberof examplegocusingon
members t a deeissofsaboutthe EU andNATO operationdrom a (foreign) policymaking
perspective(e.g. Gross 2009a; Brummer 2013; Pohl 2014; Novéaky 2018). However, as
discussedn Chapter2, dueto the lack of direct focuson the makingandimplementatiorof
membeistatestrategiesthereis lessFPA-guidedevidenceausinga perspectiveon how member
statesarticulate their strategieswithin the EU and NATO operations.In the following
paragraphsl| arguethat an FPA perspectivas useful as a practicalguidanceto empirically
establish the drivers and types of members t a tsteategeswithin overlapping crisis
managemenvperationof the EU andNATO, aswell asto assessheroleof members t at es 6
decisionmaking structuresand mechanismsn members t a puesdat ®f their objectives

throughtheseoperations.

Basedonthed d e c-makingarp p r aeveldpédn late 1950sandearly 1960s,FPAis
asubdisciplinewithin internationalelationshatseekdo explainthedecisiondakenby human
decisionmakers positionsof authorityto committheresource®f nation-statesyegionaland
internationalorganisationsand nongovernmentabodies(Snyderet al. 1962; Allison 1971;
Allison andZelikow 1999; Hudson2005,4; 2015; Brummer2013; Thies 2018; Hudsonand

Day2020;Aranetal. 2021).FPA,howeveradsorepresentsabroadparadigmwithoutaspecific
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level of analysistheoreticaimodel,or methodologicabpproachDrury etal. 2010).Instead |t

coversawide rangeof approacheso the analysisof foreignpolicy.

Among the perspectivesvithin the FPA paradign, this thesiswill usethe comparative
foreign policy approachto test the multifactor model along French, German,and British
policymaking arrangementsn security and defencepolicy (Brummer and Hudson 2015;
Kaarbo2015).Allowing to comparesimilaritiesanddifferencesacrossasmallnumberof cases,
comparativeforeign policy approachhelps draw conclusionson the degreeto which each
elemenbf the multifactormodelis observablén members t a predesedcesegardingheEU
and NATO operations(Lantis and Beasley2017). Moreover, comparativeforeign policy
approachassumeshat domesticandinternationallevel factorsareofteninterrelated Hudson
2005; Verbeekand Zaslove2017; Lantis and Beasley2017). Implementinga comparative
foreignpolicy approachto theinvestigationof members t a ¢th@cedrom theEU andNATO
operationghereforerequiresexaminingtheinterplaybetweemationalimperativeoverforeign
policy making and the influence of dynamicswithin the EU and NATO (Keukeleireand
Delreux2014,pp. 11-34). In this vein, by following the comparativeoreign policy approach,
thisthesisadoptsanempiricalperspectivéhatencompassaheEU andNATO members t at e s 6
foreign policiesaswell asthe connectiorbetweenthesenationalpolicymaking processeand
the (collective) foreign policy machineriesof the two organisationgHadfield and Hudson

2015).

| also combinerational and cognitive schoolsof thoughtin foreign policy analysisby
conceptualisingnemberstatesasboundedlyrationalandnonunitary actors(Mintz and Sofrin
2017;Rapport2017).While assuminghatmaterialconditionsareimportantfor membeistate$

choicesfrom the EU andNATO operationscomparativeforeign policy approachrecognises
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that subjectiveunderstandingand interpretationsof individuals also shapethesechoices
(LantisandBeasley2017).Accordingto a rationatchoiceperspectivememberstatesendto
favourthoseEU andNATO operationghataremostsuitableto their own interestyMorin and
Paquin2018 pp.217-225).At the sametime, members t a deeissodsmayalsobe subjectto
distortionspresentedy the complexitiesof informationgathering time pressureambiguity,
misperceptionsand dynamicsat the EU and NATO levels (Mintz and DeRouen2010, 8;
Wright 2019. Members t a tawosabchoicesaboutwhich EU and NATO operationsto
participatemaythusbecomdessclearwhentheyareconfrontedwith optionsto simultaneously
takepartin theEU andNATO interventionghatoperateconcurrentlyin thesamespacegAlter
andMeunier2009,17).In thisvein,recognisinghatforeignpolicy decisioamakingis amulti-
factorial phenomenonthe comparativeforeign policy approachis also compatiblewith the

multifactormodelpresentedn Chapter2.

Becausdhe comparativeoreign policy approachessentiallyseekgo find explanationgor
foreign policy decisionmaking, implementingit as an empirical guidancewould generally
require paying particularattentionto the preference®f actorsand agencieswithin member
s t adoeemmentsastheyform thecommunityof decisionmakersvho articulateandpursue
members t a prefesedicemndinterests(Breuning2007;Biehl et al. 2013; Alden and Aran
2017;Thies2018;Hudsa andDay 2020; Oppermanrand Brummer2020;Aran et al. 2021).
Indeed,in the particular contextof this thesis,which examinesnational strategieswithin
overlappingeU andNATO operationsit is importantto investigatethe nationallevel, where
memberst a t pelisytobjectivesand preferencesietermined Member statesare key actors
within the particular contextof the EU and NATO crisis managemenbperations,and the
influenceof actorsattheorganisationalevel (i.e. EU- andNATO-levels)areoftenwieldedvia

memberstategovernmentgPohl2014;interviews 33 and35: NATO officials). A key reason
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for thisis thatthe supportof memberstategovernmentsre necessargonditionsfor the EU
and NATO operationsto come into being (Ginsberg and Penska2012 Edstrém and
Gyllensporre2012).As aNATO official highlights,anoperatiormustbedefinedin suchaway
thatmemberstatesvould seeit asaninstrumentof protectingtheir nationalinterest(Interview

33: NATO official).

In assessinghe potentialdrivers andtypesof nationalstrategies| thereforefocusfirst on
the views and beliefs of actorswithin members t a televaridecisionmaking processes.
Following the comparativeoreign policy approachthen,establishinghedriversandtypesof
memlerstates §trategiesvouldrequiretakinginto accounboththehighestlevelofficials such
asheadsof governmentsand more peripheralbut relevantministriesanddepartment§Gross
2009a,12). | elaborateon eachmemberstatés decisioamakingarrangerentsin securityand
defencepolicies in the next chapter,while | outline the contextspecific featuresof these

arrangements empiricalchaptergchapters, 6, and7).

Althoughthe assumptiorhereis thatactorsandagenciesvithin memberstatesarethe key
playersfor the crisis managementperationsof the EU andNATO, andthatthe influenceof
organisationalevel actorswould be revealedby examiningthe preference®f theseactors,
actorsbeyondmemberstatesarealsoconsideredvithin FPA, whichincludeorganisationsuch
asthe EU andNATO (Neack2018) While members t a abgaiv@sareprimarily definedat
nationallevel, coordinatingwith organisationsuchasthe EU and NATO requiresmember
statesto deploytheir time and expertisein complex and multi-level policymakingprocesses,
for which the useof bilateral diplomatic networks,in additionto domesticinter-ministerial

coordinationjs a prerequisitge.g.Wright 2019;Michalski andDanielson2019).
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In the EU, mobilisationof the Comnon Securityand DefencePolicy (CSDP)instruments
aswell ascoherencef policiesandactionsthroughouthevariousphase®f thecrisislife cycle
areensuredy the EuropearExternalAction Service(EEAS) (Europa2019).Although CSDP
missionsand operdions draw directly on memberstateresourcedor their staffing, EEAS
coordinateghe civilian andmilitary CSDPoperationsasa hybrid body comprisedof officials
from memberstatesaswell asrelevantdepartment®f the Councilandthe Commissionand
led by the High Representativéor Foreignand Security Policy (interview 41. EU official;
Europa2020; WestonandMérand2015). Therefore EEAS is a platformfor nationaland EU
level agentsto influencethe implementatiorand substancef the E U écanflict management
operationgGrossandJuncos2011,150; Batora2013; AggestamandBicchi 2019).Together
with the work of EEAS, what member state representativemegotiateat other EU-level

structuresuchasthe Political and SecurityCommittee(PSC),Foreign Affairs Council (FAC)

andthe Committeeof PermanenRepresentativel (Coreper 1) alsoform akeyingredient

of policymakingat nationalcapitals(Council2017b;Wright 2019;MaurerandWright 2021).

In NATO, the North Atlantic Council (NAC) is attendedby memberstateambassadoras
permanentepresentativesyho areoftenmoreseniorthantheir counterpartat PSC(Michalski
and Danielson2018).In additionto theseweeklyd P e r m& a e n ineetings NAC also
meetsatministeriallevelnormallytwiceayear.Muchof N A C arkis preparedy the Senior
Political Committee(SPC) consistingof deputypermanentepresentativesyho prepareNAC
statementsr communiqué$NATO 2005).Moreover membeistateambassado@spermanent
representatives the EU andNATO might haveexperienceat both PSCandNAC, andthey
might have the same official acting as Military Representativéo both the EU and NATO
(Michalski and Danielson2018; Wright 2019, 78). In short, members t a pracgcésin

0 Br u 9odali aegefevantto their strategiesabout the operations.Therefore, when
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analysingmemberstatestrategiesl| alsotakeinto accounthe structuresof cooperatiorwithin

theEU andNATO.

At the sametime, therearea numberof issueswith situatingthis thesiswithin anapproach
situatedwithin the FPA paradigm Critiqueshavelong arguedthat deriving particularforeign
policy stancesfrom decisionma k e gerspctivesvould not be enoughfor a wholeof-
governmentapproach,as doing so would reduce foreign policy decisionsto 6 par oc hi al
preoccupationsambitionsandsuspicionsof the peopleresponsibldor makingforeign policy
andtheirb u r e a u ¢Aldanand@&rand2017,49; alsoseeKrasnerl1972,160; 6 Hart and
Rosenthall998, 236; Sternand Verbeek 1998, 206; Weldes1998). Furthermore,in FPA,
individual countriesor casestudiesareexaminedo developor discovergeneralisabl@atterns
ratherthanasendsin themselvesTherefore, somearguethat perspectivesnformedby FPA
arenot suitablefor examiningparticularcontingenciesywhich aremorerelevantto the casesn
thisthesis (Jervis2006;RenshorandRenshor2008).Finally, onecouldalsoquestionwhether
FPA asanempirical perspectivas applicableto a Europearcontext.After all, FPA tradition
wasoriginally developedaroundandappliedto a US setting,while foreign policy analysishas
different ontological and epistemologicaldifferences acrossthe Atlantic (Manners and

Whitman2001,4; Carlsnae012,123; HadfieldandHudson2015).

In response, arguethatacomparativéoreignpolicy approackcanstill inform the empirical
aspectof aresearchthat seeksto analysethe policymakingprocessof memberstateswithin
the contextof the operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO. Therearethreereasongor
this. First, members t a strategi@sare embeddedn bureaucraticprocessesy which actors

within theirforeignpolicy decisionmakingstructuresipholdcertaingoals.As aresult, member
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s t a strategi@saresetin motion by the power, performanceand preference®f theseactors

within memberstates.

Secoml, both the multifactor modeland comparativeforeign policy approachassumehat
memberstatestrategiesnay be driven by multiple factorsat the sametime. Indeed,like the
multifactormodel,the comparativdoreignpolicy approactacknowledgethatmultiple factors
mayconcurrentlydrive membeistatestrategiesvithin theoperationabverlap notleastbecause
memberstategovernmentsare nonunitary actors Instead,memberstatesare comprisedof
various bodies, agenciesand actors with certain veto powers and potentially conflicting

interests.

Third, previousresearchshowedthat insightsfrom the FPA paradigmis applicableto a
Europearcontexto tsmecifythekey playersandidentify therelevantpolicy processethatlead
toapolicyd e ¢ i slihaughfuchperspectivdassofar notbeendirectly deployedo analysis
of nationalstrategieswithin the operationaloverlapbetweenthe EU and NATO (e.g. Gross
2009a, 12; Brummer 2013; Brummer and Oppermann2016). When applying FPA to a
Europeandecisial-making context, however,researchershould be mindful of the distinct
governmentaprocessesuchastherole of parliamentspolitical partiesandthe public sphere

making(Gross2009a,12). Thesedifferencesareelaboratedn the nextchapter.

Therebre, in gaugingthe potential drivers of memberstate strategiesproposedin the
multifactor model, this thesis follows the argumentsin the recent FPA literature that
governmenperspective® s h deexpibitedmore modestlyto providea conceptualensto
examinethe intragovernmental e v (Altle6 and Aran 2017, 56). In this way, ratherthan

attemptingto developcausalelationshipsetweenhe proposediriversandtypesof national
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strategiesthis entailsa focuson the insightsfrom FPA, andin the contextof this thesis,the
comparativéoreignpolicy approachasapracticalguidanceo explorehowthepolitical power
is dispersed@ndintragovernmentatonflictsstemfrom incentivestructuresvithin memberstate

governmentg¢Kaarbo1998,73; White 2001,40).

Following comparativeforeign policy approachas an empirical guidance the multifactor

model seeksto establishthe potential drivers of national strategiesaround three guiding

guestionsasshownin the Table2.
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Guiding question

Operationalisedquestion

Who arethe participants?

Whatshapep ar t i @erge@ions, s

preferencesndstances?

Whatdeterminegheirimpactonresults?

Whatwasthedecisionstructure?

Whatwere(if any)constitutional
limitations, executiveorders,or
conventions?

Who weretherelevantactorsin thewider
governmentaprocesgperipheral
ministries,diplomaticnetworks,

parliamentarianghink tanks,press)?

Whatwerethep ar t i congeptianbf ¢
howtheirc o u n tsecurityistdrests
would be servedby engagingwith the
EU and/orNATO operations?

What,werethe priorities of the
participantswith regardto their
C 0 u n treflatioaswith CSDP,
NATO, andtheUS?

Whatwerep ar t i congeptionhbeud

theappropriataneansof intervention?

Whatwastheformal authorityand
responsibilityof the participantsn
guestion?

Whatwastheir degreeof controlover
resourcesn orderto carryoutan

operation?

Table2. Guidingquestiongor empirical analysis

3 Adaptedfrom Gross(2009,13).
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3.3.Collecting the data: Challengesand responses

In collectingtheempiricalevidenceo testthemultifactormodelpresentedh Chaptel2, this
thesis combines documentary analysis and interviews. Documentary analysis is seen
particularly usefulin the contextof foreign policy decisions,althoughdocunentsare often
madepublic only after a certainperiodof time (Pohl 2014). Additionally, this methodis also
deemeduseful for temporallydistantcasesfor which the possibilitiesof gatheringdatavia
interviewsmay becomequestionabléNovaky 2018a).Whenthe scopeof primary sourcess
widenedto includeall publicly availabledocumentsthis methodcanprovidevaluableinsights

aboutdecisionmakingprocessefBrummer2013).

However theoften-confidentialnatureof theinformationrequiredn foreign policy analysis
presents challengefor datacollection(Armandoet al. 2014; Sjursen 2018).For instancejt
is very rarefor outsideanalystgo be personallyinvolvedin the decisioamakingprocessesf
the EU and NATO operations.Becausethey canna observethe deploymentsof those
operationsdirectly when they take place, scholarsstudying theseoperationsoften rely on
secondanaccountge.g.Pohl2014;Brummer2013;Novaky2018a).Thereforejn additionto
the objective reality, the subjective interpretation of the EU and NATO operations

supplementetly empiricalfactsis importantin the analyse®of theseoperations.

At thesamedime,concernaboutaccess$o datacouldbeaddressetly 6 ¢ o n sthewidestn g
possiblerangeof empirical sourcesby looking at different datatypesand methodsof data
c ol | e(8chimnoetiedni2006,266).A way to do sois to conductanin-depthanalysisof a
comprehensivecorpus of publicly available primary source and triangulating them with

interviewsandse®ondarysourcesin this understandinghis researchwill useseveralkources
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to gatherqualitativeandquantitativeevidenceo tracethe causaimechanismef memberstate
engagementith overlappingEU andNATO operationgYin 1994;Checkel2006).For each
case this thesiswill engagewith threemain sourcesof data:Primarydocumentssecondary
documentsandinterviews.To avoid selectionbiasin termsof primary sourcesdocumentsat
bothnationalandorganisationalevelsarecollected.The setof thesedocumentswhich canbe
seenmore comprehensivelyin the 6 Pr i ma v y sediendf Bibliography, consistsof
governmentand parliamentreports, policy documents,proposalsand action plans at the
national, EU andNATO levelsaswell asUS cable$. Furthermoreto extractthe perspectives
of governmentalactors,| also used narrativesof policymakersand politicians including
speechespress declarationsand interviews given by high-ranking governmentofficials.

Secondargourcesisedin this thess coveracademiandpolicy research.

| also conducted4l semistructuredinterviews with nationalas well as EU and NATO
officials. Theseofficials includedcurrentandpreviousambassadorsieskofficers,missionand
operationatommandersandcivilian andmilitary advisersaswell asindependenanalystavho
monitoredthe decisionmaking processesegardingthe operationsof interest. Practitioner
intervieweeswere chosenon the basisof their direct or indirectinvolvementin the casesof
membeistak decisionmakingof interestaswell astheirtemporalkclosenes$o theinvestigated
decisionmaking environmentsTo explore how intervieweesconstructedreality (Yin 2008,
264),intervieweesvereaskedio 6 d e s drom theieperspectivethe procesghathadled to
the emergencdor a particular operation,followed up by questionson who initiated and
supportedparticularstepsand for what motives,who resisted what position they suspected
behindo t h behawiéurwho contributedvhatkind of resoucesfor whichreasonsandwhich

justificationswere usedby the relevantactorsat eachj u n ¢ (Pahi 281@,43). Interviews

4 Althoughthe US cablesthathavebeenreleasedy Wikileakswerewritten by Americanofficials, 6 t hyieey
valuableinsightinto the deploymeniprocesof severaEU military 0 p e r a (Novakn2613,46).
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wereconductedn line with the provisionsof the ParticipaninformationSheet(seeAppendix
B), which wassentto andconsentedy eachintervieweein advanceof interview. Participant
InformationSheetalsosetsouttheethicalreviewof thist h e iesearaimethodsasapproved
by the ResearchEthics and Governanceofficer at the School of Politics and International
Relationsat the University of Kent. Apart from threeexceptionsdueto globalrestrictionsto

travelling and humancontactwith the rapid spreadof the severeacuterespiratorysyndrome
coronavirus2 (SARSCoV-2), more commonlyreferredto asé ¢ o r o ndsease20 0 ®ro6
0 C O \-1 Diaterviewstook placevirtually via MS Teams Skype,Zoom,WebEXx,or through
phonecallsoremailexchangesjependingonthei n t e r vpreterereessliét of interviews

is providedin the AppendixA.

Theinitially fieldwork anddatacollectionhavebeenaninterruptiondueto the COVID-19
pandemiclf theseresearclactivitieshadnotbeencurtailed theanticipatedcontributionof this
thesiswould arguablyhave beenenhanceddy unpackingmore intricaciesof policymaking
processe within the countriesand operationsof interest.For instance,in-personinterviews
haveadvantages termsof eyecontactsandbodylanguagewhich might havefacilitatedthe
building of trust betweenthe researcheandthe interviewee.Therefore althoughit hasbeen
necessaryo conductremoteinterviewsfor this thesis,it shouldbe acknowledgedhat they
oftencomeata costto therichnesof informationproducedy faceto-faceinterviews(Johnson
etal. 2019). Theeffectsof this adjustmento the conductanddesignof thisresearchavebeen

outlinedin the COVID-19 ImpactStatementhatcouldbefoundat thebeginningof thisthesis.

Furthermorea particularchallengel encounteredvasreachingout to Frenchofficials to
interview. This, however, is not an issueuniqgueto this thesis.Recentresearcron Fr anc e 6 s

preferencesn crisismanagemendperationslsofacethis challengewhich it seekgo mitigate
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through interviews with individuals who have experiencein relevant decisionmaking
processes In this respect,n additionto interviewswith a numberof Frenchofficials, this

researcltrosschecksandtriangulategheinterview materialfrom differentsources.

At the sametime, it is importantto reflecton the potentialbiasesdueto the comparatively
limited acces$o Frenchofficials, asshownin AppendixA. In orderto compensatéor thelack
of accesso officials thatrepresente&ranceduringthetime periodof interest | haveaskedhe
intervieweesfor recommendationfor addtional interview partnersthat could be insightful
aboutthe Frenchpositionswith regardto the EU andNATO operationsanalysedn thisthesis
This revealedsomenon-Frenchintervieweeswho were previously not identified but were
insightful aboutthe French positiors. Whilst semistructuredinterviewshelpedavoid biased
guestions,these non-French intervieweesreflected on how they or the countries they
represerddframed Frenchpositions.Their responsewerethencarefullytriangulatedwith the

evidene from governmentahndparliamentarydocumentgrom France

Anothermethodologicathallengeof this thesisis the temporaldistancebetweenthe time
the researchwas conductedandthe decisioamaking processegxamined While the EU and
NATO operationsin the Mediterranearwere launchedin 2015 and 2016 respectivey, the
launchofthetwoo r g a n i gparationenAfylganistarandthe Gulf of Adenareatleastten
yearsbehindfrom the presentday. Althoughthis might give an advantagen termsaccessing
the primary documentatiorfbecausehesedocumentsareoften madeavailablefew yearsafter
thelaunchof operations)suchtemporaldistancemay alsoposequestionsaboutaccesgo and

reliability of evidenceasfar astheinterviewsareconcernedindeed relianceon interviewsin

5 This informationis basedon my email exchangewith a leadingscholaron F r a n seeuidtysand defence
policy.
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ratherold casestudiescompronisesthefreshnes®f theinterviewdata,andmoreimportantly,

diminisheshelikelihood of accesgo interviewees.

| offer two responseto theseconcernsFirstly, in additionto initial decisiongegardingthe
operations] alsoinvestigatednemberst a t peeferé@ncesndpracticesin the yearsafter the
launchof theoperationThisnotonly narrowedhetemporalgapbetweerthetime of interviews
andthe pastdecisionmaking processeshut alsorevealedinformationaboutmembers t at e s 0
motivationsabout taking partin the EU and NATO operationdnitially, aswell asaboutthe
consistencyand changesin member s t a tpreferéncesafter these initial decisions.
Furthermore,despite the challengesof temporal distance,| have been able to accessa
reasmablenumberof practitioneranvolvedin the early stageof theseoperationsasoutlined
in AppendixA. Secondly,| gatheredevidencefrom ratherdistantcaseshroughan in-depth
examinatiorof the primary documentgegardingthe relevantdecisiormaking processege.g.
Novaky 2018a).After all, thereare not many alternativesto relying on elite interviewsfor
analysingdecisionmaking processeselatedto nationalforeign policies, especiallygiven the

difficulties of gainingaccesdo diplomaticarchvesin aboutrecentissueqPohl2014,43).

3.4.Selectionof member states

This thesisselectsFrance,Germany,and the United Kingdom (UK) as memberstatesto
analyseThereasondor this selectionaretwofold. Firstly, thesememberstatesplay a pivotal
rolein the EU andNATO, with the caveathatthe UK left the EU asof 31 January2020.The
combinationof this6 B iT § r s efténsufficientto significantly shapea decisionwithin the
E U &risismanagememperationswhile in NATO, 6 t akanceof prioritiesandpreferences

among[them]remainskey to the evolutionof anydebatewithin theA | | i anoludiagkrsis
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managemerdperationgSimon2013,53). Furthermorein termsof military strengthmeasured
againstdefenceexpenditureanddeployable military forces,France Germanyand,the UK are
amongthe major membersof both organisationsthe averagenumberof Frenchand British
deployabletroopsbetween2005and 2014 for instance constituted37 percentof theE U 6 s
total deployableforces (EDA 2014).In termsof activearmy personnelFrance Germanyand
the UK rankwithin thetop EU memberstateswhile beingalsoamongtop five NATO allies
onboththesdigures(lISS2009b) Moreover,onaveragetheirdefencespendingetweer2000

and2017wererespectivelys4.79,40.6,and53.07billion US dollars(SIPR12017).

Secondthevariancethesememberstatesdemonstratén termsof their foreignandsecurity
policy decisionmakingstructurepresentsa methodologicatonveniencérom aforeign policy
analysis perspective. How member states organise their domestic coordination and
policymakingin securityanddefenceis animportantfactor for their strategiesaboutthe EU
andNATO operationsnot leastbecausehesearrangementshapethe processthroughwhich
theyseektio accomplisttheirobjectiveghroughtheseoperationge.g.Rosatil981,249; Wright
2019).Decisionmakingstructureof a memberstatecanbe understoodilongtwo dimensions:
the extentof centralityof decisioamakingarourd the coreexecutiveandthecoree x e cut i ve 6 s
degreeof autonomyfrom the legislature(Baltrusaitis2010). The organisationof decision
making authority variesfrom centralisedo decentralisedtructuresbhasedon the numberof
bureaucratiagenciesministries, and other governmentabffices that have authority over a
giveni s s(ibi@, 86). Accordingly,thefewerthe numberof governmenbfficials involvedin
the decisioamakingprocessthe morecentralisedhe systemis (ibid). The seconddimension,
thedegreeof executiveautonomyfrom thelegislature categorises decisionmakingstructure
asautonomou®r norrautonomougibid). Accordingly, 6 t dreaterthe executiveautonomy,

thelesscontrolthe legislaturecanexertoverthe contentof as t & foreignp o | i(ibidy. i
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this respectdecisionmakingstructureof France Germanyandthe UK vary considerablyn
termsof organisatiorof decisioamakingandthecoree x e ¢ u degreed @utonomy(Table
2). More details of each members t a ingiitonal decisioamaking arrangementsare
presentedn the next chapterwhile contextspecificarrangementare outlinedin casestudy

chapter§Chapters, 6, and7).

Organisation of decision E x e ¢ u degreenf@agtonomy
making
France Centralised Autonomous
Germany Decentralised Nonautonomous
UnitedKingdom (De)centralised Autonomous

Table3. Decisionstructurein France,Germanyandthe UK.

This being said, the selectionof France, Germany,the UK poseschallengesto the
generalisabilityof findings of this thesisfor two reasonsthe numberof countriesof interest
andtheir characteristicsFirst, it shouldbe acknowledgedhat while a detailedinvestigation
into the strategiesof France,Germany,andthe UK will enableascertaininghroughwhich
ways,how, andwhy thesememberstateschoosespecificEU andNATO operationgo address
sameor similar problems,analysingthree countrieswithin the EU and NATO resultsin a
researcldesgn with smallnumberof selectectountries As a consequencehe findings from
in-depthcasestudiesof thesecountriesmay not be extendedo the wider clusterof member

statewithin thetwo organisations.

Not only the numberbut also the characteristis of the selectedcountriesmay limit the
generalisabilityof thefindingsof thisthesis As stated France Germanyandthe UK represent
thef B iT & r withia the Europearsecuritycontextnotleastbecausef their prominentrole

in the EU andNATO, aswell astheir political, economic,andmilitary powers.On the other
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hand,recentcasestudyresearctsuggestshatmemberstatesotherthanthefi B iT ¢y r eswclo |
asthosethataresmallerin military sizeandpolitically lessinfluential, mayalsoplayimportant
rolesin crisis managementperationge.g. Jakobseret al. 2018). Moreover,the differences
betweenFrance Germanyandthe UK on the onehandandothermemberstateson the other
canbemitigateddueto theinfluenceof actorsandagencieatthe EU andNATO levels,which
may in turn provide more memberstateswith particular opportunitiesto impact decision

makingrelatedto crisismanagemeniperationgWeiss2019).

3.5.Selectionof operations

As statedn Chapterl, this thesisdefinesoperationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO in
the field of crisis managemenasthe provision of crisis managemenbperationsby the two
organisationsvith temporal geographicaandtaskbasedntersectionswith separatehainsof
commandand personnelcontingents Within this conceptualisationl excludethe so-called
A B e rPlusonp e r a bfithe BUsand NATO, wherethe EU formally reliedon NA T O06 s
capabilitiesand assetsn planning,commandand control. Judgedagainstthis definition, the
potential cases of operational overlap in crisis managementare identified in Sudan,

Afghanistanthe Gulf of Aden,andthe Mediterranean.

This thesisselectsthe EU and NATO operationsin Afghanistan,Gulf of Aden, andthe
Mediterraneanastheymatchthe abovedefinition of operationabverlap:In all thesecasesthe
two organisationprovidedsimilar crisismanagemenbperationsn the sameplacesandtimes
(seeAppendix C), with separatechainsof commandand personnelcontingents Seekingto
contributeto policereformin Afghanistanthe EU andNATO trainingmissiondn this country

providedtrainingto thesameelementf the Afghanpoliceandinvolvedin thereformof same
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structuresof the Afghan governmentSimilarly, the two organig t i onariin@e operations
werein placein the Gulf of Adenwith intersectingareasof operatiorandtasks suchastackling
piracy and armed robbery. In the Mediterranean,while the two or gani sm@sisi ons 0
managemenbperationswere set out to addressseparatassues,over time they were both
involvedin issuesncluding,inter alia, illegal armsandhumantrafficking aswell asregional

capacitybuilding. Furtherdetailsof theseoperationsareprovidedin chapters, 6, and?.

In additionto fitting with the definition of operationaloverlapandhavingdifferentgoals,
the caseof operationabverlapin Afghanistanthe Gulf of Aden,andthe Mediterranearalso
provide othervariationsthat are relevantto the multifactor model. In termsof their types of
intervention thesecasesncludebothcivilian andmilitary operationsThe natureof thetaskin
Afghanistan,namely,police reform, would seemto fit betterwith theE U&sc o mpr ehen s i \
a p p r doaredobcivilian andmilitary instrumentstherebyprovidinganadvantagdor the
EU vis-avis NATO. Furthermoredueto its civilian nature policereformin Afghanistanwas
domestically less salient in Europe than the controversy over military intervention in
Afghanistan Whilst the EU andNATO operatimsin the Gulf of Adenandthe Mediterranean
werebothnavaloperationsthe EU operationn thisregionhadauniquecharacteristibdy being
the first CSDP operationof this type, which might in turn presentadditionalincentivesfor
nationaland EU level actors suchas demonstratinghe symbolic value of this operationby
flying the EU flag on high seasThe EU andNATO operationsn the Mediterranearncluded
unique political risks becausethey were geographicallyleast distancedonesfrom Europe
amongthe three cases,while cutting acrosshumanitarianand geopolitical issues,such as
preventingloss of lives as a resultof dangerouseawardcrossingsand politics of regional
stability in North Africa. To sumup,in additionto representinghe case®f operationabverlap

betweerthe EU andNATO aswell asexhibitingdiversityin geographyandoperatiorntype,the
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selectedoperationsalso relateto the multifactor model by presentingdifferent benefitsand

tradeoffs to memberstates.

Onemaywonderwhy the EU andNATO interventionsn Sudanarenotincludedwithin the
operationalcontextsof interest.After all, similar to abovecasesthe two organisationsvere
also involved simultaneouslyin samecrisis situationby respondingto the AficanUni on 6 s
(AU) calls for logistic supportto moveits peacekeepindorcesbetween2005and 2007 In
2005, the EU providedto the African Union Missionin Sudan(AMIS) the6 u r g reeded vy
equipmentike vehiclesmobilegeneratorandwatertankersputalso with technicalssistance,
mediasupport,police training, aerialobservatiorcapacityaswell asstrategicandtacticalair
transportfor morethan 2,000t r o ¢Hpask&2009, 258; Council 2005). In the sameyear,
NATO respondedio theAfrican U n i ocalléfar logisticsupportoy é h e | gheAUrexpand
its peacekeepingnissionin Darfur [and] by providing airlift for the transportof additional
peacekeepeisto theregionandby trainingAU p e r s owithow im@lying the provisionof

combattroopsby NATO (NATO 2010b).

Therearetwo reasondor not selectingthe EU andNATO missionsin Sudan.First, these
EU andNATO supportmissionsareleastlikely to fall into the categoryof crisismanagement
operationsinsteadof engagingirectly throughacivilian or military capacityto respondo the
violentconflict eruptedbetweergovernmenforcesandrebelsfrom theSudariiberationArmy
andthe Justiceand Equality Movementin Sudanthe EU andNATO undertooklogistical or
developmentatasksfor differentreasons(Toje 2008b; Cumming 2015). From a conflict
managemerdperationgperspectivethereforethe EU andNATO missionan Sudanvereseen

aso no mt er v ereffoitstorsigpPortanotheractor who undertookthe direct military
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interventionnamely AU (Williams andBellamy2005,43; WhitmanandHaastru2013,69; cf.

B e s e2015R

Thesecondeasonis relatedto the natureof the datanecessaryor anin-depthexamination
of processesaboutthe EU and NATO interventionsoperatios in Sudan.First, as these
interventiongdatebackto atleast2005,theyaretemporallymostdistantonesfrom the present
dayamongthe potentialcasesf operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO accordingto
the abovementionedlefinition. This posesa problemfor this thesiswhich relies on, among
otherthings,interviewsasa datacollectionmethod.Suchtemporaldistancecancreateissues
aboutthe feasibility andreliability of evidence Although this problemcould be partly dealt
with by gatheringnformationfrom primarysourcespnealsoneedgo considermnissuethatis
particularly relatedto the N A T O supportmissionin Sudan:as NATO was not directly
involved in the crisis contextin Sudan,its presencesubstantiallypasedon providing mainly
logistical assistancéo AMIS. Given the alreadylessavailableprimary sourcesn NAT O6 s
moredirectandlongerterminterventiongArmandoetal. 2014;Sjurser2018),finding primary

evidenceaegardingN A T Odssistancéo anothemissionis a seriousguestionmark.

3.6.Conclusion

This chapteroutlined the methodof analysisand researchdesignof the thesis,which are
basednsmallN casestudiesandpatternmatching.Thechaptethensituatedhethesiswithin
the researchdesignsin political science with referenceto the inferenceit tries to make.
Subsequentiythechaptemutlinedtheempiricalperspectivehatwill guidetheanalysisof case

studies namely a perspectivebasedon foreign policy analysis.The chapterconcludedby
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outlining themethodst will follow to collectevidenceo testthe multifactormodel,aswell as
the logic behind selectionGermany,France,and the UK as memberstatesof interest,and
Afghanistan,the Gulf of Aden, andthe Mediterranearastheatresof operationaloverlap as
interest.A core argumentin this chapterwas that selectingGermany,Franceand the UK
presentgertainmethodologicahdvantageascountrycasesbecaus¢hesehreemembeistates
play a pivotal role in Europeansecurityand demonstratevariation in their decisionmaking
structures.Furthermore,the chapteralso arguedthat the EU and NATO operationsin
Afghanistan Gulf of Aden,andthe Mediterraneamatchthe definition of operationabverlap
presentedearlier in the thesis while offering addtional methodologicalconveniencesn
relationto the multifactor modelpresentedn Chapter2. The nextthreechaptersanalysethis
multifactormodelpresentedh thelight of theempiricalevidencerom the casef operational

overlapbetweerthe EU ard NATO.
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4. Decisionmaking structures in France, Germany and the UK

As statedpreviously,this thesisassumeshat nationalstrategiewithin the EU andNATO
operationsarearticulatedoy members t a goeesnmentswho seekto offer policiesthatwill
fulfil a variety of tasks,suchasupholdingtheirc o u n {pdliticad and operationalinterests,
appealingo their electoratefollowing their particularconceptionsaboutcrisis management,
or reflectingindividual beliefsof their leaders(Haesebrouc®016;Wagneret al. 2017).This
beingsaid as statedin Chapter2, a vetoplayerapproactprovidesa frameworkto analysethe
behaviouof actorsacrosdlifferentpolitical systemsandregimetypes.In thislight, thischapter
providesa basisfor identifying the domesticconstraintsandthe weight of differentdomestic
actas in France,Germany,and the UK in termsof thesec o u n tfareige and security
policymaking.In line with the domesticveto player approachintroducedin Chapter2, the
premiseof this chaptelis thereforethat constitutionalrulesanddelegationmechanismswithin
memberstatescan enhanceor restrainthe authority of core executiveswithin memberstate
governmentsn termsof makingchoicesrom the EU andNATO operationgHarnisch,2009).
In this vein, members t a pobcgntakingsystemalsoinclude different veto playerswhose
supportis crucialfor memberstateg o v e r n ch@cesal®WEU andNATO operationsin
additionto their individual and organisationainterests theseveto playerscan also support

elementf theirc o u n tstraiegiosulfure.

Centralto this assumptionis the comparativeforeign policy perspectiveoutlined in the
previous chapter, which pays particular attention to the institutional decisionmaking
arrangement®f eachmemberstate of interest,namely France,Germany,and the United
Kingdom (UK). In this understanding,this chapter outlines the security and defence

policymaking structuresof thesememberstates While this chapterelaborateson national
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policymakinginstrumentandmechanismsegardinghe EU andNATO operationsn generajl

contextspecificfeaturesof thes arrangementarepresentedn empiricalchapters.

| discusghedecisiormakingstructure®f France Germanyandthe UK onthebasisof two
dimensionsifirst, the numberof bureaucraticagenciesministries, and other governmental
officesthataremeaningfully involvedin thesemembers t a de@sso@makingprocesseabout
the EU andNATO crisis managemenboperationsand second the degreeof thee x e cut i ve 0 s

autonomyfromthel e g i s Icamttolinrthes&decisiongBaltrusaitis2010).

4.1.France: Centralised organisation, autonomousexecutive

Foreignpolicy decisionmaking structurein Franceis highly centralisedarounda strong
executive branch, within which security and defencepolicies are seenasthepr esi dent 0 s
reserveddomain(domainerésevé) (SchmittandRynning2018;Irondelleand Schmitt2013).
The Constitutionof the Fifth Republicdesignateshe Presidentas6 t duarantorof national
independence[and] territorial i n t e gmakingysécurity and defence policy a core
responsibilityof the PresidentConstituteProject2020; Treacher2003; 2011, 100; Keonig
Archibugi 2004, 166; Safran2009; Drake 2011; Schmittand Rynning 2018, 38). Decisions
regardingF r a n gadi@pstionto crisis managemenbperationsare taken at the National
DefenceandSecurityCouncil (Conseilde Défenseet de SécuritéNationale presidedoverby
the President(lrondelle and Schmitt 2013, 129). At the sametime, presidentialauthority
partially dependsn the degreeof convergencéetweenthe Presidentandthe majority in the
parliament. When the P r e s i godtical @agy is different from the one holding the

parliamentarymajority, a governmentconfiguration known as 6 ¢ o h a b ithe &timeo n 6 ,
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Minister may be morelikely to interpretthe constitutionalstipulationsin away to seesecurity

anddefencepoliciesasa shareddomain(lrondelleandSchmitt2013,128; Safran2009).

PrimeMi n i snvodventestin theformulationof the Frenchsecurityanddefencepolicies
is seernby someanalystaasa0d ma r ginvalvanhedt(Koenig-Archibugi2004,167).Although
the primeministerenjoys latitudein theday-to-day EU affairsespeciallyin economiccultural
and scientific issues,Prime Mi n i skeyfundienin F r a n Eueopesnpolicymakingis
limited to interministerialcoordinationof FrenchG o v e r n averallpaiicy in a numberof
policy areas.For someanalysts however,prime ministetial rolesarein fact wider thanthe
aforementionedonstitutionabrrangementsugges{Lakomy2013,17). Forinstancethework
of its GeneralSecretariadf the InterministerialCommitteewhich becameGeneralSecretariat
for EuropearAffairs in 2005(SecrétariagénéraldesaffaireseuropéennesSGCE) 6 i nst ruct s
and prepareghe positionsto be expressedy Francewithin the institutionsof the European
Union [and] it ensureghe interministerialcoordinationnecessaryor thisp u r p Prermidr

Ministre 2005).

If nationalsecurityanddefences the domaineréserveéof the Presdent,the overallleadin
F r a n CHSPpslicies canbe seenasthe domaineréservéof the Ministry for Europeand
ForeignAffairs (Ministéredel 6 E u etdegAHairesEtrangéresMEAE) (MorisseSchilbach
2003,119).Yet, partly dueto F r a nde@s@mmsmakingorganisatiorwhich is centredaround
the Presidentthe key rolesQuaid 6 O r ptagsyn settingthe parameterof F r a n CFSPB s
policymaking are not substantiallydistinct from the roles many other Europeanforeign
ministriesplay. Theserolesinclude, inter alia, beingregularlyinvolvedin representindgrrench
positionsin EU andNATO meetinggMorisse Schilbaci2003,pp.115116).At thesametime,

despitenavinga Directorateof SecurityandDefenceCooperatior(Directeurdela coopération
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de sécuité et de défensg and a Deputy Directoratefor ExternalRelationsof the EU (Sous
directeur des relations extérieuresde I'Union européenng MEAE doesnot have a body
dedicatedto dealing specifically with CSDP and/or NATO issues(MEAE 2019). A key
strategic line pursuedby the Presidencybut also supportedby MEAE is leading the
developmenof capabilitiesunderthe EU to enableit to actautonomodly from NATO andthe
US, andto be usedasa leverageto FrenchinterestySim- n 2017).This orientationaboutthe
rolesof the EU andNATO asinternationalsecurityproviderswasshapedy F r a nlong-6 s
termexilefrom N A T Ondilgary structurebetweernl966and2009.At the sametime, MEAE
hasbeend wi | td domsigerNATO, bilateral cooperationor unilateralaction aheadof the

CSDPif theyaremorelikely tobes u ¢ ¢ e(€appaliétd. 2016,171).

As anotherkey agency,the Ministry of Defence (Ministére des Armées MdA®) has
importantroles andresponsibilitiesn F r a n defericepolicy. It providesinput to national
defencepolicy, including securityanddefencecooperatiorthroughthe EU andNATO, while
also drafting and updatingdoctrinal documentssuchas defenceand national security white
papers(FrenchGovernmenf018; DGRIS 2019).MdA is alsoinvolvedin the preparatiorof
Frenchpositionsaheadof the E U &slitical and SecurityCommittee(PSC)andthe Military
Committeeas well as for NATO summits, ministerialsand N A T O Mitary Committee
meetings(Ministére de la Défense2016). In terms of conflict preventionand intervention
capabilities,MdA tendedto endorsea 6 h y bproiwdappiachmeaningthat Francehas
continentaland maritime, as well as Europeanand extraregional geopolitical foundations
underpinningits foreign and security policy (MdA 2008; 2013; 2017; Sim- n 2017). This
reflectsF r a n @ ke éestaplishedradition of military interventionismin order to secure

political o b j e cimn lineméhsdéfencani n i SNATQ-drisntednaturd despiteofficially

6 The defenceministry in Franceis currentlynamedasMinistéredesArméesa namechangefrom Ministére
dela Défensen 2017.
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acknowledginghatthe useof forceis alastresort(IrondelleandSchmitt2013,pp. 134-135).
Importantly, defencemi n i dsnvalvgniestandrolein F r a n de@sdrsmakingprocesses
aboutthe EU andNATO operationsalsodependon the presidentiabredominancaswell as
thedefencemi n i gelagonsbigwith the Presidentandthe PrimeMinister (Gregory2000,

28; Treacher2011,99; IrondelleandSchmidt2013,pp.128129).

In Francethe constitutionalrequirementor the overseasleploymentf troopsdo not have
to be approvedby the parliament(l 6 A s s eNatiorlal®and Séna} before the planned
deployment(Forster2006, 31). Article 35 of the Constitution,which was revisedin 2008,
stipulateghaté t Gogernmenshallinform Parliamenof its decisionto havethearmedforces
interveneabroad atthe latestthreedaysafterthe beginningof saidi nt e r v(@onstitutionn 6
Project2020). Furthermorewhena deploymentexceedgour months,6 t Gowernmenshall
submitthe extensionto Parliamentfor a u t h o r (ib&gda Far seve@lcommentatorsthis
doesnot alwaystranslatanto a meaningfulparliamentarynvolvementin the decisioamaking
processesboutF r a n pagidipstionto crisis managemenbperations(Forster2006, 30;
IrondelleandSchmitt2013,129; PannierandSchmitt2014,280).For Koenig-Archibugi (2004,
167), 6 t Iparliament of the Fifth Republic representsan extreme example of the
disempowermenbf parliamentaryinstitutionsin modernrepresentativepolitical s y st e ms 6 .
Indeed,the Frenchparliamen t @lesare mainly relatedto a deadlineby which it shouldbe
informed by the governmentratherthan a power to ex ante authorisetroop deployments

(Irondelle2012,55).

F r a nforeighandsecuritypolicy decisioamakingstructures illustratedin Figure4.
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4.2.Germany: De-centralisedorganisation, constrainedexecutive

G e r madomastedecisioamakingstructureregardingthe EU andNATO operationss
muchmoresectorisedhan France bothin termsof its organisatiorof policymakingandthe
autonomyof theexecutivefrom thelegislatureThecoreof thedomestigolicymakingnetwork
is comprisedf the Chancellery(Bundeskanzleramtthe FederalForeignOffice (Auswartiges
Amt AA) andtheFederaMinistry of Defence(Bundesministeriurder Verteidigung BMVQ).
In administrative terms, the highest source of authority is the Chanc eOfficer 6 s
(BundeskanzleramtgBundesregierun@021). The principle of &Kanzlerprinzip makesthe
Chancellorresponsibldor determiningthe guidelinesof policymaking,while the principle of
guidelinecompetency(Richtlinienkompten enablesthe Chancellorto claim responsibility
for broadframing-off of policy guidelinesin any subjectunderdiscussionjncluding security
and defence(Beichelt 2007, 427; Miskimmon 2007, 13). The Chancelleryalso oversees
G e r ma BUWyfdresgn paicymaking throughits Foreign,Securityand DevelopmentPolicy
Department(Abteilung2 i A u b-e Sicherheits und Entwicklungspolitik), and European
Policy Departmeni{Abteilung5 1 Europapolitih (Bundesregierung@014).At the sametime,
the Chancellerydoesnot alwaysget closelyinvolved in securityand defencepolicymaking,

insteadeavingtheseareado individual ministries(Interview 28: Germanofficial).

In practicehowevertheC h a n ¢ eobtdntialto éxerciseexecutivepoweris morelimited.
In the contextof cabinetor coalition governmerg which are rulesratherthanexceptionsn
Germanythecentralactorwithin thecoreexecutivas oftenconstrainedy asetof checksand
balances(Goetz 2003, 64; Miskimmon 2007; Brummer and Oppermann2016). As the

following paragraphsvill show,the specificpolitical andinstitutionaldomesticcontexthave
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significantimplicationsfor the coree x e ¢ u ability ® pushits broaderpolitical agenda

throughthe nationalparliament.

In this respect,the FederalForeign Office (AuswartigesAmt AA) is a crucial actorin
G e r ma policydnskingin securityanddefence The FederalForeignOffice hasbeena key
agencyin thedirectionof G e r magegpoliscalrole afterthe Cold War, especiallyin terms
of cooperatiorwith key regionalorganisationsuchasthe EU andNATO (WustenandDijink
2002).Duringthistime, it hasactedasa promoterof Germany sleasad ¢ i vp d w edtad
relieson multilateralismandtendsto avoid usingmilitary force (Maull 1990).In additionto
havingthe benefitof overseeingpecialisresourcesuchasanetworkof embassiearoundthe
globe,AA coordinatesc e r m a positiornsvis-a-vis the E U &cigsis managemendperations
andcoordinate$s e r m agtagicésoncerninghe transatlanticsecuritypolicy (AA 2019aAA

2019c; Regelsberge002, 139; Dyson 2008, 27; Paterson2010, 501). In particular, its

DirectorateGeneral for Humanitarian Assistance, Crisis Prevention Stabilisation and

Post Conflict Reconstructionis a key shareholderof the Centre for International Peace

Operations (Das Zentrum fur Internationale FriedenseinsatzeZIF), which is a body
responsibldor bringingtogetherG e r m arespucesor crisismanagemenbperationgAA
2021).More recently,however,someanalystsassertedhat AA haslost someof its influence
onG e r mafargigngolicymaking,wherethe Chancellobecamemorecloselyinvolvedand

concentrateghowerat the expensef foreignministry (Techauw2015;cf. AA 2014b,11).

The FederalMinistry of Defence(Bundesministeriurder Verteidigung BMVg) is another
key agencyin theG e r m a Euso@earpolicy making(Dyson2011).In linewithGer many 0 s

strategicculture,BMVg hasfollowedthed ¢ u lotruert e cegenming® atendencyto show
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military restraintwhenit comesto respondingo emergingsecuritythreats(Malici 2006,38).
BMVg also engagedclosely with both the EU and NATO for collective capacitybuilding
initiatives andto supportinter-organisationapartnershigChappellet al. 2016,pp. 174175).
Reportssentfrom G e r m arepyeéestationt® bothorganisationsn Brusselgo Berlin onthe
mattersrelatedto the E U &cigsis managemendperationsarefirst agreedoy the deskofficers
in the BMVg beforethe domesticleadin Berlin transfersthis informationto relevantCSDP
unitsin AA, which providesthe technicaldetailsaboutthe operation(BMVg 2011; Wright
2019,153). FurthermoreB MV g $trategyand Deploymentunit (Strategieund Einsatz SE)
regularlyinstructsheGermarmilitary representativattheEU andNATO military committees

(Spalj2016).

As statedin Chapter2, whetherpotential veto playersqualify as effective veto players
dependon how the processof securityand defencepolicymakingis organisedwithin each
memberstate.In this sensethe coalition dynamicsin Germanyaffect the roles of federal
foreignanddefenceministriesin themakingof securityanddefencepolicy. Coalitiondynamics
areseenas6 t iman political fault line in G e r ma paglisinentarys y s t(Bruminerand
Oppermann2016, 15; Wright 2019). Whilst 6 t Beaior coalition partnerin the Federal
Governmenhasoftenattemptedo dominatgunior coalitionpartnersn foreignpolicy-making
within the g o v e r n thejunibrécoalition partnerusually holds the position of foreign
minister (Miskimmon 2007, 46; Patersor2011,63; Kaarbo1996). Indeed,in Germanythe
junior coalition partnereffectively actsasan additionalveto playerespeciallyif it is pivotal to
thecoalition(BrummerandOppermanr2016,16). In case®f disagreemertetweemministries
held by different membersof a given coalition, the Chancellerycanactasaé r e f whoe e 6

resolvednter-ministerialdivergenceginterview 28: Germanofficial).
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In additionto this Berlin-centreddecisionmaking,moreperipheraunitssuchasGe r many 6 s
PermanenRepresentatioto the EU arealsoimportantactorsin the policymakingprocesses.
Unlessproblemsoccurin ami n i sateaof/ réspondility, 6 dow level civil servantmay
formulatea GermanEU position which later 7 sometimesby an official of the Permanent
Representatiorjut sometimesevenby thatvery samecivil servanti will be carriedforward

inBr u s Beidthalt?007,425;also seeWright 2019,152).

Anotherdistinct characteristiof foreign policymakingin Germanyis the extensiveroles
held by the national parliament.G e r m a bicardesal parliamentarysystemconsistsof a
directly electedowerhousgBundestayjandarepresentatiorof stategovernmenten theupper
house(Bundesrat (Brummerand Oppermann2016, 14). Bundestaghas a constitutionally
enshrinednstitutionalcontrol of the deploymenbf armedforcesfor expeditionaryoperations
(Biermann2004,cited in Junkand Daase2013,142). Accordingly, it canapproveandrenew
mandate®f Germantroopsthat areto be deployedin overseasnissions,andvote aboutthe
withdrawal of theseforces.Whilst the FederalGovernmentcan sendtroopsabroadwithout
immediatemandateby the parliamentin emergencysituations,it must securea Bundestag
approvalassoonaspossible(Junkand Daase2013,143). For its part, Bundesrattanhavea
role especiallyin G e r ma aeygisboemaking aboutcivilian operationsfor instancewhen
policeofficersaredrawnfrom federalstateginterview 13: Germarofficial). As akey element
of Ge r masgtratedisculture,FederalArmed Forcesarethusconsiderecasad par | i ament a
a r myith smallroomfor manoeuvreeomparedo the amountof institutionalindependence
theUS, UK, or Frencharmedforcesenjoy(Giegerich2008,79; SchockenhofindKiesewetter

2012;Meijer andWyss2018,52).

German y foreignandsecuritypolicy decisionmakingstructures illustratedin Figure5.
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4.3.United Kingdom: Uncodified organisation,autonomousexecutive

The UK hasa distinct systemof securityand defencepolicymaking not leastdueto an
absencef constitutionallyandlegally establishedulesthatcodify its foreignpolicy decision
making structure.The governmentexercisesthe royal prerogativeacting on behalf of the
monarch basedon the progressivedevolutionof this prerogativeto the electedgovernment
sincethe Bill of Rightsin 1688 (Cornish2013,374).In the moderncontext,suchdevolution
givesthe Prime Minister and the cabineta considerablenaroeuvringspacein securityand
defencepolicymaking, including the U K dpmrticipationto crisis managemenbperations.
Furthermorethelack of codifieddecisioamakingrulesbringsto thefore the contextuafactors
suchasthe contingentrelationshipswithin the actorsand agenciegha makeup the foreign
policy executive aswell asthe particularitiesof the issuein question(Kassim2011).At the
sametime, decisioamaking powess of the Prime Mi n i sQffeea 0 the UK createsa

particularhierarchyandadistributionof powerwithin the cabinet.

The PrimeMinister, his or her Office (alsoknown as10 Downing Street),andthe Cabinet
Office (CO) operateat thecentreof thegovernmenttherebyforming the centralelementf the
foreign policy executive.CO is involved in the U K 6pslicymaking regardinginternational
crisis managementhrough its securityrelated secretariatssuch as the National Security
Secretariatthe Foreignand DefencePolicy Secretaria{ CO 2012). At the sametime, some
authorsseethePrimeMi n i SOffieerar@the COasthetwo 6 p r mimsteriald e par t ment s
(e.g. Heffernan 2003; also see Cornish 2013, 375) by referring to the unclearboundaries

betweenl0 Downing Streetandthe CO (HoL SelectCommitteeonthe Constitution2010,11).
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The Foreignand CommonwealtlOffice (FCO) hasbeena leadingagencyin U K &fareign
and security policymaking. Although the FCO is mergedwith Departmentof International
Trade and Development(DFID) and as a result a new departmentcalled the Foreign,
CommonwealttandDevelopmenDffice (FCDO)waslaunchedn Septembe202Q FCOwas
still in placeduringthe EU andNATO operationsandthe relevanttime period of interestin
thisthesis WhilsttheUK G o v e r n expectatd om the mergerwasto enableBritain to
fispeakwith onevoice internationally by combiring foreign anddevelopmenpolicy in one
departmen{Johnson2019), during the time period whenthe EU and NATO interventions
analysedn this thesiswereoperalte, FCO enjoyed uniqueresourcesuchasthe capabilityto
wield informationaboutthe workingsof foreign governmentandthe vastnetworkof British
embassiegFCO 2010). Thus, during this time many strategicquestionsoften compeled the
PrimeMinisterto havetheF C O anslforeigns e ¢ r edacquiesgedc@ termsof the policy
being pursued(ibid). In this vein, FCO hasbeena key promoterof the UK 6 ®le as an
interlocutorbetweenthe EU and NATO in the transatlanticsecurity conext (Whitman and
Tonra 2017). Nonethelessthe absenceof codified decisioamaking rules meantthat the
significanceof F C O l@axlershipn the UK securityanddefencepolicymakingcoulddepend
onmorecontextuafactors suchastheforeigns e c r er¢laionshi@asth the PrimeMinister
andthe extentto which the Prime Minister choosego delegateforeign policy strategyto the

FCO(Crawfordetal. 2020,173).

The Ministry of Defence(MoD) is involved particularly in the articulationof the UKd s
postionsvis-a-vis the conflict respons@perationof the EU andNATO. Comparedo French

andGermandefenceministries,MoD putsa particularemphasion the maritimepowerof the

7 https://lwww.gov.uk/goverment/speeches/primmainistersstatemento-the-houseof-commonsl6-june-

2020
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country it representgSim- n 2013,44). The U K 6psominentmemberin NATO as a major
EuropeanAlly andthe decadedong working with and within NATO both in London and
Brusselshasmadethe MoD a supporer of optionsinvolving NATO in crisismanagemenbut
MoD hasalsosupportedhe developmenbf crisisandconflict managementapabilitiesin the
EU aslong astheneededcapabilitiesarenot possesseldy NATO (Chappelletal. 2016;Smith
2010)While MoD hasa large numberof personnelembeddedwithin the U K 6Permanent
Delegationto NATO (UKDel), the Mo D @ngolvementin EU busiresshasoften beenmore
limited (Aktipis andOliver 2012,pp. 80-82; Wright 2019,79). However,its role in theU K 6 s
policymakingin EU matterancreasedvith theemergencef a EuropearSecurityandDefence
Policy (ESDP) after which more MoD personnebecameembeddedn the U K 6Pgrmanent

Representatioto the EU (UKRe) (Interview 1: NATO official).

Moreover,particularareasof the EU and NATO operationscan be managediy agencies
that are otherwisemore peripheralto the U K dsscuritypolicy. An importantagencyin this
respectis the Departmentfor International Development(DfID), which has a noticeable
involvementin the civilian thanmilitary aspectof theissuegheseoperationseekto address
(Wright 2019, 74). The close cooperéion betweenFCO, MoD, and DfID hasresultedin a
model of civilian-military cooperationbasedaroundané i n t e glanairgpracéss(HoC

DefenceCommittee2010).

The UK Parliament formed of the Houseof Commonsand the Houseof Lords, hasno
constitutonally and legally establishedole in the UKs participationin crisis management

operations As the governments not undera legal obligationto inform the UK Parliament

8 EachEU memberstatemaintainsa permanentepresentatioin Brusselso managséits relationshipwith the
EU. AstheUK left the EU, its permanentepresentatiois nowthe UK Missionto theEU, alsoknownas6é U K Mi s
Br us FED29A).
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aboutthe conductof foreign policy, the decisiormaking powersof the UK Parliamen are
relatively weak (Mills 2018,9). Furthermoredueto a lack of conventionsor long-standing
political practicesaboutthep a r | i anwok/emerdrsthedecisionmakingprocessegarding
theU K @useof armedforcesin crisismanagemerperationsthegovernmentanalsodecide
whetheror not to consultthe parliamentaboutthe U K dparticipationto theseoperations

(Jenkins2011,18).

Yet, it is consideredo beinconceivablen practicethatthe decisionto deploythe armed
forceswould be madeby the PrimeMinister andthe cabinetwithout consultingthe Parliament
in oneway or anothel(Hague2007).Indeed bothhouse®f the UK parliameni{Houseof Lords
andHouseof Commonshavehada certainplaceandrole aboutthe deploymenbf theU K 6 s
overseasleploymentsalbeitoftenonconsultancyasis A primesourceof thisroleis theselect
committeeghatwerecreatedd testablisha greaterdegreeof accountabilityin the conductof
governmento u s i (Dickies2604,139). During the time period of interestfor this thesis,
most prominentof thesein termsof foreign, securityand defencepolicies were the Foreign
Affairs CommittegFAC) andthe EuropearScrutinyCommitteeatthe Houseof Commonsand
the EuropeariJnion SelectCommitteeat the Houseof Lords (Gaskarti2013,28). Yet, astheir
membersare appointedby the political party leaders thesecommitteeshave beento an
importantextentdependenbn the governmentA governmeniminister canalsorejectto be
inquiredby theseparliamentaryccommitteegForster2006,pp. 28-29), while ministriessuchas
FCO and MoD can withhold information from relative Commonsand Lords committees

(Koenig-Archibugi2004,171).
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U K 6PermanenRepresentatioto the EU (UKRep’) was6 o oféhe U K Obssiestpos t s 6
beforethe U K dexit from the EU (HM Governmen019).0Over 20 governmentepartments
(includingFCOandMoD) workedaspartof UKRepin orderto ensureghatUK positionswere
explainedto otherEU memberstatesandinstitutions(ibid). Ratherthanjust aninstrumentof
communicatinginstructionsgeneratedoy Londonto the EU partners,UKRep was also an
integral part of policymakingboth in Londonand Brussels(FCO 2016b; Wright 2019, 78).

Knownin Brusselsas6 e f f eeffidient\amdfrequentlyin a positionto craftc o mpr o mi s e s 6
(Wright2019,79),U K R e gbditg to controltheflow of U K é&aoperatiorwith majormember
statessuchasFranceand Germanywasalsoassessetb be higherthanothermembers t at e s 6

permanentepresentationt® the EU (Mérandetal. 2011,pp.129-131).

U K 6 Belegationto NATO (UKDel) promotesBritish interestsin NATO and keeps
governmentatliepartmentsnformedaboutdiscussionsand developmentsvithin the Alliance
(HM Government2020). It alsoensureghatd N A Tr@litary operationsmeetUK strategic
0 b j e candthatthe®U HKlaysa full andinfluential role in the North Atlantic Council,the
Military Committeeand acrossthe spectrumof NATO a c t i \(ibid). UK sadthe same
official actingasMilitary Representativeto bothNATO andthe EU, who normally attendsup
to two NATO Military Committeemeetingsper week,aswell asthe North Atlantic Council
meetings,weekly EU Military Committee meetings,and the E U 6Political and Security

CommitteemeetinggWright 2019,79).

U K &aeignandsecuritypolicy decisionmakingstructures illustratedin Figure6.

9 After theU K Gesit from the EU, its permanentepresentatiois renamedasthe UK Missionto the EU, also
knownas6 U K MB rsu s §EDOR@1).
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Figure 6. UK's foreignandsecuritypolicy decisiormakingstructure
(Source:Author)

4.4.Conclusion

In this chapterl outlinedthe organisatiorof decisionmakingarrangements securityand
defencepoliciesin France,Germany,andthe UK. In so doing, specificattentionwas paidto
members t a pokcgni@akingmechanisms&ndinstrumentsegardingtheir preferencesbout
the EU and NATO crisis managemenbperations. also categorisedhesemembers t at e s 6
decisionmakingstructuresaccordingo thedegreeof centralisatiorof decisionmakingaround
the coreexecutive,andthee x e ¢ u autovomygram thel e g i s Icantrol Theechapter
showedthat due to the particularitiesof policymaking arrangement@&nd more contingent
factorssuchastheintragovernmentaielations theextentto whichthe coreexecutivecanexert
controlwithin relevantdecisionmaking processesary acrosgshethreememberstatesWhilst

in Francethe core executivehasa relatively high degreeof autonomy,G e r m a segtodised
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decisionmakingsystemgivesmorescopeof manoeuvrdo individual ministries.On the other
hand,in the UK, alack of a codifieddecisionmakingarrangemenincreasesheimportanceof
contextualfactorssuchasprimemi n i gdagonswith the foreignanddefencesecretaries.
In short bothhighestlevel officials suchasheadsof governmentanddifferentministriesand
departmentsnay participatein decisionmakingin eachof thesememberstatesdependingon
domesticarrangementandthe issueat hand.Overall, this chapterprovideda backgroundof
eachmembers t a deeisboamakingenvironmentgegading the EU andNATO operations,
while contextspecific featuresof these environmentsare provided within the following

empiricalchaptes.
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5. Afghanistan: The &,000kilometer screwdriver 0

5.1.Introduction

A f g h a n pdiiticah tnabsgtion and the overall statebuildingagendawas basedon a
division of effortsamonga numberof willing nations.In the April 2002donorsconferencen
Geneva,it wasdecidedthat five willing nationswill taketheleadin eachdesignatechreas
within thereconstructiorof Afghanistan namelyjustice(ltaly), disarmamentdemobilization,
andreintegation (Japan) counternarcotic§UK), building of a new Afghan army (US), and

policereform(GermanyUNODC, 2006,p. 1).

Within thesefive pillars of Afghan reconstructionthe EuropeanJnion Police Missionin
Afghanistan(EUPOL Afghanistan hereafteEUPOL)waslaunchedn 2007to supportpolice
reform.Themissionwasaimedto 6 ¢ o n t to thelestablishmentinderAfghanownershipof
sustainableand effective civilian policing arrangementswhich will ensure appropriate
interactionwith the wider criminal justice system,in keepingwith the policy advice and
institution building work of the [EU], MemberStatesandotherinternationala ¢ t ¢(Coundil
2007). In implementing this mandate,the EU mission adopteda 6 ¢ o mmupnoiltiyc i n g 6
approach,which sowht to build a civilian police structurethat operateswithin a legal

frameworkandwith respecfor humanrights (Tardy2018;AnsorgandHaastru2018).

N A T Oidvslvementin thetraining of Afghansecurityforcesbeganwith the International
Security AssistanceForce (ISAF). As a military force, however, ISAF did not have the
appropriateexpertis€o train police,while its contributionwaslargelybasedntrainingduring

its joint patrolswith the Afghan National Police (ANP). Moreover,althoughl S A Fofe $n
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police training hasbeenextendedo other partsof the countrythroughN A T O@ravincial
reconstructiorteams(PRTs),the impactof their activitieshasmostly beenlocal and did not

affectthe overallreformof the ANP (Murray 2007,111).

N A T ®rdoredirectinvolvementwith policetrainingin Afghanistarbegarwith thelaunch
of NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan (NTM-A) in April 2009, two years after the
deploymenbf the EU mission.Aimedto contributeto thetrainingof boththe AfghanNationd
Army (ANA) andAfghanNationalPolice(ANP), theNATO missionwassetoutto supporthe
Afghan NationalSecurityForces(ANSF), which includesboth ANA andANP, in developing
leadersand establishingenduring institutional capacity (NATO 2010a,5; NATO 2009a;
2009b).Anotherkey objectiveof the NATO missionwas 6 ttrain, to educatefo advise,to
instruct[and]to prepareghe[Afghan] securityforcessothattheycantakethelead,and][ é $o

thattheycandevelopthe systemgo sustainthosef o r ¢(Caldw&ll2011c,pp. 3-4).

In contrasttotheEUmi s s i c o onsnp o il t wpproaghdatfocusedoverarchingly
on strategiclevel advice,moreover,the NATO missionwas mandated t deliver the large
scalerecruitment,equippingandtraining of all ANA andANP acrossthe county &houghit
alsoincludedelementsuchasattritionandilliteracy (HoL 2010).As will beseerin moredetalil
throughoutthe casestudiesin this chapterthesedifferenttraining approachesf the EU and
NATO missionswere amongthe key fault lines of political and operationaldynamicsin

Afghanistan(US Missionto the EU 2008a;Tardy 2018; AnsorgandHaastrup2018).

After the launchof the NATO mission,the intentionwasto usethe EU missionto train
higherlevel civilian personnelandchannelNATO mi s s iinstrundentgo lower level and

paramilitarytraining (Simén 2013,223). Yet, the EU and NATO missionscameto provide
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trainingandmentoringto the sameelementsf the Afghan police (Cladi andLocatelli 2020).

EUPOLtooktheleadin thetrainingof AfghanUniform Police(AUP), anelemeniof ANP that

mainly undertakesriminal investigationfunctions (HoL 2011, 15; also seeNATO 2010c).

Similarly,theNATO Missionalsohelpedrecruiing personnefor AUP, while alsocontributing

to the doctrinal developmenttraining and advisingof the ANP and ministerialdevelopment

programmegNATO 2010c,16; Dalenbergand Janser2016,235). The NATO missionalso

provided most of the supportingpersonnelfor Afghan Ministry of I n t e intermati@anal

Coordinaton Cell (MICC), an organisationthat facilitated the cohesionbetweendonor

programmesndmi n i gdquirgm@sgNATO 2010c,22).

This evolution of overlap betweenthe EU and NATO missions in Afghanistan is

summarisedn Figure7.

12 February2007:The
Counciladoptedhe
CrisisManagement

Concept(CMC) for an
EU policemissionin

Afghanistan

30May 2007:The
Councilformally
establisheEUPOL
Afghanistan

23March2007:The
United Nations
SecurityCouncil
(UNSC)adopts
Resolutionl746i
welcomingthe EU
decisionto establisha
police missionin
Afghanistan

4 April 2009:NATO
Training Missionin
Afghanistanlaunched

20 November2010:
NATO announce
"transitionstrategy”,
settingout thatsecurity
would be substantially
handedoverto Afghan
forcesby theendof

Figure 7. Timelineof overlapin Afghanistan
(Source:Author)
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5.2.France: Thefitroan hor s e 0

5.2.1.The contextof France& engagementvith the reconstructionof Afghanistan

AlthoughFrancedid notsignup asaleadnationin aspecificareaof Afghanreconstruction,
training of the Afghan security forces were a part of F r a n br@adescommitmentsto
supportingthe police and military training efforts in Afghanistan.Between2002 and 2014,
Franceprovideda rangeof trainingandadviceto the AfghanNationalArmy (ANA) aspartof
the Epidotemission(La Franceen Afghanistar2015).Over time, Epidotewasincrementally
upgradedo a mentoringandadvisingmissionandfocusedon A f g h a n NasianaMiliary
Training Academy,Commandand Staff College,and CombatServiceSupportSchool,which
it supportedn logistics, financing and humanresourcegCizel and von Hlatky 2014, 359).
Furthermore,France assumedresponsibility of military operationsin Kapisa and Sarobi
districts in 2008 and doubledits nationalbudgetfor civilian cooperationaswell as making
additional funds available for developmentprojectsvia its own Stability Pole (Péle de

Stabilitd.

Also worth noting as a backgroundfor Francé £ngagementvith the EU and NATO
missionsis Afghanistanis the leadershipchangein Parischangethroughoutthese training
missions.Nicolas Sarkozytook office as Presiant in 2007, two weeksbeforethe Council
decisionestablishingthe EU missionand was replacedby FrancoisHollandein 2012.Soon
afterbecomingPresidentSarkozyannouncedth aNATO Summitin Bucharesthedeployment
of 800 moreFrenchtroopsto Afghanistanasrequestedy the Alliance (Jankowski2013,15).
Althoughthisdecisiorwasin parttriggeredoy thekilling of 10 Frenchsoldiersn Sarobidistrict

in August, it was also consideredas one of the first movesthat laid the groundworksfor
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F r a nreirgegratiotoN A T Ordildgary commandn 2009(Rynning2012,150;Allen 2008).
At the sametime, there was a decreasein public supportfor F r a n mwwldesnentin
AfghanistancampaignFor example although343 membersf the National Assemblyvoted
in favour of maintaining Frenchtroopsin Afghanistanin the first parliamentaryvote in
September2008 the numberof thosewho voted againstthis deployment(210 members)
suggestedhattherewasnot a domesticconsensusn the Frenchparticipationto Afghanistan

campaignJankowski2013;Hatto 2015).

5.2.2.Domesticdecisiormaking structure

Thepolitical leadershipandstrategionanagemenf F r a n poleciéssegardingthe police
training missionsof the EU and NATO in Afghanistanwere exercisedby a number of
governmentabodies.In 2008, a Crisis and SupportCentre (Centre de crise et de soutien
CDSC) was establishedunder the Ministry of Europe and Foreign Affairs (Ministere de
| 6 E u etadepAfairesEtrangéresMEAE) with aviewto 6 mo n thetdevelopmenof risks
andthreatsand,in somecaseslaunchemergency p e r a(MEAEmM.4.0CDSCwas tasked
with enablingthe foreign ministry to 6 ma n extgrealcriseson an operationaland inter-
ministerial basisregardlessof the natureof suchc r i anel 6 bresponsiblefor advance
planning, execution and termination of international crisis managementactivities [by
facilitating] mobilisation of civilian expets belongingto the Civil S e r v (ibid)e This
interagencyteamalso assistedhe FrenchSpecialEnvoy to Afghanistanand Pakistan(Grare
2015,115).F r a n mokcyisputsinto the EU andNATO were basedand controlledby its

Brusselsbasedepresentatinsin thetwo organisationglLa Franceen Afghanistan2015).

In termsof onthe-groundcoordinationin Afghanistan,a Chief of Projectfor Kapisaand

Sarobiprovincesled the processpasedat the FrenchEmbassyin Kabul butin liaisonwith a
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Developmeh Advisor embeddedwith the Frenchforces (ibid). An additional cooperation
mechanismbetweencivil and military lines of policymakingwasthe Stability Pole (Péle de
Stabilité, basedn the military basesn KapisaandSarobiandcomposeaf civilian expertsin
thefields of governancendsocioeconomidevelopmenfinterview6: Frenchofficial). A unit
setup by the MEAE to coordinatethe FrenchG o v e r n soeiaecoh@micdevelopment
policiesin Afghanistan,Stability Pole focusedon agricultural develgpment, education,and
health(Ministérede la Défense2011; Fescharek015,132). Projectsdevelopedoy this unit
wereimplementedoy an interministerial AfghanistanPakistanCell and the Kabul Embassy

(ibid).

Another body responsiblefor intragovernmentalcooperationwas the Interministerial
Committeefor International Cooperationand Development(Comité interministériel de la
coopérationinternationaleet du développementCICID). Createdn 1998andchairedby the
PrimeMinister,CICID guidesF r a niatern@tonaktooperatioranddevelopmenaidpolicies.
Whilst severalministries,including foreign andinterior, arealsomembersof the Committee,
thesecretariabf CICID is led jointly by MAEA, Ministry of Interior (Ministéredel'Intérieur)

andthe Ministry of EconomyandFinance(Ministérede'Economieet desFinances3.

Furthermorethe Ministry of Defencewasinvolvedin decisionmaking processeshrough
some instrumentsat its disposal, such as the Joint Certre for Concepts,Doctrines and
Experiments(Centre Interarméede concepts,de doctrinesetd 6 e x p ®r i, QIEDE).at i on
CICDE was in charge of shapingthe French comprehensiveapproachthat was also
implementedin Afghanistan,which increasinglybecamea central themewith the entry of
NATO into somedomainsof civilian engagemerih AfghanistanWendling2010,63).Finally,

F r a n Natidhal Gendarmerig(GendarmerieNationale was a major playerin Fr ance 6 s
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involvementin AfghanistanasFrancefocusedon usingits gendarmerieleploymentor police
training in Afghanistan(interview 6: Frenchofficial). Whilst the National Gendarmerievas
attachedo Ministry of Defencejn 2009it wasbroughtto thecontrolof the Ministry of Interior

(GendarmeriéNationale2016).

F r a ndeasimmmakingstructureregardinghe EU andNATO missionsin Afghanistans

illustratedin Table?.
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Figure 8. France'sdecisionmakingstructureregardingthe missiongan Afghanistan
(Source:Author)

5.2.3.Initial engagemenwith EUPOL: A dilemma

The EU hasbeena centralplatformfor Franceto contributeto 6 r e b uaneéffdctiveand
democratic military, police and judiciary [and] restoring or consolidating stability and
promptinga returnto political andeconomicn o r m ain fiadile/stategFranceCooperation

2007,3). Francesawit animportantelemenf its EU policy to make anactivecontributionto
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theprinciplesdevelopedn assistingragile stateqibid). Theimportanceaccordedo theEU in
civilian aspectsof crisis responsewas also reflected during the French Presidencyof the
Councilin the latter half of 2008,whenmemberstatesdecidedto createa Crisis Management
PlanningDirectorate(CMPD) in the EU (Interview41: EU official). Initially a FranceBritish
proposaldatingbackto 2007,CMPD wascreatedoy integratingformerly separateivilian and
military directorateUS EmbassyParis2008d;Hynek 2010,4). The creationof CMPD was
alsoinlinewith F r a n20@Bwhitep a p empbasi®nthelink betwea civilian andmilitary

aspectof crisisresponséMinisteredela Défense2008).

In additionto the importanceof the EU in termsof civilian securitysectorreform, both
civilian andmilitary decisionmakersin Francearguedthatthe reconstructiorof Afghanistan
is not a purely military endeavourKey decisionmakersacknowledgedhat Franceis notin a
0 Cl a u s awdot szci haenmAfghanistan,addingthat successn this country 6 inst a
guestiorof destroyinganidentifiedenemy norof conqueing territories[but] acombinedcivil -
military enterprisewhichincludesdevelopmenactionsin all branche®fa ¢ t i (Xssemplée
Nationale 2008d). For instance,accordingto Bernard Kouchner,Minister for Foreignand
EuropearAffairs, Afghanreconstuctiongwas]notonly military andcannoteonly military; it
[was] a comprehensiv@olitical approachimplementedwith andfor the Afghan people,with
andfor their electedg o v e r n(Assemilé@Nationale2008c).Pointing out that a military
solutionalonewould not be sufficient for the reconstructiorof Afghanistan,Kouchneralso
statedthat the aim of this strategywould be 6 t poovide military assistancéo the civil and
political s o | u (ikidp As$sembléeNationale 2008f). Similarly, French Ambassadorto
Afghanistanat thetime outlinedhisc o u n apprgpaglesé ci vi [ & sabnojmbdi at i on
60 Af g h a n(AsseanblédNatiodale2008e) Military officials in Francealsohighlightedthis

6 h y bnaturebféAfghanreconstructionFor example the Chief of Staff of the ArmedForces
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arguedhat6 t internationacommunitymust] é makethecapabilitiesof thel[SAF command
moreflexible with respecto all the forcesat its disposal steadfastlypursuingthe objectives,
bothcivilian andmilitar yaddthato t tramingofthec o u n armyar@dgolicemustcontinue,

despitecriticism anddespitetheincidentsthatwill undoubtedlyo ¢ c (ibid)6

Thereforedespitecontributingto military trainingin Afghanistarbilaterally,F r a nimit@ld s
approachto Afghan reconstructionalso relied on civilian efforts. While arguing for the
necessityof 6 aantonomouguropearmilitary commands y s t higiAlével decisionmakers
alsotookinto accountd t diviian aspect®f stabilisatiorandreconstrudt o andthoughtthat
theEU 0 ithe only bodywith the full rangeof resourcesincludingpolicef o r ¢Assgeniblée

Nationale20083.

Despitethe importancet accordedo a civilian approachandtherole ascribedo the EU in
its implementationhoweve, Francedid not join to the civilian-led EU mission. Insteadof
Afghanistan, Paris consideredWest Africa as a primary areaof concernfor the use of
developingeivilian EU instrumentsandcommittedto 6 p r epsoporaldirectedtowardsthat
r e g i(ilmdh Erenchofficials underlinedhatthe EU wasnottherightplayerforAf ghani st an.
(Pohl 2014, 106). Furthermore high-ranking Frenchdiplomatsviewed the EU mission as
essentiallya 6 G e r-butnot ourb a bandthat the missionwas 6 #ogistical failure [and]

Europe[was] simply not preparedsetfor suchat h e gResclea@i2015,133).

In additionto F r a nquestioamarksabouttherole of the EU in AfghanistanFrancewas
alsorevisingits aforementione@mphasi®n a crisismanagemerapproachasablendof both
civilian and military needs.With deterioratingsecurity situationin the Eastand South of

Afghanistana National Assemblycommissiortrip concludedhat6 t d$oletionto the Afghan
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file canonlybemi | i (AssempléNationale200&). Overtime, Francebecamencreasingly
dissatisfiedvith theEUmi s s ciwlian@gproachywhichwasperceivedo beoverly prudent
andnot sufficiently supportedy military meansThiswasalsoevidentin F r a n elactasy
to commitresourceso the EU mission(Interviewl1: Academicexpert). Thenumberof French
personnein the EU missionwere considerablylower thanthoseof Germanyandrelatively
lower thanthoseof the UK. Whilst Germanyandthe UK deployedon average26 and 9.8
personnetespectivelyduring the yearsthe missionhadbeenoperablethis figure was5.1 for
Francé®. Althoughit wasconsistentlyclaimedthattheEU mi s s foouswasquality rather
thanguantity,asubstantiahumberof staffstill hadto beprovidedtothemi s s effeativ@rsess
(Interview17: EU official). Furthermorekey manageriapositionsof the EU mission,suchas
the (deputy)missionheadswerealsoprovidedby Germanyandothermemberstatesput not

by France.

Overall,F r a ninitelfdlitical supportunmatchedy its contributions This wasreflected
througha unified approachwithin the Frenchgovernmentecognisingthe changingneedsof
Afghan reconstructionaccordingto which military instrumentswvere becomingincreasingly
important. Whilst Francepolitically supportedhe EU missionaswell asinitially adoptinga
civilian-military approachits contributionsto this missionwerelower thana numberof other
memberstatesThis kind of engagemenwith the EU missioncanbe seerasabalancingactto
getout of adilemma:On theonehand,an EU policetraining missionappearedo be suitable
for FrenchG o v e r n supporttodhe furtherdevelopmenbf the E U &isilian capabilities.
On the other hand, Afghanistanwas not primary place Paris had in mind to use these

capabilitiesaswell asits supportfor acivilian approachin addition,bothcivilian andmilitary

10 For Finland and the Netherlandsthesefigures were 21,9 and 17,9 respectively.Yearly breakdownof
memberstate contributionsto EUPOL Afghanistanis basedon SIPRI datasentto the authorvia email by a
researcheat SIPRI.
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decisionmakersn Francecameto agreethatthedeterioratingsecuritysituationin Afghanistan
necessitatethoreemphasison the military meansof interventionin the country. The choiceto
keepalow profile in the EU operationis indicativeof domestigolicy coordinationthatensure
an agreedposition on issuesof key importance,as both civilian and military elemerts of

decisionmakingin Parisfollowed similar stances.

5.2.4.Engagementith NTM-A: TheFrench /irojanh or s e 0

As stated,F r a n enmgldasison the civilian meansof intervention changedafter an
increasingnsecurityin Afghanistan.Thelaunchof the NATO Training Mission (NTM-A) in
2009correspondetb this deterioratingsecuritysituationin the country.Immediatelyafterthe
launch of the NATO mission, PresidentSarkozy announcedthe deploymentof a French
gendarmeriglispatchof aroundl50officials in theframeworkof EuropearGendarmeriéorce
(EGF)underthe NATO mission(FrenchEmbassyn London,2010).Thekey mandateof this
Frenchdeploymentwas relatedto the delivery of training to two component®of the Afghan
police: First, Afghan National Civil Order Police (ANCOP), which was being trainedas a
paramilitary police force for counterinsurgencyoperationsandriot controlling that were to
takeplacemainly in remoteandhigh-threatareasof Afghanistan(Interview6: Frenchofficial;
Wilder 2007, 11). Secondly the Frenchgendarmeriavasalsotaskedwith the training of the
Afghan UniformedPolice (AUP) which wasresponsibldor day-to-day police activitiessuch
ascriminalinvestigationsprotectingpublic andprivatepropertyandregulatingtheroadtraffic

(Wilder 2007,pp.10-11).

In thissection] arguethatF r a nahacétsbeakey contributorto theNATO missionwas
informedby therole of specificactorswithin the FrenchGovernmenandthatFranceexercised

this choicein line with a strategyof accommodationin orderto developthis argument] focus
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ontwo elementof F r a napmdadontheAfghanreconstructionProvincialReconstruction
Teamg PRTs)andEuropearGendarmerié-orceS EGF). Thesewerethekey guidingelements
of how Franceapproache@ndmadeits decisias aboutthe EU andNATO missionsafterthe

launchof NTM-A.

5.2.4.1 Frenchstanceon PRTs

Introducedby the US andthe UK in 2002,PRTswerecivilian-military units embeddedn
NATO andbasedon the ideaof extendingthe Afghangovernmend kegitimacyandauthority
beyondKabulandto facilitatereconstructiorfStapletor2007,11). Thetasksof PRTsincluded
infrastructuredevelopmenanddeliveryof basicservicesneededo boostthe Afghaneconomy
(Morelli andBelkin 2010,499). Moreover,PRTswereinitially gearedowardsthe protection
of the civilian and military reservistswho provided the reconstructionand development
expertisan the country(Stapletor2007,11). In this senseNATO soughtto link PRTswith a
comprehensivapproachd aasvayto usetheexistingcivilian andmilitary capacityof theallies

for tacklingthewide rangeof problemsassociateavith stateb u i | @Milliangs@011,76).

Whilst somememberstatesncluding GermanyacceptedPRTsaskey instrumentsof their
contributionsto the Afghan reconstructiorthroughNATO, Francedid not supportPRTsand
declinedto follow the argumentthat PRTs can play a meaningful statebuildingrole in
Afghanistan(Morelli andBelkin 2010,21). Insteadof havinga PRT of its own, Parischoseto
maintainits focuson its own rotating military taskforces,which took over responsibilityfor
Kapisaprovince makingFranceamongthetop military contributorso NATO-led International
SecurityAssistancd-orce(ISAF) (Foust2012,94). Thisturnedthe commonallocationof work

betweerEuropearandUS taskforcesotherway around:While the commonpracticeon many
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PRTswasbasedntheideathatEuropeansvill runthePRTandUSwill providetheprotection,
F r a nrefesalaf usinga PRT broughtabouta uniquepartneringsituation,leavingcivilian
actionsto anAmericanPRTandconductingcombatoperationgo Frenchmilitary forces(Foust

2012,88; Schmitt2017,582).

| arguethatF r a n rejectioato createits own PRT is informed by two factorstha are
beyondthe practicalneedsemanatingrom the securitysituationin Afghanistan a domestic
conceptionof comprehensivapproachandpreferencesf decisioamakingagenciesn Paris
abouttherole of NATO asaninternationalsecurityprovider.As shownbelow, thesepolitical

orientationsand contextualconceris wereinterlinked.

Within the debateson N A T Oghiét to a comprehensiverisis managemenapproachto
complementhe Al | i amilitary-@dscrisis managemengfforts with civilian means Paris
insistedthat NATO 6 s h oneitheddevelopcivilian capabilitiesof its own nor attemptto
coordinateotherinternationalorganisation®ra ¢ t andtkafd t miléary shouldconcentrate
onreconstructiorandtrainingt a s(8imdm2013, 219). FurthermoreFrancewasreluctantto
alignitself with the US or NATO models,insteadpreferringto underlineits own commitment
toad E u robpeef e AMeradling2010,67). Forinstancedespitelong yearsof experience
in working with NATO, the defenceministry arguedthat PRTswatereddown the purposeof
whatis supposedo be adefensiveEuropearilliance by makingNATO moreasé aoffensive
statebuildingA | | i @mnecvievi6: Frenchofficial). Instead ParispreferreddokeepN AT OO0 s
globalrole asfocusedaspossibleto military deterrencéinterview 37: Frenchofficial). French
diplomatswithin NATO atthetime thoughtthatcomprehensivapproactshouldbe a remit of
the EU rather than NATO and constantlyresistedto proposalsin the opposte direction

(Interview40: NATO official).
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Therefore Franceusedits commitmentto the NATO missionvia paramilitaryforcesasan
objectionto a NATO endowedwith civilian crisisresponsexperiencehatcouldrisk the EU
work in this area(Rynning2012 100; Fescharek015,132; Foust2012).To implementthis
approachwithin its contributionsthroughNATO, Franceusedits institutional positionin the
Alliance afterits reintegrationto N A T Omilgary structurespeforewhich NATO meetings
with Frenchofficials wereheld 6 w iasidin of informality hangingonthed o o(Intérview4:
NATO official). Francerejectedo includetheministeriallevel mentoringof the Afghanpolice
in NATO Mi s s ipartfolio $Mattelaer2013,123). Thiswasad n o t o diffiaulti Erdngh
p o s i &ttheNworgh Atlantic Council [NAC] at thetime, asit wasanobstacleto NAT O6 s
aspirationgo complementts military-led crisismanagemertbolboxwith civilian instruments
(Interview40: NATO official). Moreover,in a June2009NAC meeting,Franceapprovedo
deployN A T ORoBce OperationaMentoringandLiaison Teams(POMLTSs)for thetraining
of ANP. Importantly,it wasclearat the outsetthatPOMLTswould consistmostly of military
ratherthancivilian personnelin linewith F r a nrelect@rseegainsta NATO involvementin
the civilian mattersof police training (Interview 6: Frenchofficial). Appeasingthe French
concerns t Peputy SACEUR hadto makeclear NTM-A would not duplicateE UP OL 6 s
civilian ¢ a p a b i (Matteélere2618, 125). Given F r a n sterig bjections against
embedding civilian instruments into N A T O &risis managementtoolbox, NAT O6 s
implementatiorof comprehensivapproachwasshapedessaroundcivilian andmorearound

military tasks(Interview40: NAT O official).

F r a nNatobatGendarmeriéGendarmerieNationale GN) alsoactedasa domestioveto
playerwithin F r a n straegissaboutthe operationabverlapbetweenthe EU andNATO in

Afghanistan A seniorofficial statedthat GN soughtto haveat their disposalthe samemeans
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enjoyedby their US counterpartsn Afghanistan(Interview6: Frenchofficial). Furthermore,
GN wasalsoconcernedaboutits prestigein anoverseasnission.NATO andthe US officials
in Afghanistanhighly regardedG N écentiibution asa meansto providethed r o lraining
anda d v ifostlee@fghanpoliceandasaforcethatis easilydeployablen conflict situations
(Interview6: Frenchofficial). GN wasalsoconcerned tslowtherealvalueof theE G Fird
Afghanistanafter questionsaboutits usefulnesglnterview6: Frenchofficial). In consequence,
a specificrole-sharingoccurredbetweenF r a n avéiah snd military personnelwherethe
overall leadershipof civilian assistancevasled by the ministry of foreign affairs, while the
geographicahllocationof civilian projectswas discussedetweencivilian and military task

forces(Interview6: Frenchofficial).

Overall, Parispreferreda military-focusedapproachwhen emphasisinghe integrationof
civilian and military aspectof Afghan reconstructionThis was evidentin the absenceof a
FrenchPRT aswell asin F r a n maaification of somePRT practicessuchas the use of
protectionfrom the US forces. Although different actors within the French Government
acknavledgedthedual(i.e., civilian andmilitary) natureof thistask,theywerereluctantabout
NATO mi s s iingoivémentin reconstructinghe civilian aspectsof the Afghan security
forces(Interview 35: NATO official). G N 6pseferencesboutits organiséional interestsand

internationalprestigealsofacilitatedtheintegrationof Frenchforcesinto the NATO mission.

5.2.4.2F r a n wseobits paramilitary forces

| arguethatF r a npumsuitaf suchanapproachwithin the NATO missionis alsorelevant

to F r a n changirgpreferencesboutusingits paramilitaryforcesin Afghanistan.France
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initially preferredto deployits gendarmeridorcesto the training of Afghan securityforces,

includingthe Afghan police,via EuropearGendarmerié¢-orce(EGH.

EGF wasfirst proposedy the thenFrenchMinister of DefenceMichelle Alliot -Marie on
the marginsof aninformal EU defenceministersmeetingin Romeon 3 and4 October2003
(Lalinde 2005,1). Ratherthanan EU-wide proposal the frameworkwasto includefour other
Europearstateswith paramilitarypolice forces,namely,lItaly, the NetherlandsPortugaland
Spain.Hence early atthis stagejt becameclearthatEGFwouldbea6 c¢ | af rhetnberstates
with appropriatenationalforces.For instancethethenGermanDefenceMinister PeterStruck
ruledout hisc o u n involvd@imentin EGF by referringto the6 ¢ | eda rslt {asksof thé

Germarpoliceforcefrom thoseof thearmedforces(EUobserve2004).

EGF was createdin 2004 to provide capability to palice missions,offer a multinational
operationaktructure andparticipateotherinternationalcrisis managemenhnitiatives (EUISS
2005,236). Making an explicit referenceto the E U 8Helsinki HeadlineGoalsaswell asthe
Petersberd asks EGFwasinterdedto beavailabled f iamdfs 6 r e todhs EUdwhile also
beingavailableto otherorganisationgncludingNATO (ibid, 237).In parallel,Parisarguedhat
the projectshouldbe a 6 E u r of preaanme withoukddiplicatingexisting EU capabilities

(Lalinde2005,2; deWeger2009,12).

However,divisionswithin the EGF madeit difficult for Franceto usethis frameworkasa
meansof deployingits gendarmeridorcesto the training of the Afghan police. When EGF
started training the Afghan National Police (ANP) under NATO Training Mission in
Afghanistanin December2009, an initial problemwasthe Franceltalian divergencedating

backto the early discussion®n EGF. Whilst Italy proposedhat a Multinational Specialised
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Unit (MSU) concept(developecandimplementedvithin NATO underthe Italianleadership)
adoptedwithin the EGF, Francerejectedthis proposaldue to its preferencefor EGF as a
Europeanframework (Arcudi and Smith 2013, 5). As arguedby Kouchner,E G F @k in
Afghanistanshouldbe an6 i n d e pEumgktano 6 nt r i dmdiN A ToOhebpportto it
shouldbe kept on an ad hoc basis(US EmbassyBerlin 2009c).Frenchdiplomatsconfirmed

thatif afully independenEGF presencevould notbepossibledueto aforementionegolitical
obstaclesthey would first attemptto deploy EGF throughthe EU, then preferringto deploy
EGFundertheNATO Missiononlyasa6 | a e § (B EmibassyBerlin 2009b).As a French
diplomatstated,6 f r tberheginningFranceproposeda i E u r o gteicunetatherthana
bilateral national initiative to facilitate the participation of other Europeanp ar t (USr s 6

EmbassyParis2009b).

A secondptionwasto useEGFcontributionsunderanEU framework.Y et, this optionalso
facedproblemsdueto thequestionst raisedwithin theUnionaboutthe6 ¢ osbaildlie where
they f a Iprind@ple (Interview 17: EU official). A more particular objection came from
GermanywhicharguedhattheNATO missionwould betheidealframeworkfor theproposed
EGFdeploymentn Afghanistanasdoingsowould meetthe necesary logisticalrequirements

andestablisHorce protectionfrom NATO (US EmbassyBerlin 2009b).

In the light of theseobstaclesFrancebeganto considertheé | a & & optioh @ usinga
NATO framework.This wasfacilitatedby the view within the Frerch Governmentatthetime
that the nature of the Afghan National Police (ANP) alignedwith F r a n Gemdasnerie

Nationalemodel.DefenceministerHervéMorin statecdthatthe Frenchgendarmeridorces
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0 é are passionateabout[officer training in Afghanistan]. But it is more
difficult to train policethanmilitary. Indeed theformerdo notonly carryout
securityoperationsthey mustalso know the judicial procedurepe ableto
conductinterrogationshavegood contactwith the peopleandbe respected

by it @ssembledNationale2010).

Alain JuppéK o u ¢ h suecessams foreign minister, also emphasisedhat the Afghan
police6 p | moyesf agendarmerigole thanpolice proper[and]thisis a professiordifferent
from that of weapong € if the armyaims to destroyan adversarythe gendarmeri@imsto
protectthepopulation(AssemblédNationale2012a) Practitionersn thefield alsobelievedthat
Frenchgendarmerié o r police éperiencen Francemayfacilitatetheir contributionto the

Afghanpolicetraining (Interview 17: EU official).

The aforementioned@¢onceptionof comprehensivapproachwhich increasinglyprioritised
military ratherthancivilian instrument®f policetraining,alsoshapedrrenchpreferenceabout
the role of its gendarmeridorcesin the training of the Afghan police (Interview 6: French
official). As statedamongtheelementof the ANP, Frenchgendarmerigvasheavilyinvolved
in the training of Afghan National Civil Order Police (ANCOP), which was more of a
paramilitary police componentfor countefrinsurgency operations and riot controlling.
Furthermorethe FrenchG o v e r n tamgetabcdutthe numberof the Afghan securityforces
0 treachaworkforceof 400,000menableto guarante¢hestability of thec o u nwasinylide
with the NATO mi s s iallity éosecruit more police officersin a shorterperiod of time,
comparedo the EU mission(AssembleeNationale2010). At the sametime, F r a nfocesd s
wasbeginningto shift from astaffingtargetin AfghanNationalArmy (ANA) andANP towards

incrementdly transfering responsibilityto the Afghan authorities.GérardLonguet,Mo r i n 6 s

146



successoasthe defenceminister, presentec changefrom the abovementioneédmphasion

increasinghe numberof trainedarmyandpolice personnel:

0 lview of thedefinition of theformatof thefuture AfghanNationalArmy at
the NATO Summitto be heldin Chicagoon May 20, it is alsonecessaryo
askwhethertherisein total numbers352,000is relevant,giventhatthefinal
and sustainal# format of the Afghan National Security Forces- army and
police - will be significantly lower. The first objectiveis thereforeto slow
down recruitmentand ensureits quality by putting in place - which is
technicallypossible- anindividual follow-up of the recruitsandtheir career

p a t(AsgemblédNationale2012a).

Againstthis backgroundwhile presentingheideaof usingeGFunderthe NATO mission
asal | a e b policy, Brancereadjustedts stanceto the extentof actingasaleadnationin
theNATO mission,asseenn its leadershipn the NationalPoliceTraining CentreWardakand

aRegionalTraining Centrein Mazare Sharif(Feschare2015,128).

The decisionto usethe EGF deploymentunderthe NATO missionwas also affectedby
PresidentS a r k ovidliggaesso tsbow US that Franceis integratedto the NATO military
c o mma(mtdréiew 6: Frenchofficial). Sarkozyattemptedo useF r a n engagesnenin
Afghanistanduring 20072008 to rebuy someweight in NATO and to increaseFr anc e 6 s
reputation.lt is thereforenotacoincidencehatthelaunchof theNATO missionwasannounced
in thesameNATO summitwhereF r a nret@rdosN A T Oidtegratednilitary commandvas

officially welcomed(NATO 2009b).
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5.2.5.Conclusion

In thischapted discussedr r a nstrae@issvithin theoperationabverlapbetweertheEU
andNATO in Afghanistan.l arguedthatF r a n stratdgiesvere mainly driven by specific
preferencesof domestic veto players within the French governmentand its changing
preferenesaboutthemeanf intervention jnformedbothby thepracticalneedontheground
and political considerationsabout the role of NATO in Afghanistan.F r a n migab s
engagementith the EU missionwasa balancingactto find a way out of a dilemma:though
the EU missionappearedo be suitablefor F r a n sugpdrtio the further developmenof the
E U &isgilian capabilitiesAfghanistarwasnotF r a npriraadytargetto usethesecapabilities.
As both civilian andmilitary decisionmakersin Parisbecameincreasinglydisillusionedby a
civilian approachowardsAfghan police training, Franceprovidedmainly diplomaticsupport

to themissioninitially andlower level of contributionsthanothermajorEU memberstates.

As bothcivilian andmilitary dedsion-makersagreedhatthe Frenchcontributionto Afghan
reconstructionshould increasinglyinclude military elementsof crisis managementf-rench
decisionmakersfavoureda military approachas a more effective meansto enableAfghan
forcesto upholdsecurity in thecountry.Underthesecircumstances;rancesawthedeployment
of its paramilitarygendarmeridorcesas a suitablemeansto providetraining to the Afghan

police.

Therewas, however,an importantdecisionto be madefor Franceasto the multilateral
frameworkto useto deployits gendarmerid¢orcesto trainthe Afghanpolice.Doing sothrough
the EU missionor an alternative independenEuropearframeworkbecameuntenabledueto

divergencesvithin the EU andthe EuropeanGendarmerid-orces (EGF). On the otherhand,
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theNATO missionhadpracticalbenefitssuchasbeingableto recruitmorepoliceofficersata
shortertime. Key domesticstakeholders France suchasforeignanddefenceaministries,also
arguedhatthemilitary-led NATO missioncouldin factbeanopportunityfor Franceto uphold
its long-term strategic preferenceof keeping NATO as a collective defencealliance in
Afghanistan.Therefore,F r a n stratég®swithin the NATO mission were articulatedin
consideratiorof therole of the EU asaninternationakecurityprovider,which Parispreferred
asa primary multilateralframeworkof interventionin civilian crisis managemenn areasof
interestfor the Frenchforeignpolicy. Moreover,contributingto aNATO missionalignedwith
PresidenS a r k agegdéosdemonstrating- r a n aoranditsentto NATO at atime when
it returnedtothe Al | i amiliarg dosmmmandFor its part,the GendarmerieNationaleused
theNATO deploymentasa meando raiseits profile in anoverseasnission,while the NATO
missionalsopresentedor theGendarmeridNationaleanopportunityto showthevalueof EGF,
which was questioneddue the delay in its deploymentto Afghanistan.As a result, France
resortedto the option of deployingits trainersunderthe NATO mission,which wasinitially
consideredsad | & s $ aptioh.ld thissenselFrenchstrategiegpitomiseanaccommodation

strategy.

Table4 illustratesthis concludingdiscussioron the driversandtype of F r a n stratdiss

in this contextof operationabverlap.
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Drivers of F r a n stratégges Typeof F r a n stratégges

Securityinterests No significantsecurity
threatposedo France;
risksweremainly related
to deterioratingsecurity
situationin Afghanistan

Domesticvetoplayers Crossgovernmental
emphasi®n the needfor
military-led training;
prestigeconcernf
GendarmerieNationale
S ar k aviliygbessto
showFr anceos
commitmentto NATO

6l ndepend
Europearo pt i o
becamaintenable,
Accommodation Franceusedthed | ¢
resorto p t by n ¢
takingactivepartin
the NATO mission.

Preferenceabout A particularconception

meansof intervention of comprehensive
approachhatwascloser
to themilitary endof
crisismanagement,
mainly dueto the
deterioratingsecurity
situationin Afghanistan

Table4. France'sstrategieswithin the operationaloverlapin Afghanistan

F r a ngstratdyiswithin the overlapbetweernthe EU andNATO missionsin Afghanistan
offer supportto the threefold argumentpresentedn Chapter2. First, Francemade cross
operationaktrategiesvithin the EU andNATO missionsin AfghanistanFrancewas reluctant
to takeanactiverole in the EU mission,but actingasa key contributorto the NATO mission,
Francealsosoughtto ensurghatN A T Oidvelvementin policetrainingin Afghanistarwould

notlimit theE U @istinctcapabilitiesn crisismanagment.

Secondin line with theargumenthatmembeirstatesxerciseheir choicesrom theEU and
NATO operationsn differentandheuristicways, Francefollowed a particulartype of forum-

shoppingpracticethroughoutthe overlap.F r a n stratdyyvithin the operationaloverlapin
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Afghanistanexemplified a strategyof accommodationAfter failing to setinto motion its
preferredchoicesaboutthe frameworkof intervention,Franceuseda policy optionthatit did
notinitially considerasthefirst choice,namely,takingpartin the NATO operation.This was
a heuristicchoice,sinceby taking partin the NATO missionasa leadingcontributor,France
in fact soughtto undermineN A T Odmbitionsto be involved not only in military but alsoin
the civilian domainsof Afghan reconstruction.Therefore,in recalculatingits preferences,
Francedid not give up on its long-term strategicorientationsaboutthe role of the EU and
NATO asinternationakecurityproviders.Furthermoreasstated Francetook into accountthe
effectsof its (para)militaryledinvolvementn theNATO missionontheE U &isilian presence

in Afghanistan.

Third, the findings form this case study supportsthe argumentthat members t at e s 6
policymaking arrangementsre indicative of the extent to which they can usethe EU and
NATO operationsin line with their preferencesand interests.A centralisedcoordination
mechanismhelped France exerciseits preferenceswithout significant intragovernmental
resistance.F r a n cemtéaksed decisionmaking structure also facilitated its constant
reconsiderationf its preferenceby pursuingamoreor lesscoherentine of policy thatAfghan
reconstructionshould increasinglyinclude military elementsdue to practical and political
considerationsAs this case study showed, this mainly coherentpolicy stancethat was
supportedy bothcivilian andmilitary elementf policymaking,aswell asthe dominanceof
the foreign and defence ministries and the presidency, also minimised potential

intragovernmatal divergences.
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5.3.Germany: Holding handswith the EU, keepingNATO at arm& length

5.3.1.The contextof Germany$ engagementvith the reconstructionof Afghanistan

Asthed | enad in@aiicgreformin AfghanistanGermanyhadalreadybeensupporting
the Afghan police prior to the EU and NATO missions.The FederalGo v e r n padiaet 0 s
trainingeffortsin Afghanistarduringthe2000swereinitially implementedhroughthe German
PoliceProjectOffice (GPPO).Startedout in 2002mainly asa consulting organisatiorfor the
AfghanPoliceAcademy GPPObegaritswork 6 w iatedmof aboutl0 Germarpoliceofficers
from the German Federal Police (Bundespolizgj Federal Investigation Department
(Bundeskriminalamtandfrom the StatePoliceForcegL2nderpolizeieh @eilke2010,7),also
supportingthe US-led training projects(Fescharek013, 14). During thistime,Ger many 0 s
contributionwasrathersmaltscale,with 6 &ttle over 10 million eurosspentannuallyduring
thefirstfewy e a(Friesemorf 2013,338;Fescharel013).Overall,G e r m aintgrnatsnal
policing assistancénhroughits bilateralmissionatthistime wasconsideredd mo d adudidg,
anaverageof 40 policetrainersbetweer2002and2009with 70 million eurosspenton police
reform (NoetzelandRid 2009,73; ICG 2007,7). As aresult,thesefundsandpersonnelvere
considerednsufficientto achievethe goalsthathadbeenset,andG e r m a hilgtedakpolice
trainingeffortsthereforecameshortof providingsubstantiahumbe of qualifiedpoliceofficers

(KempinandSteinicke2009,137;HarnischandWolf 2010,51).

5.3.2.Domesticdecisiormaking structure

G e r maraspobsso challengesonnectedvith capacitybuildingin Afghanistarhadbeen

informed by a crossdepartmatal collaborationbetweendifferent branchesof the Federal
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Government(Fescharek2013, 17). ReflectingG e r m a segtarisedstructureof decision
making,theFederalG o v e r npalieymakingapproachaboutassistanceo fragile statesvas

also basedon a collaborative decisionmaking approachknownasé6 net weeked i t y 6
(VernetzteSicherheli}. Introducedby the 2006 White Paperon GermanSecurityPolicy andthe

Future of the Bundeswehr,networked security was formed of three main elements:a
combinationof military andcivilian toolsto be usedin foreignpolicy, multilateralcooperation

to uphold Ge r ma mtgrésts,and an interministerial approachto foreign and security
policymaking(BMVg 2006,22).Moreover theFederalGovernmenalsorecognisedh its 2007
Afghanistanconceptthat thereis 6 nsecuritywithout reconstructiorandd e v e | o [Dime nt 6
Bundesregierung007c). Berlin maintainedthis understandingof Afghan reconstruction,
including policereform,as6 aimterministerialtaskrequiringa comprehensivepproachi an
approachwhich takesmore than the concertedefforts of foreign, developmentand security

p o | i(Buydésregierun@012, 59). Therefore,a numberof governmentalagencieswere
involvedin G e r ma polcymakingaboutpolice reform in Afghanistan.Whilst the overall

policy guidancewas led by the Chancellery,it was not routinely involved in the relevant

decisionmakingprocesseéinterview 25: Germanofficial).

Financialresourcegor policetraining mainly camefrom the budgetof the FederalForeign
Office (AuswirtigesAmt AA) (Interview22: Germanofficial). OntheotherhandGer many 6 s
developmenaid budgetwasa competencef the FederalMinistry for EconomicCooperation
and Developmen{Bundesministeriunfiir wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeitnd Entwicklung
BMZ). BMZ disbursedalargeportionof G e r m adeweldépsnenandhumanitariarassistance,
muchof it via the GermanCorporationfor InternationalCooperationDeutscheGesellschaft

fur InternationaleZusammenarbeilGlZ) (Friesendorf2013,336). Thel a t tassistahcto
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Afghanistanfocusedmainly on long-term developmeniprojects,principally in the areasof

energywater,educatiorandsustainableconomicdevelopmen{US EmbassyBerlin 2009e¢).

AA alsohosteda SpeciallTaskForceon AfghanistarandPakistarto coordinatebetweerthe
work of the ChancelleryAA, BMVg, BMI andBMZ (Jacobs2012,479).In orderto improve
the interministerialwork and coordinationregardingG e r ma regioda policy, a Crisis

Respons€ente wasalsoestablishedvithin the AA (BMVg 2006,23).

The implementationof police projects was led by the Federal Ministry of Interior
(Bundesministeriundesinnern BMI) (Interview 22: Germanofficial). Within B M| Bddice
Department,the unit dealing with international police operations(Referat B4) coveed
conceptualpolitical andoperationabspect®of G e r m a aontribgionto internationalpolice
missions.In 2007,a new unit of InternationalDevelopmentgReferatG Il 1) wasestablished
with the taskof tracinginternationalsecuritydevelopment&nd conductingthreatperception
analysisMoreover this unit providedstrategicadviceto the ministerof interior (Jacob2012,
480).BecauseBMI administersG e r m a gontribiionto internationalpolice missions top
governmenbfficials andnonpolice bureaucratselied heavily on the expertiseof officials in
thesebodiesdealingwith internationapolice missiongNoetzelandRid 2009,73; Friesendorf

2013,332).

Although not being directly involved in civilian police training the FederalMinistry of
Defence (Bundesministerium der Verteidigung BMVg) was also participded
intragovernmentadliscussiong@boutGe r ma noptdbstionto police reformin Afghanistan
(Interview 22: Germanofficial; Bundesregierun@007b,2). B MV g ibvelvementwas most

directly seenin the GermanProvincialReconstructiomeams(PRTs)in Afghanistan.Having
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majority of their (military) personnefrom BMVg, GermanPRTsmanagedlevelopmentand
goodgovernancerojectsthrougha civilian commandAA) (Wendling2010,72). In addition,
BMVg alsohostedGermanpolice officers within the PRTsin Afghanistanandpreparediraft
paperson G e r ma contribionto police training in Afghanistan,alongsidewith AA and

BMI.

Theimplementatiorof this interministerialpolicymakingalsoinvolvedthink tanksinto the
abovenetworkof domestianstitutions(Interview 22:Germarofficial). Prominentamongthese
institutions is the Centre for International PeaceOperations(Zentrum fér Internationale
Friedenseinsatz&|F) providesanalysisandstudiesaboutsecuritytrainingandtherecruitment

of civilian expertsfor G e r m aaontribgionto internationalpeaceoperations.

Therole andinvolvementof thenationalparliament{Bundestag in G e r m aaontribgion
to the EU and NATO training missions was more limited comparedto thecount r y 6 s
involvementin multinationalmilitary operationsin contrastto military deploymentsvhere
Bundestaglecideson issuessuchastroop size,areaof deploymentandrulesof engagement,
the FederalGovernmenthavethe competencéo commit necessaryesourcesithout asking
parliamentfor approvalregardingG e r m a engagesnentvith internationalpolice missions
(Interview 22: Germanofficial). As a consequencei e r ma cogtribgtionto the EU and
NATO training missionsin Afghanistanwas discussedat Bundestagn a lessfrequentbasis.
Despite G e r ma engaiementvith police training in Afghanistansince 2002, the first
Bundestaglenarywherethe Germanpolice programmen Afghanistanwas discussedook
placein 2007 (Friesendorf2013,332). At the sametime, the FederalGovernmenstill needed
a parliamentaryapproval for the allocation of resourcesfor police training programmes,

including engagementwith multilateral initiatives such as the EU and NATO missions
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(Interview 22: Germanofficial). Although Bundestag sfluenceis not asdirectasit is in a
military mission,it still led the public debateand hadan importantrole,6 e s p ewhena | | y
comedo broadetbudgetissuesandthenumberof personnethatiss e ifintedview25: German
official). Neithercould the federalstate(Landel parliamentdormulateprecisemandategor

thesemissiong(Interview 22: Germanofficial).

G e r madegisiomakingstructureregardinghe EU andNATO missiondgn Afghanistan

is illustratedin Figure8.
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Figure 9. Germany'dlecisionmakingstructureregardingthe operationsin Afghanistan
(Source:Author)

5.3.3.Initial engagementvith EUPOL: A rocky start

In herNovember2007visit to Kabul,ChancelloMerkel statedhatGermanywould commit
moreresourceshanbeforeto the training of Afghanpolice. ReflectingG e r marelyciérse

to useforceandpreferenceo usecivilian meansf crisismanagemenMerkel underlinedthat
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0 ithkereis oneareain which Germanyshoulddo more,it is in building up the policef or c e 6
(Merkel 2007). According to Frank WalterSteinmeier,the foreign minister of the time,

G e r mataskodpsovidingthepeopleof Afghanistarwas6 b e ¢ onmreandmoreintense

in civilian terms,and perhapsevenweakerin military t e r (Bgndestag2007,11522)and
Germanyshoutl focuson 6 ¢ i v engagem@enin additionto the military c o mmi t iment 6
Afghanistan(Bundesta@008g,20341).It is within thesgparameteraroundacivilian approach

thatG e r mastrate@isaboutpolicereformin Afghanistanwereshapedollowing thelaunch

of the EU mission.As the statementérom Merkel and WalterSteinmeiershow,Ger many 6 s
approacho Afghanpolicereformwasbasedn a preferenceowardsthe useof civilian means

of intervention.

In implementingthis approachGermanyselectedhe EU to externalised t diffecult taskof
policer e f dimterview?2: EU official ) andto 6 b a1 @®e r m aawg pdbleereformefforts
(interview 13: Germanofficial). The FederalGovernmeninitiated the EU missionduringits
CouncilPresidencyvith aview to complement t duecessfulvork of Germanyin thereform
of the Ministry of Interior andaccelerate[dthe training of the Afghan NationalP o | i(Diee 6
Bundesregierung007b,pp.11-12).In linewith G e r maimtgntioisto generatead mo me nt u m
of ¢ h a nigAdgbanpolicereform,theEU mi s s iwarkirbcsllaborationwithGer many 6 s
Kabul Embassywhich was instrumentalin providing a missionheadquarterand providing
accommodatiofor policeofficers,initially providedfasterresultscomparedoGe r maawy 6 s
efforts (Interview 17: EU official). Germanyalso supportedhe EU mi s s ileadershigby
providing the first two headsof the mission (Bundesregierun@007b,38). Directedby this
leadershipthe EU missionundertooktheresponsibilitie®f preparinghecurriculumfor police

trainingandcoordinatingthe policereform(Bundesregierung007b,25; Feilke2010,15).
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Havingledthe EU missionprovidedGermanycertainadvantagesAs statedresourcegrom
Ge r maawgpdligeprojectteant® wereusedto build upthe EU missionin Kabul (interview
13: Germanofficial). Furthermorethanksto its leadershipof the EU mission,Germanyalso
projectedits civilian-led approachto policing to the EU mission.In the view of the Federal
Governmentpneof theEUmi s s stmategioabjectiveswaso thelpbuild apoliceforcethat
hastheconfidenceof the people follows constitutionaprinciples,guaranteesumarnrightsand
increasinglymeetssecurityrequirementsn A f g h a n(Dis Buadestegierun@007b,25).
Aligning with the aforementione@mphasesn expandingG e r m a aivijial sontributionin
Afghanistan, the EU mission also had the objective of 6 [ a s s ansl supporgnjg the
developmenbf a police servicewhich citizenstrust, which works with integrity within the

frameworkof therule of law andwhich respecttiumanr i g (€ouscd2008b,13).

Despitethe Germansponsoringpf the EU mission,however the missiongot off to a rocky
start. A problemabouttheleadershipf the missionoccuredbetweenGermanyandotherkey
membeistatesThefirst headof theEU missionwhowasaGermarbrigadiergeneralyesigned
afew monthsafterthelaunchof the mission,following allegationsf contentiougelationsthe
E U éspecialenvoyto Afghanidan who complainedaboutthe missionh e a d lmanage me nt
style,andEU | e a dseriousadncerngegardingéE U P O lthérsveaks t aWStMdssion to
theEU 2008b;Sedra2008,202). The newheadof the EU mission,alsoa Germanofficer, was
0 s t r suppgriedy his nativeGermanyput widely seenasafailure by key memberstates,
working-level Council officials, andU.S. observersn K a b (UIS Blissionto the EU 2008b).
Memberstatesandthe E U CGeisilian operationscommandviewedhimé i ne f fodbetciawe @
heisreluctanto travelto thevariousprovincesvherethe EUPOLmandateextendsandbecause

heis erraticin his dealingswith Brusselsandthe InternationalC o0 mmu n(ibid). yndhe face

1 GermanPoliceProjectOffice (GPPO)wasreplacedoy GermanPoliceProje¢ Team(GPPT)in 2007.
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of thesepressureshe wasreplacedn October2008by a seniorDanishpolice commissioner
despitemembers t a telectaricdo removethe secondGermancommandervithin the same

year(ibid; Jozwiak2008).

AnotherchallengeGermanyfacedwasthe expansiorof the geographicascopeandtasksof
the EU mission.As staedin the previouscasestudy,the launchof the EU missioncoincided
with an increasingcontrol of insurgentsespeciallyin the Easternand Southernpartsof the
country, making physical safety more pressingthan broaderagendaitems such as state
building, goodgovernanceanddemocraticeforms(Heiduk 2011, 374). Acknowledgingthis
needto extendthe mi s s ieflomsdosremotedistricts outsideKabul, the US officials put
pressur@n Europearstatego increaseheireffortsin Afghanistarandparticulaly onGermany
to extendpolice supportto thesedistricts (Friesendor2013,340). Noting thata divide within
the EU would be 6 aecipefor policy b | o ¢ kabagimewhend ¢ o n t dysfunctichat
EUPOL is in no b odya = U® diglomats in Brusselsconveyedto their German
counterpartghat 6 G e r nshonlgbe urgedto acceleratehe deploymentof EU trainersto
Afghanistan,increasethe numberof trainers,andbroadenthe geographicdangeofa ct i vi t i e s

(US Missionto the EU 2008b).

Whilst a numbe of seniorGermandiplomatsrecognisedhis needfor the EU missionto
devotemoreattentionto district-level training (US EmbassyBerlin 2008b;2009a),Germany
was still reluctantto deploy troopsto southernand westernareasin Afghanistan,where
internationalforceswerefacing attacksfrom anincreasingnsurgencyandsoughtmoreforce
protectionto respondthe growing numberof attacks(Merz 2007,11). Therehaveevenbeen
periodswhen 6 p o Ipastsage attackedmore often than military targetsby insurgentsand

factionalfighters,andtherearemorepolicekilled andwoundedhanthereare Afghanmilitary
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c a s u aMurray 2090118).Ontheotherhand,NorthernandWesternpartsof Afghanistan
presentedh relatively secureenvironmento GermancontingentgNoetzeland Schreer2009,
532).As aresult,Germarpoliceofficersunderthe EU missionweredeployedo relativelysafe
districtsof Afghanistann orderto avertfurthersecurityrisks. Thesecasualtyaverseaendencies
in Berlin reflected Ga ma n padicular preferencesabout the means of intervention.
Reflectinga preferencaowardscivilian meansof intervention,Germanpractitionersargued
that deployingunderthe EU missionwasmorein line with G e r m a civiliah4$ed policing

approachand identity (interview5: Germanofficial).

As far asthebroadeningpf theEUmi s s itasks(i alditionto its geographicateach)is
concernedGermanyfaced an intragovernmentativergence especiallyfrom actorswhose
approvalis neededto be mobilised for G e r ma cowtribgtionto Afghan police reform.
Germanofficersarguedthatd m a polyce officers assignedo EUPOL hadbeendisappointed
thatthe bulk of theirtime wasspentdoing bureaucrati¢asksjand] EUPOL neededo become
A mo operationh by shifting its focusto the trainingand mentoringof Afghanp o | (USe 6
EmbassyBerlin 2009a).The headof the EU missionpointedoutthatthemi s s iobjentibes
and capabilitieswere 6 o f e & u n d e assOtt drandate[was] meantto supporta
sustainablecommandstructurefrom Kabul down to the Districts, ratherthanto train police

s peci f(USMiasiohtytide EU 2008c).

This broughtabouta discrepancywithin the FederalGovernmentsto the tasksof the EU
mission. The FederalMinistry of Interior (BMI) andthe FederalForeign Office (AA) were
dividedonwhetherfield-leveltrainingshouldbeintroducedviaG e r maawwg pgbleereform
efforts or undera collective Europearframework.Onethe onehand,motivatedto provethat

0 icandothingsoutsideG e r maln o/ rdo dBMI wasagainstsimply transferringGer many 6 s
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bilateraleffortsto the EU, arguingthatsucha movewould meanG e r m a atoef@ascef its
failure (Interview5: Germanofficial). On the otherhand,for AA andthe Chancellerywere
pushingfor more Germansupportto the EU mission,evenif this meantreducingGer many 0 s

bilateralefforts (Interview5: Germanofficial).

As aresultof theseintragovernmentatlivergencesn Berlin, Germanysentpersonneko
southerndistrictssuchasUruzganas6t o e mt r i 6 ushoivthat Getmanywasalso
workingin morefragile anddifficult a r e(lnterdiew13: Germarofficial). Insteadof offering
concretgroposaldo extendheEUmi s s geographscatcopeGermanyoptedto contribute
morepersonneto theUS-led Focusedistrict Developmen{FDD) programp e i ih dddition
to or insteadof E U P O (U8 Missionto the EU 2009a).Indeed,Germanofficers workedon
planswith their FDD counterpart$o sharepolice reformresponsibilitiesn variousregionsof
Afghanistan(Interview 13: Germanofficial). FDD alsocameto bein line with Ger many 6 s
concernsaboutthelegitimacyof intervention whichaimedto havemoreaccountabilityamong
the Afghan population and convey the messagethat 6 t padice is somethingposi t i vebd

(Interview13: Germarofficial).

Ge r masuppdrt® theUS-led programmesvasalsorelatedto theFederalGover nment 6 s
preferenceo maintaingoodrelationswith Washingtorbeforethe upcomingfederalelections.
Whenthe US startedadditionaltroopsfor combatoperationgn Afghanistan the questionfor
Berlin was6 w h@etmanycoulddoto matchUSe f f @amdthat ® iwé [Germany]c a rdd t
military stuff, what substitutesdo we [Germany]h a v €lté@bview 5: German official).
Furthermore,as Germanywas aboutto face federal electionsin Septembe2009, German
leaderswantedto be viewed by their populationsas closeto the US administrationd tgain

from PresidenOb a mp 6 B u | (83 Migsigndo the EU 2009a).Germanyalsoviewedits
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bilateralcontributionsto Afghan police reform aspreferableghanthe EU missiono f gaining

cr ewththedSad mi ni gibid).at i ono

At the sametime, Germanywasstill concernedhatleavingthe US involvementin police
training uncheckedcould undermineG e r m a aivifiah-$ed policing efforts. To addresghis
concern,Germanydeployeda liaison officer in the US-led CombinedSecurity Transition
CommandCSTGCA), to 6 h aameyeandanearin what Americansaredoing (Interview13:

Germarofficial).

In sum,G e r ma initjaldbesgagementvith the EU missionwas affectedby preferences
aboutmeansof interventionandtherole of domesticvetoplayers:Thekey factorsthatshaped
G e r magirgtapissvithin the EU missionwerea motivationto follow a cultureof civilian
policing, considerationgboutthe legitimacy of intervention,divergenceswithin the Federal
Governmentandthe FederalG o v e r n ooaaernsAbsutmaintaininggood relationswith
WashingtonMoreover,in orderto ensurea separatiorof civilian andmilitary lines of effort,

Germanyactedstrategicallyby placingofficersin US-led military contributions.

5.3.4.Engagementvith NTM-A: Further dilemmas

With N A T Oraosedirectinvolvementin the Afghanpolicereformthrougha newtraining
mission namely, NATO Training Mission in Afghanistan(NTM-A), the nature of police
training becamean evenmore prominentissuein G e r ma owy [fobce reform efforts. As
statedin the beginningof this chager, the tasksof the NATO missionincludedmentoring,
partnershipsupporting advising,andtraining of the AfghanNationalSecurityForce ANSF)
atthedistrictandmunicipallevels(NATO PublicDiplomacyDivision/PresandMediaSection

2010).The NATO missionwasalsomandatedo coordinateinternationaleffortsto train and
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equip theseforceswith a view to help the Afghanistangovernmentio developsustainable
securitystructureghat cantake responsibilityfor their own security (Caldwell 2011a).To a
certainextent,the NATO missionaddressedomeof the problemsits EU counterparfaced,
suchasthe insufficientnumberof trainers,lack of lower- andlocallevel police training and
low visibility comparedo the existingUS programmegCaldwell 2011b).Indeed,additional
financial and humanresourcesupportfor the police sectorallowedthe deploymentof more
trainersandincreasedhe numberof Afghansecurityofficerstrainedaswell ashelpingto build

newtrainingcentresn the country(Caldwell 2011b).

Althoughthesefactorsmight suggessomecomparativeadvantagefor the NATO mission
thatGermanycoulduseto amplify its policetrainingagendathereweredivisionswithin NATO
aboutthe core purposeof its presencen Afghanistan:whetler NATO troopsoperatein the
countryas6 c o uinrnt seur gredrsd yadndid € ¢ ¢ n s tunitg @Noetzed amdScheer
2009,532).Moreover thelaunchof the NATO missionpresente@6 ¢ o n ¢ € p & oalgoétd
N A T Ofugposein Afghanistanfrom a purely counterinsurgencyo a stabilisationpresence
with not only military but alsocivilian tools (Rynning2012,186; Mattelaer2011).Yet, with
collectivedefenceasoneof its primaryraisonsd 6 e NAT® hasnotoriginally beenbuilt for

the stabilisationtasksof counterinsurgencgperations.

Theseapparentchangesn N A T Ols in Afghanistanwere factoredin in Ger many 6 s
strategiesvis-a-vis the EU andNATO training missionsin the country. Becausehe German
constitutionallaw separatepolice and military functions,engagingwith a new military-led
operationsuchasNTM-A would requirean additionalBundestagnandate From the Federal
G o v e r n peespectidegettingparliamentaryapprovalfor civilian projectssuchaspolice

training was relatively easierthan securingapprovalfor militarily projects (Interview 22:
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Germanofficial). Thus,the FederalGovernmentvasinitially reluctantaboutcreatinga new
trainingmissionundera NATO framework,which would be domesticallycontroversiabefore
the approachingSeptembef009federalelections(US EmbassyBerlin 2009b;Farrell 2017,
pp.271-272).GivenB e r | relucténselS officials reassuretheir Germancounterpartshat
they wered n proposingto createnew structuresput ratherjust suggestingo duathat the
CSTGA ¢ o0 mma nWSeEmliassyBerlin 2009d)*?. ConsequentlyGermanywelcomedthe
NATO missionas a 60 s ttavard the goal of bringing all military operationsunder one

commandISAF) andtherebyimprovingunity of e f f @$% EmbassyBerlin 2009d).

Furthermore Germanywasalso cautiousaboutthe US approacho police training, which
substantiallyinformedtheNATO mi s s methodsSimilarto theUS approachthatd f o ¢
on rapid training ratherthan fosteringlong-term institutionalc h a ntGeeNATO mi s s i
approachwas basedon visible and fast recruitmentof Afghan police officers (Gross2009b,
27). In contrast,Germanpolice training approachadopteda morecivilian andhumanrights
focusedmethodsreplacing6 t USestyletraining relied on basictraining for the useof force
o n | (Intérview 25: Germanofficial). Although Germanyalso provided combattraining to
Afghan police officers, this wasseenmoreasa practicalnecessityto 6 e n ghatthesepolice
officers can survive at the checkpointswhen the insurgentswere ¢ 0 mi natlgeéthan an
underlyingapproachto police training (interview 13: Germanofficial). Moreover,whilst the
EU missionwasoriginally led by the GermarFederaPolice,the NATO missionwasintegrated
in the GermanPoliceTraining Centrein Mazarel-Sharif (Interview 25: Germanofficial). The

lattermi s s ifoous \Was prominently on increasingthe numberof trained Afghan police

12 Launchedin 2005 as an integral componentof OperationEnduring Freedom,CSTGA was a US-led
programmemplementedy the Departmentf Defence CSTGA carriedouttrainingactivitiesin supportof the
Afghan NationalSecurityForees(ANSF) andthe Afghan NationalPolice (ANP) (Perito2009).
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officers,whichwasjustified by preparinghe Afghanpolicefor counterinsugency(Friesendorf

2013,338).

At the sametime, Germanydid recognisesomepracticaladvantagesf the NATO mission.
G e r ma spgcilicstraining targetssuch as a minimum of three yearsof training became
difficult to achievegiventhehigh numbersf Afghanofficersneedto betrained(Interview17:
EU official). While thetasksassociatedavith the EU missionsuchasé me n t andadvisigg
arelongtermmeasuresvhicharenoteasyto controlandtoe v a | @araasoéuégencysuchas
training,equipmemandconstructiorwereaddressebetterby theNATO mission(Feilke2010,
10). Indeed therewasalsoan overarchingemphasisn Berlin on the comparativeadvantages
of theNATO mission.Accordingto AA, 6 N T-Mcurrentlyprovidesby far thelargestnumber
of internationallydeployedrainersfor thetraining,equipmentindpaymenif Afghansecurity
f or ¢Beamsldsregierung010c,19) andit 6 h aspecialsignificancein termsof humanand
financial r e s o u(ibid,e28)6Moreover, the EU mi s s ipersomes was 6 e Xt r e me |l y
d e p e nahthentilitary protection,including protectionby NATO forces(Interview2: EU
official). Similarly, for BMI, the training of the EU mission6 [ w lamétdd to Afghan police
officers [whereas]NTM-A [was] providing field police training in Afghanistanwith Police
OperationalMentor Liaison T e a nmesdboth GPPTand EUPOL Afghanistanfollow[ed] a
civilian policeapproachi{Bundesregerung2010b,30). Of importancen B M| siademenis the
stressontheword 6 p o | asin eidtrasto OperationaMentoringLiaison Teams(OMLTS),
PoliceOMLTswasresponsibldor thestartup of afunctioningpoliceforce,ratherthantraining
andmertoring the Afghan National Army (ANA) to developinto self-sufficient professional

armedforces(Olsthoornetal., 254).
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Given theseadvantage®f the NATO mission,a Germandiplomat6 ¢ o n f Gearnmae d
supportof NTM-A, butontheunderstandinghatGerman participationin the Focusedistrict
Development(FDD) police training programwould continueto be conductedon a bilateral
basisin cooperatiorwith CSTGA, andnotintegratednto NTM-A 6becausé® iwaould crossa
redline for Germarrcivilian policeofficers,servingastrainers/mentorgp be putundermilitary
c o mma(dSiEmbassyBerlin 2009d).In the wordsof a Germanofficer, Berlin wasagainst
0 ¢ o n f thesbutcherwith b a k whedit comesto internationalpolicing assistancen
Afghanistanjmplying thattheinvolvementof military shouldnotdetrimenthe prominenceon

thecivilian approach(interview 13: Germanofficial).

It wasalsoa 6 r ke d loe @ermanythat police shouldnot be undermilitary commanda
view emanatedrom G e r m a domedtiecultureof policing andmilitary restraint(Interview
2: EU official). Dueto similar reservationgboutthe blurring of thelinesbetweercivilian and
military approacheo policetraining, Germarpolice officersdid not participaten the French
led EuropearGendarmerié-orce(EGF)either(HarnischandWolf 2010,48). Suchdifferences
werealsobroughtup in G e r ma domdstgcpolitical context.For example,a group of Die
Linke parliamentarianpointedoutthaté iis hotclearto whatextentthe Germarpoliceofficers
areableto detachthemselve$rom the predominantlymilitarily motivateddeliberationsof the
leading NATO Training Mission A f g h a n(Budesragierun@011, pp. 1-2). In short,
Germanyfaceda dilemmain termsof its optionsabout the NATO mission.On the onehand,
themissionhadcertainadvantages termsof policerecruitmentOntheotherhand,it wasnot

in line with G e r m a aoncéptorof policing basedon civilian instruments.

Interestingly themoreNATO-orientedFedeal Ministry of Defencg BMV(Q) did notexploit

thesedeficienciesof the EU missionto promotefurtherengagementvith the NATO mission,
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despitethefactthatit wasinvolvedin policerelatedissuesdueto adesirein Berlin to balance
thesecontributions(alsotakingaccountthe aid policy) througha¢ s t € a @&y {rgenvievd

5: Germanofficial). Despitebeing6 f i mwedtegto the NATO allianceandto transatlantic

c 0 0 p e rardtautioustéwardsthe developmenof EU capabilitiesin securityanddefence
(MiskimmonandPatersor2006,36),in AfghanistarBMVg alsoemphasisethatit wasthe EU
missionthatwasin line with the FederalG o v e r n poéicettaidisg approachoy declaring

thatd t diveian police expertiseavailableto EUPOL[ é $eemsappropriateandin line with

the Germang o v e r n mgon f6ESU P O Lrdlesin police building in Af ghani st an:

(Bundesregierung010a,23).

Coalitionpolitics werealsoanimportantdeterminanbf G e r m a strate@jis@boutthe EU
and NATO missionin Afghanistan.A Germanofficial pointedout thatthe CDU/CSU-led
BMI 6 a | weanteslto havea strongpillar in the EU and eagerto cooperatevith B MV g 6 ,
while SPD'"- and then FDP*®-led AA stancewas againstpolice involvementin military
operationsasworkingin 6 r @ a t s woult ke difficult for thepolice (Interview5: German
official). Despitepotentialcoordinationproblemsthesedivergerctesmight trigger,asé s o0 me
ministerswere interestedmore than othersin A f g h a n(Interviewrh:6Germanofficial),
however6 t hwasnefundamentatl i v e r within theédderalGovernmen(interview25:
Germanofficial). For someanalysts,G e r m a polcétraining efforts in Afghanistanhave
been 6 t Itlesest military-police cooperationin the history of the FederalRe publ i ¢c 6

(FriesendorindKrempel2011,18).

13 Christlich DemokratischéJnion Deutschlands/ChristlicisozialeUnion
14 SozialdemokratischBarteiDeutschlands
15 FreieDemokratischéartei
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A keyreasorfor G e r mapurguite a consistenpolicy line in Afghanistanhamelythat
police training should be basedon a civilian-led approach,was the crossgovernmental
agreemenvnfollowing G e r m aculturéad civilian policingandavoidancdrom useof force.
Indeed,major domesticactorssuchasthe FederalMinistry of Interior (BMI) andthe Federal
Ministry of Defence(BMVg) 6 [ w o raboutthelpplitical fallout shoulda police officer be
kiled a b r o(Fridséndorf2013,336).In B M| @iew, for instance,6 t $eeurity situation
[remained]tensein Afghanistan,and the thred [remained]s i g n i fas écnaonitaed90
percentof theincidents[were] in the southandeast(in particular,the provincesat or nearthe
Pakistaniborder),lessthanten percento the west,the northandthe statecapitalK a b (Die6
Bundesregierun@009, 7). Similarly, the FederalForeign Office arguedthat it would be
difficult to makethe policeworkin 6 r @ @ lt s pndthastiierewould be no advantagesf
doing so (Interview 5: German official). In the words of a Germanofficial Ger many 6 s
eng@ementwith policetrainingin Afghanistarwasé purelydomestigproblem,nothingto do

with A f g h a n(lintertieavd: Germarofficial).

While pursuingits policetrainingagendahroughthe EU missionandby lendingdiplomatic
supportto the NATO misdon, the FederalGovernmentalso increasedts bilateral training

programmepersonnehlongsiddts pledgeto contributemorepolice expertsto the EU mission

(@)}
(0)]

(Westerwelle2010). This choice of continuingits bilateral programmeshowedGe r ma n y

o
(2]

acknowledgmentof aforementionegroblemswithin the EU mission.SimilartoGer ma ny
call for the EU supportfor its 6 f a i bilateralgraning efforts, Germanywantedto maintain
its bilateraleffortswhenit sawthatthe EU wasalsostrugglingto delivera meaningful police
training(Interview5: Germarofficial). However,B e r | decisidng maintainresourcei the

EU missionalsosuggestshat Germanystill regardedhe civilian-orientedprogrammedo be
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the primary tools of its long-continued engagemenwith police training in Afghanistan

(Interview22: Germanofficial).

Overtime, Berlin cameto recognisehat6 t impactof Germaninvolvementalonewould
not be reputablebecausethe multitude of activities of all internationaland national actors
interact and reinforce each o t h @undlesregierung2011, 5). Given the comparative
advantagesf the NATO missionbut alsothe difficulty of taking an activerole in it dueto
challengegresentedy its meansof interventionaswell asdomesticpressuregrom Berlin,
Germanytoleratedthe NATO missionaspart of the military engagemenin Afghanistanand
asameando complementheE U &isilian policing assistancesermarofficials engagedvith
theNATO Mi s s istaffattapersonalindad hoclevel (interview 13: Germanofficial) and
cooperatedvith the NATO missiond bdyscussinghow [they] candivide the military aspects
from the police aspectsof training what canmilitary do for [civilian trainers] like shooting

t r ai (niemignvd3: Germanofficial).

All inall, Ge r maconcdrrsboutfollowing acivilian policingapproactasanappropriate
meansof interventiontrumpedthe incentivesstemmingfrom practicalbenefitsof the NATO
mission. Indeed, Berlin consistentlyemphasisedhe civilian policing instead of military
developmenaspect®f securitysectorreformin Afghanistarwhenconsideringoptionsabout
the EU and NATO missions.Although Germanyworked 6 v ecrlyo svéth shedNATO
mission,on the police training side, its primary choicesof interventionfor police reformin
Afghanistarwerethe EU missionandits own bilateralefforts (interview 13: Germanofficial).
In the words of a German official, 6 N A Toduld not u n d e r ghie aomplexities of

policymakingdynamicsin Berlin (Interview5: Germanofficial).
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5.3.5.Conclusion

In this section| summarisedand discussedhe evidencefrom the caseof Ger many
engagementith the operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO in AfghanistanOverall,
the evidencesuggeststhat Ge r ma stratégss were informed primarily by Ger many
preferencesabout means of intervention in crisis managementand the role of veto
playerswithin G e r ma paficyrsaking processesabout police reform in Afghanistan.
GermanyconstantlyconsidereavhethertheEU andNATO missionsvould beappropriatevith
G e r maown dultureof civilian policing andhistorical culture of military restraint.In this
senseB e r | considemtionsaboutdifferent crisis managemenapproacheandinstruments
of theEU andNATO werea crucialfactorthatshapeds e r m astrategissvithin theoverlap.
Furthermore the reluctanceof Germanpolice officers to be involved in the EU mission,
divisionswithin thefederalforeignandinternalministries,andFederalG o v e r n coecerhsd s
about maintaining good relations with the US before the upcoming federal electionsled
Germanyto preferthe EU mission,while lendinginformal andad hoc supportto the NATO
mission.As stated,G e r ma copcérrssto follow own approachof civilian policing as an
appropriateaneansof interventiontrumpedtheincentivesprovidedby the practicaladvantages

of theNATO mission.

Table5 outlinesthis overview of the driversandtype of G e r m a strgtdgisswithin the

operationabverlapin Afghanistan.
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Drivers of Ge r ma strhategies Typeof Ge r ma stratégges

Securityinterests No significantsecurity
threatposedo Germany;
risksweremainly related
to deterioratingsecurity
situationin Afghanistan

Domesticvetoplayers FederalGo v e r n me Leadingthe EU
concernsabout missionand
maintaininggood recognisinghe
relationswith the US; advantagesf the
divergencebetween Toleration NATO mission,but
foreignandinternal nottakingpartin the
ministries;parliamentary latterdueto
criticism againsthe domestigoolitical
NATO mission constraints.

Preferenceabout Following adomestic

meangof intervention cultureof policing asan
appropriateneansof
intervention

Table5. Germanys strategieswithin the operationaloverlapin Afghanistan

Therefore G e r m agstrateiissvithin the overlapbetweernthe EU andNATO missionin
Afghanistanlend supportto the threefoldargumentpresntedin Chapter2. First, Germany
followed a logic of crossoperationaktrategymakingthroughoutthe overlapbetweerthe EU
and NATO missionsin Afghanistan,asit soughtto separatehe E U écigilian training from

N A T Orailgary-ledtrainingapproach.

The evidencefrom this casestudy also supportsthe claim that memberstatesfollow
particularforum-shoppingpracticesIndeed,despitetaking partin the EU mission,Germany
also lent political and diplomatic supportto the NATO missiondespitenot beng formally
involvedunderits commandin line with theempiricalexpectationsf tolerationstrategy Yet,

it is importantto note that althoughGermanyrecognisedhe practicalbenefitsof the NATO
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missionin termsof fasterrecruitmenof policeofficers,it wasalsocautiousaboutthismi s si on & s

military-led approach.

Third, despiteits sectorisedpolicymakingand domesticcoordinationstructure,Germany
consistentlyfollowed a policy line that was endorsedy both civilian and military elements
within Ge r ma degisicgmmaking environment. This crossgovernmentalapproachalso
helped minimise potential policymaking problemsdespitethe initial friction betweenthe
interiorandforeignministriesaroundG e r m a suppdrto the EU mission.However,in line
with the point madein Chapter2 aboutthe link betweeneffectivenes®f policy cooperation
andsuccessfupursuitof policy outcomessucheffective cooperatiorof decisioamakingdid
notnecessarilyncreases e r m aabijtydtesmakeuseof theopeationaloverlapto accomplish
its objectives. Indeed, despitethe NATO o p e r a humerousadvantagesabout police
recruitmentin Afghanistan,G e r ma argsg€gsvernmentalview that favoured a civilian
approacho policetrainingmadeit difficult for Germanyto recalibratéts strategiesn line with
the evolving operationalandpolitical conditionson the ground.In line with the third element
of thethreefoldargumenbf thethesis this showsthatit is not only the effectivenes®f policy
coordination, butalsotheissueat hand,thatdetermineghe extentto which memberstatescan

instrumentalisehe operationabverlapin line with theirgoals.
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5.4.United Kingdom: Straddling and flexibility

5.4.1.The contextof the UK& engagementwith the reconstructionof Afghanistan

Sincetheinitial deploymenbf British troopsin Afghanistann 2001,theU K Grnsolvement
in the country has beenextendedinto the realmsof counterinsurgencygounternarcotics,
protection of humanrights, and statebuilding (FAC 2009, 84). As stated,the UK was
designatedasthe 6 | enaad iinacoulternarcoticsenforcemenin Afghanistanat the April
2002 donorsconferencan Genevaln parallel,the U K 6bsoadobjective aboutthe Afghan
security sectorreform was basedon enabling Afghan National Security Forces(ANSF) to
protectthe Afghanpeoplefrom securitythreatsfacilitating an Afghan-led political settlement,
andregionalpolitical andsecurityco-operation(FAC 2011a,Ev 1). In this context,thelaunch
of the EU and NATO missionsin Afghanistanpresentedadditional venuesfor the UK to

accomplishts own objectivesaboutthereconstructiorof Afghanistan.

5.4.2.Domesticdecisiormaking structure

Similar to Franceand Germany multiple UK governmentahgencis wereinvolvedin the
making of British strategiesvis-&vis the EU and NATO training missionsin Afghanistan.
Broadly speaking,integration of various UK capacitiesfor respondingto postconflict
environmentscentredon the Foreign and CommonwealthOffice (FCO), the Ministry of
Defence(MoD), the Departmenfor InternationalDevelopmentDfID) andthe Stabilisation
Unit (SU) (Gordon2010,369). FCO retainedcontrol on the managemenanddelivery of the
programmesaboutthe civilian aspectsof stabilisaton suchas the rule of law, justice and

governancewhich werealsoareaghatformedpartof D f | Ppditflio (ibid, 373).FCOalso
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decidedthe roles the UK governmentcould take on the basisof strategicpriorities for a
peacebuildingnissionwhile SUwasresponsibléor managingherecruitmentinddeployment
processfor thoseroles (HMG 2012b). Peacesupportand stabilisationpillar of the UK 6 s
internationalpolicing assistancestrategywas 6 p r e d o ntherda@amait df the FCO, the
Ministry of DefencePolice(MDP) andthe SecurityS e r v {Smaas 2D12,58). Fundingfor
the U K 6centributionto the EU mission,for instance camefrom the U K dogerall civilian
programmeexpenditurecomprisedf a StabilisatiorAid FundincludingFCO,MoD andDfID,

with contributionsfrom the jointly managedConflict Pool(ESC2008b,66; FAC 2011a,19).

The U K 6csunternarcoticsstrategyin Afghanistan,led by FCO, MoD and DfID, was
formedof five pillars: interdiction,eradicationalternativdivelihoods,publicinformation,and
law enforcemen(interview 3: UK official). Furthermorea crossgovernmentalAfghanistan
Communicationd eam,UK Embassyat Kabul (which hada counternarcoticsteam)andthe
U K 6Povincial ReconstructioriTeam (PRT) in Lashkargahas well as other relevantUK
Embassieanddelegationsttendedo the CO-led crossgovernmentatommitteesvhereissues
regardingAfghanistarandPakistarwereregularlydiscussedFAC 2011aEv 5). Additionally,
three crossgovernmentateamsin Whitehall taskedwith working on issuesrelatedto the
reconstruction of Afghanistan: the Afghanistan Drugs and Justice Unit, Afghanistan
CommunicationsTeam, and the Foreign and DefencePolicy Secretariatin the CO (FAC
2011a)MoD hadtheleadingrole in termsof recruitmentanddeploymenbf the UK personnel

to the NATO missiort®.

It is alsoworth notingthatthe institutionalarrangementwithin Whitehallfor dealingwith

the U K 6Adghanistanpolicies changedwith the creationof the National Security Council

16 Email communicatiorwith F C O 6entralFreedonof InformationUnit
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(NSC)in 2010.NSCsucceedetheNationalSecurity InternationaRelationsandDevelopment
CabinetCommittee(NSID), establishedn 2007 asa consultativeforum for debateon foreign
policy. NSID wasformed of severalsubcommitteespone of which wason Afghanistan and
Pakistan(Joint Committeeon the National SecurityStrategy2010).Underthe NSC structure,
Afghanistanbecamean item discussedveryfortnight by the NSC (FAC 2011a,90). NS C 6 s
foreignpolicy agendavasled by FCOandcoveredarangeof prioritiesincluding Afghanistan

andPakistanFAC 2011aEv 4).

TheU K adscisiormakingstructureregardingthe EU andNATO missionsin Afghanistan

is illustratedin Figure9.
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Figure 10. TheUK's decisionmakingstructureregardingthe EU andNATOmissionsn
Afghanistan.
(Source:Author)
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5.4.3.Initial engagementvith EUPOL.: Using niche Europeancapabilities

As statedthe UK wasthelead nationin the counternarcoticsenforcemenpillar of Afghan
reconstructionBy seekingto facilitate the developmenif AfghanNationalPolice(ANP), the
EU mission presentecan opportunity for the UK to upholdits counternarcoticsagendain
Afghanistan ANP hada key responsibilityin the enforcemenbdf drug eradicationstrategies,
whichwaso Eitmotif of policer e f aincetldebeginningof theinternationakengagemerin
thereconstructiorof Afghanistan(Murray 2007,pp. 114-115). At the sametime, the UK had
a0 w amnds e @pproaclwhenthe EU missionwaslaunchedasit initially preferredto second
its currentofficersin the countryto securekey positionsin the missionby doublehattingits
police mentorsin Helmandprovince,ratherthan sendingnew personnelo the EU mission
(ESC2007,73).Duringthis stagethedeliveryof mostof thepolicetrainingwasfundedby the
US StateD e p a r t Bupawof ternationalNarcoticsandLaw Enforcementffairs, with
the supportof privatesecuritycompanyDynCorplnternationalDirkx 2017,41).In parallel,a
key role Londonascribedto the misson wasthe coordinationof different policing efforts in
AfghanistarthroughthelnternationaPoliceCoordinatiorBoard(IPCB) (ESC2008a.28).The
UK supportedthe argumentthat EU shouldhold the secretariaposition of this role (ibid).
Therefore the UK wasconsideringa division of labourbetweerthe EU missionandongoing

US programmes.

During the agendasettingand planning stagesof the EU mission,the UK rampedup its
activity to try andshapethe EU mi s s imandaieg\fter diplomaticeffortsin Brusselsthe
UK 6 s e camarelatehatmakeghelinkagesbetweemolicereformto thewider rule of law
explicit, andthathascounteringnarcoticsasa crosscuttingp r i o(ESCR00%H73), while at
the sametime encouraging E phartnergo contribue lessin military termsin Afghanistanto

put moreresourcesnto the civilian e f f @8 Midsion to the EU 2007b).A reasonbehind
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prioritising therule of law dimensiornwasthatthe law enforcementvasthe fundamentapillar
of the U K 6asorementionedcounternarcoticsstrategy,the other pillars being interdiction,
eradicationalternativelivelihoods,andpublic information(interview3: UK official). The UK
arguedthat6 d e v e larceffectimegriminal justice systemwould be key [as] therewasno
point in developinggoodpolicing, if [Afghan] authoritiescould not effectively prosecuteand

punishc r i mi(USaissodto theEU 2007a).

The UK Governmentalso thoughtthat the EU mi s s iciviliard reatureis one of the
mi s s idistindbive features in narrowing the knowledgegap that existedin the police-
building efforts in Afghanistan. When the EU mission was launched, there were few
internationaladviserdan the Afghanpolice sectord w i khotvledgeandexperiencef strategic
andcorporateplanring, managemendf organizationathange humanresourcemanagement,
developmentof police policies and proceduresor monitoring and evaluation of police
per f or(Maray@B119).AccordingtoLondontheEUmi s s efiortstd strengthen
0 t dapemity of theAfghaninspectolG e n e Offide @&0) to preventjnvestigateand,where
appropriateprosecutavrongdoingwithin theranksof the Ministry of Interior (Mol) andANP
[Afghan NationalP o | i wasah idportantfactor for the UK supportto the mission(HMG
2011).TheU K éemphasi®onthe E U Gexpertisan theseareass manifestedy the view that
the EU missionshouldé ¢ o n s dtd ldadba diviian policing, makingbestuseof its niche
e X p e rbecausat fuggestshatcivilian policing is anareathat EUPOL could bestdeliver
(ESC2009,29). A seniorFCOofficial indicatedthatthe EU couldutiliseits alreadyestablished
civilian projectcellsin the EU securitysectorreform missionsin the DemocraticRepublicof
Congo(EUSECDRC andEUPOL DRC) (ESC2009).This civilian natureof the EU mission
wasappliedin its training of the two pillars of the Afghan National Police: Afghan Uniform

Police(AUP) andthe Anti-Crime Police.
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Yet, the UK wasnot promotingthe E U &isilian approachasanendin itself. Instead the
civilian expertiseoffered by the EU missionwas importantfor the UK dueto its practical
benefits namely its potentialto addressssuedrelatedto the cultivationandtradeof narcotics
productsn Afghanistan.Thiswasakey UK focal pointsincetheissuepresented aaneawith
seriousimplicationson our own streetswhere90% of heroinis sourcedfrom Af g h a n
(ESC2008a,60). The productionandtradeof drugsin Afghanistanwasseenasa threatfrom
whichthe 6 U K t r enestbe firotected,and counternarcoticsenforcemenby the Afghan
police asa measurdor protectionfrom this securitythreat. Therefore by seekingto facilitate
the developmenbf ANP, the EU missionpresentedn opportunityfor the UK to uphold its
securityinterestsy supportingcounternarcoticsenforcementn AfghanistanHence the EU
mi s s iadnetv@alselied in theU K ésscurityinterestspnamelyits potentialto eliminatethe

externaltthreatemanatingrom the productionandtradeof narcoticsan Afghanistan.

At thesametiime, someactorsin the UK Governmentuestionedow effectivethis civilian
approachcould be. For instance,there were views within the CabinetOffice that the EU
mi s s ipdicetdasingapproachwasé s o fthardhe®@U K i ¢ dné & aerddyaspéctof
counternarcoticssuchasenforcednterdiction(interview3: UK official). Onthebase®f these
guestionmarksaroundthe EU mission,the UK createda specificdivision of labourbetween
EUPOL and the two ongong US-led training programmes,namely, Combined Security

Transition CommandAfghanistan, (CSTGA) and FocusedDistrict Development(FDD)

i stan

(whichtheUK alsocontributedpersonnel)WhilsttheEU mission6 ¢ o n ¢ eatthestratége d

level[ é the US progranmesfocussedon district by district training, and working with the
AfghanBorderPoliceto supportthemin gainingcontroloverA f g h a n largetaralpotogs

b o r dESC 2009, 26). In parallel, the UK perceivedthat the EU mi s s ifogusi8 en

178



0 c | cal pddiding, ratherthan counterinsurgencyactics,as one exampleof a differencein

approactbetweerthe United Statesandthe E U @JS Missionto the EU 2009d).

While also thinking that the EU missionwas 6 aassentialcomplementto the large US
invegmentin policereform ($2billion) (ESC2008a,17), however Londonwasalsowary that
0 ¢ 0 n tovenarcleimUS focusonc o u nt e r i m afghargs@anmalyt lde criticisedby
the EU, andrecognisedhat6 s o imthe EU wereconcernedhat putting EU instrumentsn

serviceof thisgoalchangedhosei n s t r UBdMissiostdthe EU 2009d).

Overall, the UK thoughtthatthe EU missionprovided6 c i vpolicing@&xpertiseto focus
on the strategicandinstitutionalissueshatwill determinethe succes of policereformin the
longt e r(BS€2008a,17). ThisshowsthattheU K arstial engagemenwith the EU mission
wasinformedprimarily by astrategyof usingthe missionfor the eliminationof productionand
tradeof narcoticain Afghanistanwhich wasa securitythreatfor the UK. In accomplishingts
objectivesaroundits counternarcoticsstrategy the UK soughtto createa division of labour
betweertheEU missionandongoingUS programmesd. arguethatthisapproachasednusing
thecomparativeadvantagesf differentframeworksalsoinformedtheU K &siategiesfterthe

launchof the NATO mission.

5.4.5.Engagementwith NTM-A: Taking advantageof advantages|ooserelations with

Europeans

As statedin the previouscasestudiesthe NATO misdon epitomisedN A T Omdaveinto
thecivilian andmilitary aspect®f policetrainingandtowardsad ¢ o mp r eahpepnrspaasceh 6
aspectthat was often associatedwith the EU. Particularly relevantfor the UK was this

O0f unda meenil®dT © dpproacho train the Afghan National SecurityForces(ANSF),
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includingthe Afghan policeforces,knownasé e mb egaretdn &hismodgl®@i. nc |l ude [ d]
the Afghan National Police (ANP), ANA [Afghan National Army] logistics units, and other
combatsupportmu | t i perdablimgNEO8led ISAF unitsto 6 d e v mdtriospo track and
evaluateprogres®f partneringandits effectivenessvith boththe ANA andA N P(BlcChrystal
2009,4). Despitethefactthatthe NATO mi s s iofficial§y -statectop priority wastheleader
develgmentin Afghan National Security Forces(ANSF), the mission also had a specific
approachtowardscivilian policing basedonané i n f-a @ n tpglicedoéce with counter
insurgencycapabilities(NATO 2010c,4). In doing so, the NATO missionfocusedon three
stepdor training:train Afghanrecruits train Afghansto betrainers(train-the-trainer),andtrain

Afghansto run systemsandinstitutions(NATO 2010c,12).

In this sensetheinvolvementof NATO in Afghanpolicereformseemedo bein line with
the U K Opseferencdor a division of labour betweendifferent police training frameworkin
Afghanistan.However,Londonalsohadto considerthe markeddifferencesbetweenthe EU
andNATO missions.In contrastto its EU counterpartNATO mi s s iappno&h svasbased
on the creationof a local auxiliary police in Afghanistan.Accordingto an official NATO
documentreviewingthe mi s s iaahievendentsn its first year,the task of this police unit
(officially termed as the Afghan Local Police) qwas] defersive in nature, serving as a
Anei ghlvan khdtwalldalertthe AUP [Afghan Uniform Police]to respondo illegal
activity; [ € drmedwith AK-47sfor selfdefenseand[had] noarrestorinvestigativea ut hor i t y 6

(NATO 2010c,24).

Althoughthis appioachwasin line with the aforementione@mphasiontheé U Kdisc h e 6
in 6 h aerddogpdlicetraining,it receivedsomedomesticcriticismin London.A reportof the

Houseof Lords EuropearUnion Committeearguedthat suchan auxiliary police unit refleds
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0 &irly seriouspushto armandequipinformal policing forcesin Af g h a n(EUC2E0ab

10). It alsonotedthato t dreationof thelocal auxiliary policein Afghanistanwhich aimsto

fulfil aguardrole|[ é posesaseriousrisk thatarmedgroupsoutsideformal structurescould
challengethe authorityof the state colludewith local warlords,usetheir firearmsimproperly,

instil fearin thepopulationandengagen corruptionorthedrugt r a(itbi@, 20). Despitethese
concernshoweverthe UK trainersonthegroundliookedatthe Afghanpoliceasan6 ad di t i on al
lighti n f aduéto ajadk of combatpowerandopinedthatthe requiredskillsetfor thisrole

canbe providedby the British Army, partly embeddednto NATO command(Interview 26:

UK official). Therefore,thep a r | i anfhuence aé espotentialdomesticveto player was

ratherlimited in theU K &ssategieatthis stage.

In addition to thesedifferent approachedbetweenthe EU and NATO missions,the UK
officials hadabetterrelationshipwith their US counterpartsomparedo their EU counterparts.
In the wordsof a British official, the UK waso6 e x t r cosew Americansfandthat] | was
meetingwith my US counterpartalmosteveryd a ywbereaghe UK officials had6 v dittley
engagementvith E u r o p @nterviewd3: UK official). Other UK officials recallthaté t h e
fundamentakelationship[in Afghanistan]wasbetweenUK andthe U S @nterview 18: UK
official) and6 t hweasaémited needto work with theE u r o p @ntemiewd 6: UK official;

Interview 17: EU official).

5.4.6.Transition: Shifting EU rolesto NATO

RatherthanchangingheU K éagproachaboutthetwo missionsfurtherdevelopmentabout
the politics of Afghan reconstructiorreinforcedL 0 n d onavétewardsthe NATO mission.
In late 2009, US PresidentBarack Obamaannouncedhe incrementaldrawdownof the US

forcesout of Afghanistan.the major military presencen the countrysince2001 (The White
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House2009).At thetime, therewasreportedlya cross-Whitehallagreemento avoidanypublic
perceptionof a discordwith the US in Afghanistan(US Mission to the EU 2009a).Indeed,
somepolicymakeramentiored thatthe UK wasconcernedvith 6 b e agoaglally totheU S 6
in Afghanistanto the extent where fight againstterrorism becamea secondaryinterest

(Interview26: UK official).

After O b a mandaincementPrime Minister David Cameronstatedin June2010 that
British troopswill also incrementallywithdraw from and will not have a combatrole in
Afghanistanbeyond2015(FAC 2011a,Ev 64). In the following paragraphsl, arguethatthis
governmentatecisionandthe emergingwithdrawal timeline havedramaticallychangedhe

contextof theU K @pslicing assistancen Afghanistanthroughthe EU andNATO.

Beforegoinginto detailsabouttheimplicationsof C a me r vatmdéawalannouncementt
is importantto understandhe natureof the processhat led to this decision asthis process
suggestsmplicationsaboutthe effectof theU K gpslicymakingarrangemenbn the extentto
which Londonhadmanagedo effectivelyaccomplistits objectiveghroughthe EU andNATO
missionsin Afghanistan Domesticveto playersin Londonhadrathera limited effectin the
U K éwsthdrawaldecision.A reportfrom the Public AdministrationSelectCommittee(2010,
28) indicatedthat during the discussioraboutthe withdrawal decision,the National Security
Council(NSC)hadworked6 aaslearinghousethanasanorganof criticala s s e s whe®ent 6
inputs of different Whitehal departmentsvould have been factored into the withdrawal
decision Accordingto the FAC (2011b),thewithdrawaldecisionwasnot madecollectivelyin
theNSCbutby asmallgroupof decisionmakerded by CameronWilliam Hague theForeign
Secretaryof the time, confirmed that withdrawal decisionwas not a 6 f o ri nh aclrmtée

National Security Council (FAC 2011c, Ev 62). Therefore,the U K 6 arganisationsof
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policymaking basedon a centralisedexecutivethat is also relatively autonomousrom the
legisla u r e@ritrel gave David Cameronconsiderablemanoeuvringspacein making the

withdrawaldecision.

In additionto his withdrawalannouncemenGamerorasserteih Decembef010thato [ € ]
asthe capabilityof the Afghan National SecurityForcesincreasesandthe processof security
transitionis takenforward, the role of the internationaltroopsin Afghanistanwill overtime
focus lesson combatand more on training and mentoringthe Afghan National Army and
Pol i(FA@ZD1laEv 84). Althoughthis suggeststhatthe mainthrustof the U K étraining
approachincluded a civilian and long-term police training, Ca mer 6 hdbdsamd!| i ne 6
presentech new aspectfor the parameter®f U K épslicing assistancéo Afghanistan(BBC

2010).

(@)}

Moreover,despiteCamerm Opsblic statement§avouringd | easnbatandmoret r ai ni ng
the CabinetOffice (CO) and the Foreign and CommonwealthOffice (FCO) were in fact
interestedin initiatives that could yield 6 t a n gesulbsin ¢he shortt e rtongreventdrug
trafficking (Interview 3: UK official). Although pretransition period saw the 6 a p & x
c o | | a b acrossdifferenhV@hitehall departmentsthe6 p o | imperativatd get out [of
Af g h a nbraughtC® dndFCOto thefore duringthe decisionmakingprocesgInterview
15: UK official). Thisis key in termsof understandinghe role of dominantdecisionmaking
agenciesotonly oncivilian butalsoon military side,notleastbecausén afield suchaspolice
training 6 w h a tMeDb was doing in termsof policing would be influencedby a level of
civiians i dirdedview15: UK official). Althoughthestance®f COandFCOwerechallenged
by theDepartmentor InternationaDevelopmen{DfID), whicharguedor balancingheU K 6 s

engagemenin Afghanistanwith a focus on more districts through long-term development
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projects,thesecounterargumentdid not resonaten L o n d @oalidng assistancetrategies
(Interview18: UK official). In theend,thepressurdrom CO andFCOdominatedhedecision

makingin London(Interview16: UK official).

British officials notedthatthesepolicy positionsfavouredby the CO andFCOwereaffected
by the US pressureon the UK to deliver securityand developmenplanswith a fasterpace
(Interview 15: UK official). Despiteemphasimg the speedof police recruitment,thesetwo
Whitehall departmentsviewed the effects of police training on drug trafficking as less
measurablandharderto quantifythanpromotinglegaleconomicactivity by building schools,
clinics, androads(Rundell2015,pp. 295-296). This createdensionswith the previousfocus
on civilian andlong-termpolicetraining methodson the onehand,which wasassociateavith
theE U Gexpertiseandtheemergingneedfor fastandvisible recruitmentof police officerson

theother(Interview 16: UK official).

In the face of thesetensionsas, well asthe introductionof a withdrawal timeline andan
accompanyingdransitionprocesskey UK objectivesfocusedincreasinglyon the creationof
securityconditionsin Afghanistan thatwill facilitate the withdrawal of the British forcesby
2015 (FAC 2011a,38). An additionalfocal point for the British planningon police training
becameensuringsufficient quantity of Afghan National Security Forces(ANSF) and the
Afghan National Police (ANP) officers for the protection of the Afghan public after the
transitionprocessin pursingtheseobjectivesthe UK arguedhatthe NATO missionprovided
0 g r erainingandequipmento helpthe policeto defendt h e ms danl contrasttd its EU
counterpar{CO 2011). Furthermorel.ondonarguedthat6 m a pastsof Afghanistan[were]
notyetreadyfor civilian policing,sotheE U P O lahiliy to demonstratémpact[was]limited

comparedo its military partner NTM-A 6 ( €0Q1).Thiswasalready evidentin the fact that
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akey goal of the NATO missionwasto increasehe sizeof the police force by increasinghe

numberof ANP forcesup to 135,000by 2014 (EUC 2010a,9). In addition,the UK supported
US-fundedmilitary campsto allow the British trainersmentor Afghan police officers while

waiting for the EU to takeover,which hasa considerablyongerprocesshanthemore6 a gi | e 6
U S funding processeg$interview 26: UK official). Hence,unimpressedy theEUmi s si on o6 s
progressl.ondonhopedthatthe cooperatiorwith NATO andthe US would enablethe Afghan

police towardsassumingthe lead responsibilityfor securityafter the transition(McChrystal

2009, 2; Farrell 2017; 376). As stated by a British diplomat, the EU missioné s houl d
complementhe largescaletraining effortsled by NATO andthe UnitedSt a (E&IG 2010,

20).

The UK alsojustified its contributionto the NATO mission by referring to the goal of
0 [ pr o \wtratkgictegel] adviceon all aspectsof civiian p o | i ¢(FAG2DDla,Ev 6).
Importantly the UK followed crossoperationabktrategiesiot only to createa partitionof work
betweerthe EU andNATO missions but alsoto shift someof the tasksof the EU missionto
its NATO counterpartAs notedabove,although6 s t r kevteleagliv domceviban policing
usedto be an elementLondondistinctively associateavith the EU mission,it hasnow been
linked to the valueaddedof the NATO missionafter the emergencef a withdrawalagenda
andtimeline. This also changedhe EU misdond griorities from a broadfocus on strategic
adviceataministeriallevelto thedeliveryof securityin thecities(EUC 2010a48). Moreover,
althoughthe UK supportedhattheInternationaPoliceCoordinatiorB o a r(IB@B$secretary
role shouldbe held by the EU mission,|IPCB wasregardedy the US asnon-bindingnot least
due to the insufficient Europeanefforts in the field of police assistancéinterview 17: EU
official). Giventhis Usreluctanceaboutsupportinghe IPCB, the UK increasinglyermphasised

the role of Afghan Mo | Bternational Coordination Cell (MICC), which was led and
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coordinatedoy the NATO mission.Accordingto a seniorNATO official in Afghanistanthe
UK©O ®leain puttingd f buts i g n i policef@aedinto theNATO missonwasto 6 t ang
bridgethe gap betweenNATO/US military approachandthe policee x p e r(lhterview B
NATO official). In consequencd,ondoné we | ¢ theNAT@®mi s s itaking dverof the

leadresponsibilityin areassuchasliteracytrainingto ANP (CO 2011).

The U K direreasingemphasion the military-led NATO missionwasin contrastwith the
U K éwsorking togetherwith the Afghan Ministry of Interior throughthe DfID -led Strategic
Supportto the Ministry of Interior (SSMI) (Interview 18: UK official). Thus, althoughthe
0 st r &evelkagdivdowr avifian policing usedto be an elementthat the UK distinctively
associateavith the EU mission,following Wa s h i n gitical evéluationafterthe emerging
withdrawal timeline, Londonbeganto link it to the value addedof the NATO mission.The
importancethe UK attachedo the NATO missionin termsof leadingthe MICC showsthat
whatwaspreviouslyaccepteasa distinctivefunctionof the mission namelythe coordination

for variouspolicetraining efforts,wasnow beingassociateavith the NATO missoin

HencetheUK G o v e r n withdrawd@decisionandits concerrnto maintaingoodworking
relationswith the US significantly affectedthe UK strategiesn policetrainingin Afghanistan,
bringing the UK closer NATO rather than the EU mission over time. Furthermore,the
increasingfocus on fast andvisible recruitmentof Afghan police officers alsocompromised
L o n d attedtisnon counternarcoticsenforcementAs a UK official recalls,6 assonas
BarackObamaannounced limit to his commitmentto Afghanigan,long-term projectswere
hugelyu n d e r nilnteneed 26: UK official). Forinstancethe UK closeddownthe public
informationelemenbf thecounternarcoticieamin the KabulEmbassyn 2011,whichis seen

asakey o6 s e fl gpartdftheU K éceunternarcoticsstrategy(Interview3: UK official). This
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reflectedthe coordinationchallengeswithin the U K 6 Brovincial ReconstructionTeam in
Helmand,which was otherwisedeemedan exemplarymethodof 6 | ocivilah-military co-

0 p er aetweerRAD,MoD, andDfID (HoC DefenceCommittee2010).

Given that counternarcoticsenforcementivas an areathat the UK Governmensoughtto
addresshrough,amongotherthings,the E U &isilian expertisethe EU missionalsobecame
a lessimportantingredientof the U K 6Adghanistanpolicies. While the Home Office 6 wa s
completelyobsessedith adrugss t r awhergag & dvidencqustd i dcondeintoi tFGO
wasdrying to convincethe HomeSecretarythatthe counternarcoticsstrategywascompletely
counterproductivebecausehis wasaboutthe heartsandminds,you [sic] ¢ a rddthatif the
Afghanpeopleassociatgou[sic] with destroyingheirl i v e | (Intereieww846UK official).
The U K ddgcreasingemphasiof civilian police training implies that London hasnot only
madeacompromisen its internationallyrecognisedeadin counternarcoticsenforcementhut

alsominimisedthe potentialintragovernmentalesistancéo its overallpolicy.

In the meantime domesticcriticisms againstthe U K épsioritising of the NATO mission
continued.A report of the parliamentaryHouse of CommonsForeign Affairs Committee
indicatedthat the slow paceof the EU mi s s ieftonisévere was mitigatedby trainersand
advisersfrom the US military, which [ran] the risk of creatinga paramilitary style police as
opposedo the civilian force which wasoriginally envisagedandwhich [would] be neededn
thef ut (Ho@ForeignAffairs Committee2009, 37). Evidencecollectedby the Houseof
Lords alsoraisedconcernsaboutéa seriouspushto armandequipinformal policing forcesin
Af g h a n(EUC204a0a,80).A reportfromits EU Committeg EUC2011b,20), for instance,

emphasisethattheNATO mi s s predonsinantlymilitarisedpolicetrainingapproactraised
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guestionsas to how suchdifferencecancreatea division of labourin thefield, which couldin

turn detrimentthe U K &ight againstdrugtradein Afghanistan.

In additionto this interestfrom the Parliamentjncidentsthat could be relatedto theU K 6 s
engagementvith police training in Afghanistanwere alsocoveredby mediaat the time. For
example the shooting of five British military personnelby an Afghan police officer in
November 2009 raised questions over the military-led training regime (BBC 2009).
Nonethelesgatherthanchangingthe strategyafterthis scrutinyat the domestidevel, the UK
Governmentontinuedo placepolice expertsnto the military-led policetraining providedby
the NATO missionto 6 t angbridgethe gapbetweenNATO/US military approachandthe

policee x p e rIntarveew 16 NATO official).

Despitethesecontinuedcriticisms, the UK Governmentecognisedhe challengeof how
and at what paced tirgroducecivilian policing whilst ensuringthatthe ANP havethe skills
neededo providebasicsecurityanddefendthemselvesgainstheexistingsecurityt h r and t 6
thato t prierity in muchof the countryis for the police to defendthemselvesandthe public
againstthei n s u r (COR041Y).AlthoughLondonagreedb t thaANA and ANP should
havedistinctroles,with the ANA havingresponsibilityfor fighting the insurgencywhilst the
ANP leadonpublicprotectionissueg§ € fhenatureof theenvironmentn Afghanistarfmear]
thatsometimeshesdines|[were]blurredontheg r o W@GXRB11).In thisunderstandinghe
UK endorseca 6 f | ema b doliefprovesecurityconditionsin Afghanistanby developing
civilian policing skills to beundertakerd ¢ o n ¢ uwithn teemdavelopmenof securitys ki | | s 6 .
Thereforethe UK soughtto remaincommittedto the EU missionwhile working closelywith
the NATO missionto ensurethat civilian policing skills are incorporatednto the standird

training packagesleliveredto newandexistingr e ¢ r (GO 2014)0
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In orderto exercisesucha flexible modelof engagementooperatiorbetweerthe EU and
NATO missionsremainedanimportantobjectivefor the UK. Thatsaid,ratherthanNA T O06 s
provision of security protectionto the EU mission,the U K 6esnphasison inter-operational
cooperatiorbetweerthe EU andNATO wasbasedon ensuringthe establishmenof sufficient
conditionsfor withdrawal of British troopsfrom Afghanistan.Despite concernsaboutthe
securitycontextin the country especiallyafter the aforementionedanurderingof five British
officersby a manwearingAfghan police uniform in November2009,the UK governmentlid
not appeato haveconsideredncreasingsecurityprotectionto the EU mission.A view in the
FCO wasthat despitethe lack of formal EU-NATO agreementhat deprivesthe EU mission
personnefrom NATO protectionoutsideof the casef emergency 6 éxtremiss u p pdr t 6)
the EU missionsecuredorotectionfrom the privatesecurityfirms anddid not rely on military

support(EUC 2010a,6).

Overtime, to ensuresuchcompatibilitybetweertwo missions seniorofficials of theNATO
missionhavebeendrawnto the high-level commandof the EU mission(EUC 2011b,30). It
was even arguedthat the NATO mission6 a b s oits licld doGnterpart,while the latter
continuedo undertakespecifictaskssuchascurriculumandtrainingfor thepolicestaff college
(EUC2011b,36).In 2011,nolessthan87%of ANP staffoperatingn key terraindistrictswere
partneredvith ISAF units,of whichtheNATO missionwasa part(ChaudhurandFarrell2011,

279).

17 Another developmenthat appeasedhe UK concernsaboutits officers is the omissionof the phraseé i n
extremiss u p pfom ISAF documentsThe UK Governmenstatedthatd aasesultof theeffortsof the UK and
our internationalpartners,on 12 October[2010], the InternationalSecurityAssistancd~orce (ISAF) approveda
[ é hewlanguageon supportto nonNATO actors[which] omitsthecaveati ienx t r e(iHol 30&0&,45).
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Despiteshifting someof the EU mi s s ikey re§pensibilitiesto its NATO counterpart,
however Londonfollowed crossoperationabktrategieswithin the operationabverlapin order
to useeacho p e r a compamtiveadvantagesndeed,the UK Governmendid not refrain
from makinguseof the operationabverlapin Afghanistanby takingadvantagef the distinct
featuresof thetwo missions.TheUK Governmenarguedhaté E U P [@raught]expertisaghat
othersdo notandthatit is playinganessentiatole in the professionalisationf the A N P(GO
2011).ForinstancewhilsttheUScivilian aidfocusedd h e aominflasyructureprojeds (roads
and power), economic development, education, and alternative (agricultural)
development/countenarcoticsp r o0 g I thenksirdpeanassistancerioriisedé gover nanc e
justice/rule of law, and h e a I(Rlahaganet al. 2011, 197). Interviews also suggestthat
Europearcountrieshaveaddedd aounterviewpointbecauseheythoughtdifferently from the
Anglo-Saxont h i n Kintenvigwd 26: UK official). A NATO official describedthe UKd s
strategyof keepingsecondingolicestaffto the EU missionduring theincrementaivithdrawal
processaasO s t r a betieerthre BlandNATO missiong(Interview1: NATO official). EU
officials, on the other hand, describedthe U K dapproachas 6 pr o f eandp roancatli cal 6

(Interview17: EU official).

While supportinghe NATO missionduringthetransitionprocessthe UK Governmentvas
alsoconcernedhat6 &ailure, or perceivedfailure of EUPOL[ é gould spelltroublefor the
wholefuture of civilian EuropearSecurityandDefensePolicyo p e r a (U$ Missisndo the
EU 2009a).This concernwasevidentin the U K écentinuedinkage of somecivilian aspects
of its counternarcoticsstrategywith the EU mission, which was more in line with some
elementsof the U K 6ceunternarcoticsenforcemenefforts comparedo the NATO mission

(Interview 1: NATO official). The UK wasatthe sametime trying to convinceits US partners
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to stopbuildingthepolicestaff,6 w h wasdompletelyu n s u s t andthatolt |Amessicans

[sic] did notunderstandtabilisationwhereaghe Europeansl i @dnéerview24: UK official).

5.4.7.Conclusion

In thissectionl discussedheU K Gstsategiesvithin theoperationabverlapbetweertheEU
andNATO in Afghanistan.Theevidencesuggestshatduringthe planningandagendasetting
stagesthe UK soughtto shapehe EU missionin suchaway thatthemissionwould serveasa
leveragefor L 0 n d efforis ® preventthe productionandtradeof narcoticsin Afghanistan,
which the UK sawasa securitythreat.During this period,a comparativeadvantagef the EU
mission for the UK was basedon the 6 s o f t ofv@oliceréform, such as addressinghe
leadershipweaknesseglismantlingthe misuseof policing powersand dysfunctionalpolice
culturein the Afghanpolice Ontheotherhand, Londonattemptedo usethe NATO operation

for thed h aerddgoépdlicingin Afghanistan.

With DavidC a me r amnmodnsemerndf theincrementalvithdrawalof British troopsfrom
Afghanistanin June2010,however therole of vetoplayerswithin the UK 6 domestigpolitical
environmenbecamenmoreprominentdriversof theU K Gsategiesn Afghanistanin addition
to C a me r vatimdGawalannouncementyhich reflectedthe dominanceof the coreexecutive
andthelimited role of the parliamentthe Cabine Office andthe ForeignandCommonwealth
Office dominatedthe Afghanistandossier.As aresult,the UK Go v e r n prefereandder

fasterandmorevisible outcomesncreasedheU K Gsspportto NATO operation.

Table6 outlinesthe driversandtype of the U K Gstategieswithin the operationalbverlap

betweerthe EU andNATO in Afghanistan.
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Drivers of the U K OGssategies

Type of the U K GsBategies

Securityinterests

Narcoticsasa security
threatto the UK
homeland

Domesticvetoplayers

Dominanceof the
CabinetOffice and
Foreignand
CommonwealttOffice;
thegover nment
concernsabout
maintaininggood
relationswith theUS

Preferenceabout
meansof intervention

Practicalbenefitsof using
theE U &igilian training
approacha preference
overtheU K Gesgpertise
onthed h aerddyoé 6
policetraining

Exploitation

UsingtheEU and
NATO missionsto
pursuegheUK 6 s
objectivesabout
counternarcotics;
fostering
cooperatiorand
division of labour
betweerthetwo
missions

Table6. TheUK's strategieswithin the operationaloverlapin Afghanistan

In thissensetheU K Gssategiesvithin theoverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO missionsn

Afghanistanoffer significantsupportto thethreefoldargumenpresentedn Chapter2. First,in

line with theargumenthatmemberstatesconsidertheimplicationsof their strategiegor both
operationsthe UK articulatedandimplementectrossoperationabktrategiesThis wasevident
in thedivision of labourthe UK establishedbetweerthetwo missionsonthebasisof long-term
stabilisation(EUPOL) andrapid delivery of counterinsurgencycapabilities(NTM-A). At the
sametime, the UK attemptedto ensurethat EU-level coordinationdid not hamperthe

effectivenessf coordinatioratNATO level. The UK alsoworkedto mitigatethegapsbetween

the EU andNATO missionsby arguingthatE U P O lrofe shouldbe to complemenNATO

efforts.Moreover,despiteshiftingsomeoftheEUmi s s tasksiothe NATO missionduring

thetransitionprocessthe UK Governmendid not refrain from taking partin the EU mission
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in orderto useits comparativeadvantagethatwereperceivedo be supportiveof the NATO

mission.

Secondthe U K &swategieconfirm the claim thatmemberstatesollow particularforum-
shoppingpracticesacrosshe EU andNATO operationsin Afghanistanthe UK followed an
exploitation strategy by taking part in both EU and NATO missions by considering
0 f unct ofeackmissidnin @rmsof addressingn externalsecuritythreat,namelythe
productionandtradeof narcoticsn Afghanistan.The UK preferredto keepthe EU missionas
asmallscalemissionwith a6 n i éobusod developinggualified personnelyhile increasing
its supportto NATO missionfor fasterandmorevisible recruitmentof Afghan police officers
who could upholdsecurityin the countryaftertransition.Furthermorethe UK alsoconstantly
soughtto fostercomplementarityandcooperatiorbetweenthe two missionsthoughit shifted

someof theEUmi s s itaskstadre NATO missionduringthetransitionprocess.

Third, the U K dcgntralisedorganisationof policymakingfacilitated its useof the E U 6
expertisein crisis managemento supplemenNATO efforts aswell asin maintaininggood
relations with the US administration.The U K & decisioamaking environmenttha was
centralisedaroundthe CabinetOffice, Foreignand CommonwealttOffice andthe Ministry of
Defenceaswell asits institutionalmechanism$o ensurantra-governmentatoordinatiorsuch
asthe StabilisationUnit, minimisedthe potentialsubstantivéncoherencywithin policymaking.
Furthermorethe UK G o v e r n deeisidntd mcrementallywithdraw British troopsfrom
Afghanistarwasalsofacilitatedby theU K éogganisatiorof policymakingwheretheexecutive

is relativelyautonomougrom the controlof thelegislature.
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6. Gulf of Aden: We are in this together

6.1.Introduction

In 2008,therewasan11%worldwideincreasen thenumberof incidentsof piracyor armed
robberyat seaagainstships,with nearly 38% of theseincidentsoccurringoff the coastof
Somalia(UNSC 2009,1). Furthermorejn 2008,51 piratical attackswerereportedn the Gulf
of Adenthatresultedn 26 hijackedvesseland537crewmemberdakenhostagéMgaller 2009,

1). With thisrisein piracy andarmedrobberyincidentstherewasaninternationakecognition
that piracy in the region hasbecomea 6 s o ficated and well-organizedi n d u UNSCy 6
2008c,27). In additionto the risks the issueof piracy presentedor safetyof maritimetrade
transitingthe Horn of Africa, a particularconcernwasthe World FoodPr o g r a(WRR) 0 s
aid deliveriesto Somalia,which were suspende@sa resultof pirateattacks(Murphy 2011).
Therewasa wide recognitionin the internationalcommunitythaté wi t themavalescorts
and the regular delivery of food aid, S 0 ma | food $tacks were seriouslyt hr eat ened ¢
(Middleton2008,10). Apartfrom moredeeprootedissuesuchasalack of functioningcentral
governmenin Somalia,which relied on importedfood aid to provide suppliesto its people,
deliveringthisaid throughlandwaspracticallytoorisky dueto thehold of militiasandcriminal
gangsin muchof Somaliad sountrysideaswell asin regionalcountriessuchasEthiopiaand

Kenya(Middleton2008,10; Novaky2018a,134).

Internaldiscussionsvithin NATO aboutaninitiative to addressSomalipiracy beganin the
summe of 2008.In June theNorth Atlantic Council(NAC) approveda Concepof Operations
(CONOPS)for a NATO operationto addresspiracy in the region. In July 2007, NATO

establishedan intermittent regional presencewith its 6 R o VAT o idepkyinent.Frigakes
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withinN A T OSQtamdingMaritime Group2 (SNMG 2) weredeployedo escortWFPshipsand
to conductanti-piracy patrols(lISS 2009a,2). In August27,the US raisedthe possibility of a
NATO countefpiracy role including, but not limited to, usingN A T O StandingMaritime
Groups(Secretaryof State2008b). Yet, key actorsat NATO level, such as the Secretary
GeneralJaapde Hoop Scheffer, noted that without appropriateoperationalplanning, the
inactionof StandingMaritime Groupsmay6 e mb aNAT @ iktlsereis no antipiracy policy

inp | a(@®Missionto NATO 2008b).

Given the aforementionedrise in piracy incidents and the resulting economic and
humanitarianurgencyof the issue,NATO launchedits first counterpiracyoperationin the
region in October2008. NamedOperationAllied Provider,this was an interim and rapid
responseo piracyin the Gulf of Aden, asthe intentionwasto replacethis NATO taskforce

with EU forcesoncethelatterbecomeoperationa(SHAPE2020;Seibert2008).

Indeed,the EU wasalreadyrunningparalleloperationaplanningprocessesroundMarch
andApril 2008,whichledto amoredevelopedrisisresponsglanningprocesded by the EU
Military Staff (EUMS) in the summerof 2008 (Peterset al. 2014, 433). Togetherwith EU
Military Committee(EUMC), EUMS assessethe situationand reviewedvariousoptionsto
reactto thecrisisby draftingacrisismanagemerntoncepon5 August2008(AuswArtigesAmt
2009,30). Thecrisismanagemertonceptwasthenpassean to the Councl on31 July,which
adoptedhe documenton 5 August(Peterset al. 2014,433). Basedon the crisis management
concept,EUMS produceda list of Military StrategicOptions(MSOs), which included6 ( 1)
maritime surveillancewithout close protection(deterrene by presence)(2) convoy escorts,
and(3) surveillancewith closep r o t e(Pdtersaial. 2014,433). The Councilthendecided

in favourof thethird optionon 15 September.
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Eventually,the Council adoptedthe Joint Action to launchEUNAVFOR Atalantaon 10
November2008 (Council 2008a). Atalanta,which is an ongoingoperationas of June2021,
becameoperationain Decembe2008.Taking piracy-relatedUNSC Resolutionsl814,1816,
andl838asaninternationalegalbasistheEUo p e r araint@ask@red p r o t ofvessdlso n
of the WFP deliveringfood aid to displacedpersonsn S o0 ma Idetearéngepreventionand
repressiorof actsof piracy andarmedrobbery,protectionof vulnerableshippingcoast,and
contributingto the monitoringof fishing adivities off the coastof Somalia(Council2008a4;
BratosinandParonjan&2014,2). Moreover,in orderto addresshelong-termcause®f piracy,
the EU also formulateda 6 St r dor thg Morn of Af r iandaappointeda Special
Representativéor theregion, aswell aslaunchingthe EU Training Mission Somalia(EUTM
Somalia),a programmeto 6 t rtleisecurityforcesand strengtherthe Somaligover nment 6
(Council 2010; Wehrey2013).The EU alsolaunchedthe EU Mission on RegionalMaritime
CapacityBuilding in the Horn of Africa (EUCAP NESTOR)to strengtherthe rule of law in
the regionsof Puntlandand Somalilandby supportingthe developmenibf a judiciary and

coastabpoliceforce (Council2012).

As stated N A T Oiditsal involvementin the regionwasmeantto cometo anendoncean
EU operations deployed Seibert2008).AlthoughtheE U Gakeoverfrom NATOwasé wi d el vy
hailed for its p r a g ma(Willeg 2041, 21), NATO launchedtwo follow-up operations.
Similarto its first operationin theregion(Allied Provider) NATO launchedOperationAllied
Protectorasashortlastingtaskforcein March2009.In thewordsof NATO SecretaryGeneral
Scheffer,OperationAllied Provideré p r o ¥he[NAT@] with usefulexperienceas[NATO]

consider[ed]possiblelongterm counterpiracy efforts in the monthsa h e 8J& Missionto
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NATO 2008d; SHAPE 2008). Indeed,when this operationendedin August 2009, NATO

launchedts longestnavaloperationin theregion,calledOperationOceanShield.

N A T Oléngestcounterpiracyoperationin the Gulf of Aden,OperationOceanShieldhad
four main objectives: 6 d e t eand disrugting pirate operationsat sea, co-ordinating
internationalcounterpiracyefforts, enhancinghe maritimec o mmu ndapagitydoscounter
piracy effectively, and developinga regionalcountefpiracyc a p a b(NATO 2OLFHAllied
Maritime Commandn.d.).In additionto fight againspiracy,thisNATO operatioralsooffered
assistanceo regional stateso i developingtheir own capacityto combd piracyact i vi t i es
(NATO 2019).0OperationOceanShieldwasthereforedifferent from its predecessomwith its
regionalcapacitybuilding tasks(Strickmann2009,3; Kupferschmid2011,63; Knops2012,8;
Ehrhartand Petretto2012,7). N A T O O@perationOcean Shield endedin November2016
Accordingto a seniorNATO official, members t a deeissoito terminatethe operationwas
basedon their reluctanceto keepthe operationintact despitethe decreasindevels of piracy

incidentsin theregion(Interview33: NATO official).

As seenin abovepresentatiomf the EU andNATO operationsn the Gulf of Aden,thetwo
or g ani sparationevedappedemporallyandgeographicallyseealsoFigurell below,
aswell asAppendixC), while alsohavingconductedsimilar tasksto addresgshe sameissue,
namelypiracy andarmedrobberyin the Gulf of Aden. For someanalysts piracy presentec
0 p e rsfteadgteedicho r g a n i patitical desirétasbe seento be doing somethingand
proveits superiority (Willett 2011,21).Figurel1lsummarisetheevolutionof overlapbetween

the EU andNATO operationsn the Gulf of Aden.
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Figure 11. Timelineof overlapin the Gulf of Aden

(Source:Author)
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6.2.France: Pragmatism with national red lines

6.2.1.The contextof France@& engagementvith counterpiracyin the Gulf of Aden

Beforethe EU and NATO operationsFrancecontributedto the fight againstpiracy and
armedrobberyin the Gulf of Aden throughthe ad hoc Frenchinitiative calleddo Op er at i on
Al ¢ yandihdoughthe US-led CombinedTaskForce150(CTF150),a navalcomponenbf
OperationEnduring Freedom(OEF). OperationAlcyon was launchedin November2007to
protectfood aid to Somaliaby escortingWorld Food Programme(WFP) vessels(Agence
FrancePresse2007).BernardKouchner,Frenchforeign ministerat the time, was personally
interestedn this navalpatrolthatwasplannedto lastfor two months.As a key figure among
humanitariarlNGOswith along experiencen thefield asthe co-founderof the Médecinssans
FrontieresandMédecinsdu Monde Kouchnerbelievedthatthe FrenchNavy shouldensurea
humanitariarcorridorto World FoodP r o g r(\WHKFrPhsmanitariaraid delivery (Kouchner

2009a;Schmitt2012,72).

Frenchforcesalsooperatedunderthe US-led CTF150, a componenbf OEFwith a broad
focuson6 d i s r termpristorgagisationsindtheirrelatedillegal activitiesby restrictingtheir
freedomof manoeuvren themaritimed o m ain the®kedSea,the Seaof Oman,the Arabian
Sea,the PersianGulf, andthe Horn of Africa (CTF 2020a).Frenchcontributionto this task
force wasregardedoy the US asa facilitating factorto achieve6 gooddegreeof interaction

andcooperatiorin thiskeyr e g i(Us EmbassyParis2006).

Importantly,an additional parametefor F r a n engagesnentvith counterpiracy wasthe

attackson Frenchshipstransitingtheregion.With incidentssuchasthehijackingof two French
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yachtsLe PonantandCarred 6 MdApril and SeptembeR008respectively Francecameto
adknowledgethat Somali piracy also constituteda threatto Frenchcitizens and the issue
consequentljpecamemore salientin domesticpolitics (AFP 2008a).As a result, Francenot
only continuedits determinatiorto actively supportcountefpiracy efforts during this period,
butalsobecamemorevocalaboutd i nt e r n a its own ooanterpisacyefigrésin the Gulf
of Aden, which culminatedin an increasingframing of Somalipiracy as a global issue.As
Kouchnerindicated,6 t fight againstpiracy hasbecomea global issue[and] it is also a
laboratorywhere prospectdor the world of tomorrowaree me r g(AFR 8009a).Defence
minister at the time, Herve Morin, alsoarguedthatF r a n efferts shouldbe supportedoy

otherinternationalactors(AgenceFrancePresse€007).

Parisinitially lookedattheUN asasourceof suchsupportKouchneraskedhe UN Security
Council (UNSC)to authoriseregularlymonitoringof the areaoff the Somalicoastwhile also
stating that France considersit necessaryto further its unilateral countefpiracy effort
Opart iircthbelUdrf Ir ya me $AER 20@8d; 2008b). Similarly, Morin called for 6 a n
internationall n i t itoaddiesgreBsue,6 p r o bheobghtyeUnitedN a t i (baPsesse
Canadienn€008a).In line with this objective, Franceandthe US co-sponsoredh seriesof
UNSCresolutionghatwould allow stateso deploynavalassetdo tacklepiracyinSo mal i a 6 s
territorialwatersIn additionto tacklingpiracy,Parisalsoarguedhata UNSCresolutionshould
nothamperoperationA | ¢ y mlesdfengagementUS Secretaryof State2008a).On a draft
circulatedon 28 April 2008,Washingtorsupportedhe Frenchwordingof usingé anedessary
meansto identify, deter, preventand repressactsof piracy andarmedr o b b withily the

territorial watersof Somalia,which culminatedin the UNSC Resolution18160of 2 June2008

(Dijkstra 2016,203; UNSC2008a,3).
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6.2.2.Domesticdecisionrmaking structure

Franceimplementeddifferent modesof coordinationin 6 gragmaticw a ytd facilitate
interministerialpolicy coordinationin producingits counterpiracystrategiegPremierMinistre
2019, 47). ReflectedF r a n imgtittisnal decisionmaking arrangementsn security and
defencepolicy asoutlinedin Chapted, whichwascentredarounda strongcoreexecutivethis
way of policy coordinationwasevidentin a sparseyet centraliseddomesticdecisionmaking
network Within thisnetwork,centralcoordinatiorof differentdomesticandinstitutionalpolicy

lineswasundertakerby actorsandagenciesvithin the coreof theforeignpolicy executive.

Inthecontextof F r a noountérpiracyefforts,thetaskof harmonisingnputsfrom different
governmentalstakehd¢ders was mainly undertakenby the GeneralSecretariatof National
DefenceandSecurity(SecrétariatGénéraldela Défenseetdela SécuritéNationale SGDSN),
headedy thePresidenbutformally in theauspice®f thePrimeMinistry. SGDSNwasdirectly
involved in the developmentof governmentalpolicies to tackle maritime piracy (French
GovernmenR020).SGDSNalsoled anationalsecurityalertsystemermedVigipirate, created
in orderto protectthe Frenchterritory and citizensabroadin caseof a terorist attack. This
systemis comprisedof a seriesof 6 p i rirdervenfion plans, with a componentcalled

6 P | R-ME Rdevotedo maritimeterrorismandpiracy( H o r amdRiexandru2008,167).

At the sametime, SGDSN undertookthis role in collaboraton with a numberof other
agenciesFrom a broadperspectivediplomatictaskssuchasthe negotiationof international
documentswere coordinatedby the Ministry for Europeand Foreign Affairs (Ministere de
| 6 E u et degAffaires Etrangéres MEAE), while the Ministry of Defence(Ministére des
ArméesMdA) providedinputto operationahspects$n collaborationwith M E A E Directorate

of SecurityandDefenceCooperatiofSGDSN2016,16).
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A GeneralSecretariafor the Sea(SGMer)within the Prime Ministry wasinvolvedin the
coordinaion of the g o v e r n pobcres ird rearitime matters,while also monitoring and
evaluating- r a nmoaétiinspolicy (FrenchGovernmen2020).Whennecessarygcommittee
chairedby SGMer convenedwith the participationof, amang other actors, the Secretary
Generabf DefenceandNationalSecurityandthe Chiefof theNaval Staff (FrenchGovernment
2020).InterministerialCommitteefor the Sea(CIMer) was anadditionaldecisionmakingtool
for all mattersrelatingto the seaandthe oceansconveningannuallyunderthe chairmanship
of the Prime Minister and attendedby the ministriesthat deal with maritimeissues(French

GovernmenR019).

Moreover, 6 aounsellorfor African affairs worked directly under the supervisionof
Presdent Nicolas Sarkozy and his diplomatica d v i (&egoub2018, 137). Sarkozy also
broughttogethera numberof key figuresto discusscrisis situationsrelatedto Somalipiracy,
including BernardKouchner (Minister of Foreign and European Affairs), Hervé Morin
(DefenceMinister), Admiral EdouardGuillaud (Chief of the Military Staff), GeneralJean
Louis Georgelin (Chief of the Defence Staff), and Claude Gueant(Chief of Staff of the

President)andJeanDavid Levitte ( S a r kdiplorgaficadvisor)(Guisnel2008).

Themultilateraldimensiorof F r a nengag@emenwith piracyoccurredhroughthreemain
institutionalfora: UN, EU andNATO. Main diplomaticchanneldbetweernheseevelsandthe
domestidevelarekeptby F r a nReené@nenRepresentation®s theseorganisationsalthough
they sharedthis role with ME A E pobtical directorandM d A &tetegicaffairs delegation

(Mérandetal. 2011).
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F r a nded@ssmakingstructureregardingthe EU andNATO operationsn the Gulf of

Adenis illustratedin Figurel0.
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Figure12.F r a n d@eeisitoemakingstructureregardingthe EU andNATOoperationsn the
Gulf of Aden.
(Source:Author)

6.2.3.Engagementvith NAVCO and Allied Provider: Independentbut urgent European

action

An important determinantof F r a n migab engagemenwith counterpiracy was its
Presidencyf the Councilof the EU in the secondhalf of 2008.Parisusedits this institutional
positionin the EU to set the agendafor a potential EU solution to Somali piracy. Initial
considerationsn Parisaboutwhat could be achievedthroughthe EU focusedon combined
naval capabilitiesto combat piracy as well as other key concens such as terrorism and
trafficking (US EmbassyParis 2008c). French Governmentencouragedts EU partnersto

contributemoreresourcesindgeneratgolitical supportfor expandingexistingeffortsinto an
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ESDPnavaloperatiofUS Embassyaris2008e).This wasevidentin defenceministerMo r i n 6 s

argumenthat Parisfavoursé aexercisethat mustbe at leastEuropeanjf noti nt er nat i on

(AFP 2008d).Kouchneralsoreferredto the protectionof maritimetraderoutein theregionto
give counterpiracy efforts a 6 ¢ o0 mnkaropeani n t e dineesstord(Kouchner 2009a).
Kouchnerfurther explainedthat althoughthe World Food ProgrammegWFP) shipswerethe
main targetsof piratesat the beginning,protectionof merchantshipssailing off the Somali
coastalsobecamean urgency(AFP 2008f). The importanceof this issuewas reinforcedby
Michel Barnier, FrenchMinister of Agriculture and Fisheriesof the time, who called for a
Europearresponsdo piracy attacksto protectthe commercialEuropearvesselsn this area

andhumanitariaraid convoys(AFP 2008e).

At the sametime, Parisleft openthe UN and otherchannelssuchasthe US-led Combined
Maritime Task Forces (CTF) (Interview 29: German official). Indeed, France was also
consideringa potentialjoint anti-piracy frameworkvia the US-led CombinedMaritime Task
Force (CTF150), as well as the expansionof CTF1 5 Ordles after F r a n andafesal
operationAlcyon terminateqUS Missionto UN 2007;US EmbassyParis2008b).Moreover
Pariswasalsoconcernedvith the speedat which the plannedeU operationcould belaunched
by acknowledginghata formal EU operationwould 6 t aloteoft i nbeebéfully deployed
(AFP 2008e).6 AredibleEU missionwould needa minimum of threes h i gnadné member
statehad corfirmed the participationof any specific shipsat the time (US EmbassyParis
2008d). Even upon assumingthe rotating Council Presidency,the French government
acknowledgedhatafull-fledgedEU operatiormighttakelongertimethanF r a nsix-endnsh

Courtil Presidency(US Embassy Paris 2008f). Moreover, Javier Solana, E U 6 High

Representativatthetime, wasunsuref a Europeamavalmissionwouldevenbe6 necessar y o

while welcomingthe coordinatiorcell asé sery goodstepin therightd i r e ¢AFR 20086).
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NeverthelessasPariswantedto 6 h aseneethingn p | aassoénaspossible,t choseto
useanEU initiative to coordinateexistingmembeirstateeffortsandfacilitateamoveto aformal
navaloperationunderthe EU (US EmbassyParis2008e) In this understandinga four-person
coordinationcell (NAVCO) was createdwithin the EU on 19 SeptemberTheaimwaso6 t o
coordinatehe efforts of theindividual memberstatesn thefight againstp i r &JS Endbassy
Paris 2008e; Dijkstra 2016, 189). For Kouchner,NAVCO was importantnot only for the
protectionof WFP deliveriesto Somalia,but alsofor 6 t éntreE Europearfishing fleetin the

r e g i(AG-m2008f).

F r a n empliasison protectionof shippingindustry also promptedFranceto focus on
laying thelegalgroundworkfor amorerobustEU initiative. ParisdraftedUNSCresolutionsas
alegalbasisd tsetthescendor anautonomou&SDPo p e r dUSEmbass\Brussel2008).
After UNSC resolution1816, Frenchdelegationto the UN cameto be in favour of a robust
resolutiondueto concernsbouts h i p o wehaaceosifsurancecompaniegor the payment
of ransomdo the pirates,aspirateswerebelievedto usethe ransommoneyto purchasemore
sophisticateatapabilitiesto carry out their actions (US EmbassyParis2008g).The following
UNSC resolution(1838)of 7 October2008 commendedhe work of NAVCO aswellasé t h e
ongoingplanningprocessowardsa possibleEuropearUnionnavalo p e r dUWNS©2008b).
Kouchnerarguedthat theseresolutiors gaveFranced t dpportunityto demonstratestrongly
in internationalwatersthatit wascapableof intervenng in Somaliwatersagainstpirates(La

PresseCanadienn2008b).

In additionto securityrelatedconcernsthe FrenchGovernmentvasalsolooking to setthe

EU operationindependentlyfrom the US. As stated,during the initial negotiationson the
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Frenchdraft resolution,Washingtonwas favouring the deletionof the phrase6 aredessary
me a s YUS&eaciketaryof State2008c).Yet, US diplomatsadmittedthatthey 6 h difficulty

providing substantiveesponse$o EU Presidencydiplomaticapproacheasthe EU prepared
for the Somaliaantipiracymi s s (USMis8ionto the EU 2009c).Eventually,acompromise
was found in the wording of the resoluton, which called upon statesto use6 t heeessary
meansjn conformity with internationalaw, asreflectedin the Conventionfor the repression

ofactsof p i r @UNS$GR008Db).

F r a nseardbfer alternativesolutionsto addresghe securitychallenges posedby piracy
andarmedrobberyin the Gulf of Adenshowsthesignificanceof theissuefor F r a nseauritys
interestdasedon the safetyof its own citizensandthatof thetraderoutetransitingtheregion.
AlthoughFrancedid notcommitresource$o theNATO OperationAllied Provider whichwas
launchedbeforethe EU operation,it did not block the launchof this operationat the North
Atlantic Council. In contrastto the perceptionin NATO at the time that Francewas almost
constantlyetoingcettain operationaplanningprocessed;rancechoseo cooperatavith other
NATO countriesin the contextof fight againstpiracy (Interview4: NATO official). A French
diplomat notedthat therewas 6 r o forne v e r yiroansecha vast geographicabreaand
F r a n goal @as essentiallypragmaticin havinga swift deploymentof as many assetsas

possibledeployedo theregion(US EmbassyParis2008e).

At the sametime, from a NATO-level perspectiveFranceasa non-contributingnationdid
nothavemuchof asayin thedirectionof the NATO operation(Interview 33: NATO official).
However,Francestill soughtto controlN A T Oiévslvementin theregionin suchaway that
it would not preventan independenEU presenceEven during its absencdfrom NA T O6 s

military commandFrancewasableto bring its positionswithouté d a n attivowgddingsat
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thesamd i rlietérview35:NATO official). In thissenseParisarguedhataNATO initiative
may negativelyimpactthe E U &wsork by causinginstitutional coordindion problems(US
EmbassyParis 2008e).To ensurethis complementaritydefenceminister Morin actedas a
gatekeepebetweernthe EU andNATO by takinganactiverole in the coordinationof the two
or g ani minativesqlmesview 37: Frenchofficial). Therefore,despitenot taking partin
the NATO operation Francewasconsideringheimplicationsof N A T Oidvelvementin the

Gulf of Adenfor theE U @oiesencen theregion.

Overall,holdingthePresidencyf the EU Council,Francesoughtto promotean independent
Europearinitiative, butit did not rule out alternativeoptionsmainly dueto the urgencyof the
issueof piracy andarmedrobberyin the Gulf of Aden (Interview 28: Germanofficial). Non
EU optionsincludedtheUS-led CTF150to performgereralsurveillancecallingfor additional
EU memberstateson an ad hoc basis,and 6 s e ¢ additionajcounterpiracy capabilities
throughNATO if theAlliance sod e c i (dSEsbassyParis2008g).Despiteusingmultiple
channelsto generatesupportto tackle Somali piracy, however, Paris was cautiousabout
N A T Oidvelvementin theregionespeciallyif this would havenegativeconsequence®r an
independenEU taskforce. Hence,Frencheffortsto generatenternationalsupportto address
Somalipiracy co-existedwith preferencesboutan institution of choiceandF r a na@oss s

operationaktrategiesn theregion.

6.2.4. Engagementwith the EU and NATO operations: Advantageousbut conditional
support

Beingabsenfrom theNATO operationfFrancewasalso reluctantaboutad hocframeworks
including actorssuchas China, Russiaand India. ThereasonwasF r a n lack @ previous

experiencean working with theseactorsin (naval) crisis managemensettings(US Embassy
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Paris2008a).This keptF r a n attentors on the EU and NATO options.At the sametime,
given the increasein pirate attacks,the imperativefor a robustand effective counterpiracy
mandatebecamemoreurgentfor France which wasalreadyconcernedbouttheimplications

of pirateattackdor its citizensandeconomy(Interview36: Frenchofficial).

Sucha mandatehoweverwaslackedby existingtaskforcessuchasthe US-led CTF151.
This taskforcehado t $okemissionof conductinganti-piracy operationsn the Gulf of Aden
andthe watersoff the Somalicoastin the Indian O ¢ e dPiobéhetal. 2011, 25). As a Sénat
reporthighlighted,it wasnot certainwhethercountespiracyis themainobjectiveof CTF151,
the main strengthsof which were seenasintelligencecapacityand military power (Ménard
2009).0Onthe otherhand,the EU wasoé t mastfocusedanddedicatedb p e r artternesaf 6
thefight againspiracyandarmedrobbery(interview30: Germarofficial). ThereforeFr anc e 6 s
preferencewas to complementother task forcesin the region rather than replacingthem
providedthatanautonomoug&uropearinitiative would notbeunderminedy othertaskforces
(Interview 33: NATO official; US EmbassyDjibouti 2009; Le Figaro 2008). As foreign
ministerKouchnerarguedthe EU andNATO operation®ughttowork asdé t womplementary

t o oin tlsefight againstpiracy (Kouchner2009b).

Whenthe EU operationAtalantawaseventuallylaunchedFrancgoinedwith threefrigates,
onesubmarineanda maritimepatrol aircraft (I1SS 2009b).On the otherhand,Francedid not
commit resourceso N A T O Besv operdion, Allied Protector.Francewas 6 v ekeeyn on
pursuinga particularl i basddon the autonomyof the EU operation(Interview 35: NATO
official). In orderto consolidateghe independenEU effort to tackle Somalipiracyin termsof
resourcesFrancewas alsowary abouta potentialresourcecompetitionbetweenthe EU and

NATO operationgInterview 37: Frenchofficial), while at the sametime arguingthatNATO
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shoulddraw on new, nonEU resourcesatherthanto the pool alreadyoperatingin Atalanta
(US EmbassyParis2009a) Havingreintegratednto the A | | i amilitarg dommandfFrance
hasbeerbetterableto bringthesed p-Elbp e r s p etaNt Al TvOefissSionmakingprocesses
(Interview33: NATO official). Asa6 h acorebf Al | thatlsidg suchperspectiveso NAC
meetingsFrancepursueda pro-EU approachn relationto whatNATO shouldbe focusingon

in crisis managementnamely military-focusedtasks(Interview 40: NATO official). In the
wordsof aNATO official, thesemeetingsveresometimegoo muchfocusedon6 d e awith n g

theE U é@atherthandiscussingN A T Orolas(Interview40: NATO official).

6.2.4.1. ComparativeadvantagesftheEU operation:Legaldimensionaddressingheroot

causef piracy,andsymbolicvalue

As the maturingof the EU operationcoexistedwith anincreasedn pirateattackson French
shipstransitingthe region,Pariscameto recognisghaté mi | actiomwillycometon ot hi ng 6
without 6 p u n i sohpm erngNaglis 2009).In orderto complemen military deterrence
efforts, the option of bringing piratesto Francefor trial beganto be discussednoreseriously
(Le Figaro 2009). During this time, however,Frenchlaw provideda basisfor the arrestof
individualsinvolved in the crimesin high sea relatedto illicit drug trafficking andillegal
immigration, ratherthan piracy (Ménard 2009). Therefore,Francetransferredthe captured
piratesto internationallyunrecognised?untland,with which Francehad a bilateral transfer
agreementYet, Puntlard was seenby the EU as lacking the sufficient legal frameworkto
observehumanrights guaranteegMénard 2009). French forces operatingunder the EU
operationthus had to opt out of its commandto transferthe capturedpiratesto Puntland
(Interview36: Frenchofficial). Additionally, a Sénatreportof May 2009statedhatprosecuting

the capturedpiratesin Francecould compelthe Frenchforcesto leavethe operationatheatre
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to bring the piratesto France whichwould in turn costconsiderabléime andmoney(Ménard
2009).Francealsoopposedhe Germanproposalof creatingan internationaltribunal to deal
with piracyprosecutiongUS Secretaryf State2009),insteadarguingthatthelocationof trial

should be decidedby nationalauthoritieson a caseby-casebasis(Interview 20: Academic

expert).

Overtime, the EU signedtransferagreementsvith a numberof regionalcountriessuchas
Kenya, TanzaniaMauritius, andthe Seychellesa developmentvelcomedby a Sénatreport
whicharguedhatthe EU opaationovercamdhed j u ddi ecai dalihd-rancegMenard2009).
Althoughacknowledginghatthedeploymenbf NATO forcesin theregionwaso6 aery useful
cont r i therdgportpaintedout that OperationAllied Protector6o s u f f feom & abedr]
lack of legal coverforits o p e r a asite mman {dalt net allow it to detainpi r at e s o
(Ménard2009). Therefore,Franceconsideredhat the E U &ransferagreementgresenteca
60 c 0 mp aa cavt a nfarahg EWoperationvis-avis other multilateral task forcesin the

region(Interview 36: Frenchofficial).

Parisalsoconsideredhelongtermcause®f Somalipiracy.Suchafocusontherootcauses
of piracywasin linewith F r a n& e dAder ipdicy,dutlinedin the2008White Paperasa
framewok to changehe existingdefenceandmilitary cooperatiorbetweerFranceandAfrica
(Ministere de la Défense2008, 6). Becauseit was home to the only military operation
exclusivelycarriedout by the African Union atthetime, Somaliawasanimportantcountry for
F r a nregeooBatbjectivessuchastrainingtheforcesof otherregionalcountriedike Uganda
andBurundi(Kouchner2009b) . Moreover PresidenSarkozyarguedhatwhilst military action
is an indispensableslementof the fight againstpiracy, it was also necessaryo rebuild the

political institutionsin Somalia strengtherthe Somalisecurityforces,andsupporithe African
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Union Missionin Somalia(Sarkozy2009).In parallel,Kouchnerstressedhatthe maincauses

of piracylaid in Somalia @hefight againstiracy [was]thefightford e v e | o (hef@mard 6
2009),andthat6é would obviouslybe uselesso sendmoretroopsto Somalia,a hugeterritory
without a statestructure without fighting povertyt h e(DesMontety 2009).For Morin too,

the EU neededd n judt to addresghe consequencegf the collapseof a country (Somalia),

which is the sourceof thepiracy, but alsoto addresghe causesf therestorationofas t at e 6

(AFP 2009D).

Despitethe fact thatN A T O OperationOceanShield also had a local capacitybuilding
mandateParisdrewontheEUG expertiseoflinking ¢ f ipilasitn s t r unrnheragiossidch
asdevelopmenaid to judicial agreementsvith countriesin theregion(Riddervold2014,559;
Council 2009). Similarly, additional EU instrumentsincluded the military training mission
EUTM Somalia(Council 2010), the StrategicFrameworkfor the Horn of Africa (Council
2011), the maritime capacity building mission EUCAP Nestor (Council 2012), as well as
EuropearDevelopment-und supportto regionalcapacitybuilding in the rule of law sectors
(Council 2013b). In addition to the fit betweenthe E U 66sc o mpr e & e m s vaade h 6
F r a nmativ@atoonto tacklethe root causef piracyin theregion,F r a n prefeéesceao
enga@ with counterpiracythroughthe EU ratherthanNATO alsohada practicalbenefitdue
to an EU operationalcentrebeing basedin Djibouti, where Francealso had a military base

(interviews 36 and37: Frenchofficials).

The EU operationalsohada symbolc valuefor Franceon two aspectsFirst, it epitomised
the F r a n codeddsrshipwith the UK behindthe E U 6rale as an internationalsecurity
provider.Sarkozystatedin 2009that Atalantawaslaunchedas6 t first EU navaloperation,

thefirst operaion defendingpurely Europearinterestsand,w h a maresthefirst EU military
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operationcommandedby theUnitedK i n g d®arkdazy2009).GiventheU K 6oHer to make
its OperationalHeadquartein Northwoodand a British operationscommandemavailableto

Atalanta,Kouchnerstatedthat Atalantais 6 aeautifuls y mbob HFraimcoeBritish cooperation
(DeMontety2009).Kouchneralsohighlightedthetiming of the EU operationwhich coincided
with tenth anniversaryof the FranceBritish St Malo Declarationof 1998 (Miliband and

Kouchner2008).

Second,the EU operationreflectedF r a n t é B 8 deolg @éfensepolicy basedon
promotingthe developmenbf a CSDPthat canactindependentlyfrom the US (Rieker2017,
26). DefenceministerJuppéstatedhatAtalantais 6 aemampleof whatwe wantto dotogether
in terms of Europeanmilitary ¢ o o p e r (8énat2011)5 Other high-level officials also
emphasisedhat Atalanta showed 6 w h the EuropeanUnion can do when it wantst o 6
(AssemblédNationale2012b).A NATO official approvinglystatecthatF r a nparicipation
to the EU insteadof NATO operationwaslinked to its leadershipwithin the EU atthetime as
well asits preferencdor aseparat&U commandn theregion(Interview33: NATO official).

At the sametime, not only theinstitutionof choicebutalsoé o per & f f 0 cvaakakey y 0
concernfor France which would haveusedthe bilateraloptionif thatwasthe moreefficient
courseof action (Interview 36: French official). Paris maintainedthat the EU operation
0 pr o v ontyamiktdry answerto the questionof p i r ardthérewasa needd6 f thea
internationalcommunity,andin particularfor the EuropeanUnion, to get moreinvolved in

solvingthisc r i (Séna2611).

Overall,in theGulf of Aden,Francechosethe EU operatiorasaframeworkfor intervention,
while diplomaticallysupportingheNATO operationin line with securityintereststhis choice

wasinformedby the EU 0 p e r a indresobustsesponsdo the threatof piracy througha
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widerrangeof instrumentsaswell asthefit betweerF r a nandthiie E U Gegionalpolicies.
Domesticveto playerswere alsoinstrumentalin F r a n deeisiosto lead andjoin the EU
operationaswasevidentin key decisionma k edetsriinatiorto usethe EU operationasa

symbolof the FrenchleadershigbehindexternalEU action.

6.2.5.Conclusion

In this sectionl assessewhetherthe empiricalevidenceon F r a n strategissvithin the
operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO matcheghe patternof eventspredictedby the
multifactor model presentedn Chapter2. The evidencesuggestdhat the EU hasbeenthe
primaryframeworkof interventionfor Franceto addresgiracy andarmedrobberyin the Gulf
of Aden, which wasa significantsecuritythreatto Frenchcitizensand economy.While not
taking partin the NATO operation Francearguedwithin N A T Odeaisionmakingprocesses
thattherole of NATO shouldbeto supportheEU 0 p e r adctiviten,raterthanduplicating
them. In addition to Frane Os®curity interests,the role of veto playerswithin Fr anc e 6
domesticpolitical environmentlsoplayedakeyrolein F r a n straeyissaboutthe EU and
NATO operationsin the Gulf of Aden. That s, the FrenchGo v e r n milimgheésso
demonstraté& r a nleadedskigpehindCSDP,its emphasi®n Europearmilitary cooperation
and parliamentaryreportsfavouring the EU operationwere contributingfactorsto Fr an c e 6
decisionto takepartin the EU operationandnot blockingN A T Oiavslvementaslong asit

did notdrawon the pool of resourcesvailableto the EU operation.
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Thedriversandtypeof F r a nstrategiesn the Gulf of Adenareillustratedin Table7.

Drivers of F r a n stratégges

Typeof F r a n stratégges

Securityinterests

Piracyandarmedrobbery
posedathreatto French
citizensandeconomy

Domesticvetoplayers

S ar k axdfor@ign
mi n i sLmphasi®ns
Frenchleadershigehind
CSDP;defence

mi n i sLmphasi@ns
Europeammilitary
cooperation;
parliamentaryeports
favouringthe EU
operation

Preferenceabout
meansof intervention

Needfor arobust
interventionincluding
legalarrangementto
avoidbringingcaptured
piratesto Francefor trial

Toleration

Advantageous
institutionalposition
in theEU; EU
operation
comparative
advantages;
emphasi®nan
independenEU
operationapproving
NATOOG s
involvement
providedthatit does
not negativelyaffect
the EU operation.

Table7. France'sstrategieswithin the operationaloverlapin the Gulf of Aden

The evidencefrom this casestudy offers supportto the threefoldargumentof the thesis.

First,in line with argumenthatmembeistatesarticulateandpursuecrossoperationattrategies

acrosgheoverlappingecrisismanagementperationof the EU andNATO, Franceconsidered

the implications of its strategiesabout one operationfor the other. While tolerating the

involvementof NATO taskforcesin theregion, Franceconstantlyattemptedo block NATO

attemptsthat could havenegativeconsequence®r anindependenEU operation.Therefore,

despitenot taking part in the NATO operation,Francewas consideringthe implications of

N A T Oidvelvementin the Gulf of Adenfor theE U @esencén theregion.
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Secondfranceexercisedts choicesaboutthe EU andNATO operationghroughparticular
practicesof forum-shopping.In line with the strategyof tolerationas outlinedin Chapter2,
Francetook partonly in the EU operationwhile offering political anddiplomatic supportto
the NATO operation.Importartly, suchsupportto the latter operationwas conditionalupon
ensuringthatN A T Oiévselvementwould draw on assetseparatdérom thoseavailablein the

EU pool andtherebynot preventanindependenEU operation.

Third, the evidencealsooffers supportto the third elementof the multifactor modelwhich
emphasisetherole of the organisatiorof nationalpolicymakingin the effective articulation
and pursuit national strategiesF r a n ergadisstionof foreign and security policymaking
facilitated a consistentline of policy throughoutF r a n stratégeswithin the operational
overlapbetweenthe EU and NATO in the Gulf of Aden. While demonstratinga continued
readinesdo actively assess cascadindist of optionsto tackle piracy dueto the urgencyof
dealingwith piracy,key decisionmakerswereunified aroundtheideaof takingpartin the EU
operationandnot blockingthe NATO operationaslong asit provideda politically acceptable
leverageo effortsto tacklepiracyin theregion.PresidenSakozy andforeignministry owned
theEU operationasit symbolised= r a nleadedskifpehindthedevelopmenof CSDP while
the defenceministry thought the operationwould reinforce the military cooperationwith
EuropearpartnersMoreover parliamentarncommitteereportsfavouredr r a nparécipation
to the EU operationratherthanthe NATO-led taskforces.Francealsohadmorepowerin the
EU during especiallyduringtheinitial phase®f operationsyhenit heldtherotatingCouncil

Presidency.
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6.3.Germany: Fulfilling responsibilitieswith limited multilateralism

6.3.1.The contextof Germany® engagemenwith counter-piracyin the Gulf of Aden

Beforethe EU andNATO operationsGermanywasinvolvedin the Gulf of Adenthrough
OperationEnduringFreedom(OEF),thoughG e r m a pargic@pationin this operationdid not
explicitly coverfight againspiracyandarmedrobberyin theregion(Bundesta@008b,19755).
Germanf o r mandafendrulesof engagemen this operationwerealsorestrictivein that
Germansoldierswere not able to boardthe ship that was subjectto an attack without the
approvalof thatship (Petra2008;Birgitta 2008;NATO 2017).As Germanf 0 r cegpes@to
calls from civilian vesselspassingby the region was thereforereactive Germanywas also
reluctantto escortWorld FoodProgramme&WFP) convoysduringthe increasegirateattacks

in late 2007 (Der Spiegel2008;AFP 2008c).

Germanforcesalsotook partin N A T OStandingMaritime Group2 (SNMG-2) operating
in the Gulf of Adenandthe PersianGulf at thetime (Novaky 2018a,146). Similar to German
forcesunderOEF, however,SNMGswerenormally not usedfor N A T Odagitime security
operations(Interview 35: NATO official). Therefore,Germanforcesunder SNMG-2 were
unableto provideimmediateaid to civilian vesseldn need(e.g.Die Welt 2008a).Insteadof
respondingo piracy,BerlinsawG e r m apmegedicn SNMGsasa strategigoriority to ensure
thatd G e r nsgangrallyrepresenteth theNATO Responsé&orceatallt i m(8M\@ 2006,

95).
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With anincreasein pirate attackson vulnerablevesselsin mid-2008, Germanycameto
acknowledgethe need for a more proactive responseto piracy incidentsin the region.

Accordingto defenceministerFranzJoseflung,

i A nthyeatto theflow of goodsaffects| G e r maescogyoinglh addition,
Germanyhasthe third largestmerchantfleet in the world accordingto the
nationality of the owner.Germanyis by far the largestowner nation of the

containershipf | e(RBunhdesregierung008a).

Similarly, seniorofficials from the FederalMinistry of Defence(Bundesministeriunder
VerteidigungBMVQg) emphasisethatsuchincidentsin theregionwereaconcerrfor Germany
dueto risks posedto theinternationakraderoutetransitingthe region(Kossendey008).This
emphasi®nG e r maatgndnsdnterestsin themaritimedomainresonatedkey elemenin
the20066 Wh Pdperon GermanSecurityPolicy andthe Futureof theB u n d e s whiclh r 6 ,
stressedhatthe FederalArmedF o r dasksidthe maritimedomainincludedthe protection
of free tradesecuity, and particularly the protectionof maritime traderoutes(BMVg 2006,
95). The White Paperalsostatedthat 6 t tnkinderedexchangenf goodsandthe securityof
transportroutesareessentiatriteriafor the tasksof the Bundeswehf{FederalArmed Forces],
especially on a global s ¢ a (Bandesregierung2008a, 47). Furthermore,the Federal
Go v e r n Maritime @dgnda2025document preparedby BMVg, sawthe protectionof
maritimetraded athe basisof GermanandEuropearp r o s pamdiderttifiedthe protection

of maritimetradeasa key taskof the GermanNavy (BMVg 2008,1).
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6.3.2.Domesticdecisionrmaking structure

Similarto G e r maengagesnenith policetrainingin Afghanistanthroughthe EU and
NATO, a hostof federalministriesassumedarioustasksregardinghec o u n engagément
with counterpiracyn the Gulf of Aden,reflectingG e r magowedancenantraof6 gui del i ne
c o0 mp e t(RightineeldkompetenzAs stated,Germanyendorseda densedecisioamaking
networkthrougha conceptof 6 n e t we e & e @arnetytédcherhei). Accordingly, it is

essentiato have

0 é a sharedsituationalunderstandingf all the actorsform the basisfor
securitypolicy decisionsat nationalandinternationalevel. In developng a
picture of the nationalsituation,an interministerialapproachs neededhat

considersaandbringstogetheralla s p e(BMVg 2006,22).

In thisrespectpolicymakingroleswith regardg€o theEU andNATO operationsn the Gulf
of Adenwerecoordnatedat cabinetlevel, while individual departments$ed policymakingin
more specific areas.The C h a n ¢ e l(Buraeskadzkramjtsdecisioamaking roles and
responsibilitiesn G e r ma coynterpiracystrategiesnainly lied in concludingthe general
guidelinesfor governmentahction as well as coordinationand strategicdirection of policy
inputs of variousdepartmentgJacob2012,472).In this vein, managemendf operationsand
technicaldetails of externaldeploymentsof the Germanmilitary were dealt with relevant
governmentahgenciepossessing high degreeof autonomyfrom the centraladministration
thanksto whatis knownasRessortprinzipFurthermoreChancelloMMerkelengagednuchless
with theissuecomparedo federalforeign and defenceministersat thetime (Brummer2013,
217).To theextentwhenthe Chancellerywasinvolved, it actedmoreasa mediatorto smooth

out possibleinterministerialdisagreementénterview 29: Germanofficial).
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Federal Foreign Office (AuswartigesAnt-AA) was the main ministry that represented
G e r mapogitiobnsduringinternationahegotiationonthefight againsipiracy,suchasthose
underthe EU, NATO, andthe UN. In addition, AA officials alsotook partin international
working meetingson the issuesuchasthe frameworkof the ContactGroupon Piracyoff the
Coastof Somalia(CGPCS).Dependingon the particulardimensionof piracy, officials from
theFederaMinistry of Interior (BundesministeriurdesinnernBMI) andthe FederaMinistry
of Traffic, Constructionand City Development(Bundesministeriuni¢r Verkehr, Bau und
StadtentwicklunddBMVBS) also attendedtheseworking meetings(Ausw?rtiges Amt 2014a,
29). A dedicatedCrisis ResponseCentre (Krisenreaktionszentrujnocatedat AA prepared

detailedanalysisfor rapidmeasureso betakenin crisissituationg(Ausw?rtigesAmt 2019b).

As anotherkey domesticagency,FederalMinistry of Defence(Bundesministeriunder
Verteidigung BMVQg) wasinvolvedin operationalaspectdy virtue of havinga control over
the useof G e r ma melgvansinstrumentssuchas armedvessels(Ehrhartet al. 2012, 16).
Moreover,AA and BMVg togethermanagedand directed Germanpolicymakingregarding
CSDPquestionsintheEU,G e r maAmpassadoto PSC(PoliticalandSecurityCommittee)
was supportedby a teamof officials including military advisorfrom BMVg (Wright 2019,

153).

Otherministriessituatedat the peripheryof this core networkof ministriesalsoundertook
certainrolesin maritime security policymaking BMI controlledoverthec o u n tvarigu®
policestructuresf aGermarshipwas attackedutsidethe Germanterritorial waters(Interview
28: Germanofficial). In caseof criminal investigationstheseauthoritieswere the Federal

Police(Bundespolizgj theFederalCriminal Police(BundeskriminalamBKA) and,depending
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onlocaljurisdiction,StateCriminal PoliceOffices(LandeskriminélmterLKA) (Ehrhart2012,
16). BKA andthe FederalPolice were also part of a joint national crisis teamattendedby
representativefrom the Chancellery,AA, BMI, and BMVg (BMWi 2011, 12). Moreover,
working closely with BMI, BMVBS was responsiblefor planning the measuredor the
protectionof Germanmerchantships,as well as checkingthe s h i gompiancewith the
relevant safetyregulationgBundesta@011,8). FederalstateqLandel) werealsoinvolved at
the political level throughtaking partin the regularconferencesindworking meetingsof the

interior stateministersof the stateqEhrhartetal. 2012,15).

Thework of theseagenciesvas coordinatedhroughworking groupssuchasthe maritime
security working group (Ressortarbeitskreidlaritime SicherheHAK MarSi), an informal
mechanisniormedof variousministriesincludingBMI, BMVg, BMF!8, andBMVBS at State

SecretaryStaatssekretddevel (Petretto2013,157).

In contrasto FranceandtheUK, G e r m aparyicipationto operationsn the Gulf of Aden
requiredex ante parliamentaryapproval.Becauseof the importantrole of the parliamentthe
FederalGovernmentd ¢ o n s with represdniativesf all political partiesin parliament(the
so-called@bleutd garlyonto taketheirconcernsntoa ¢ ¢ o (Retersial. 2014,435). The
Germanparliament(Bundestay not only held the FederalGovernmentacmuntablefor the
deploymenbf Germanforcesto the fight againstpiracyin the Gulf of Aden, but alsoguided
andcontrolledthis deploymenvia its plenariesandcommitteesForeignAffairs (Auswartigen
AusschussgésandDefence(VerteidigungsausschusS€ommitteesheld meetingsand provided
recommendationand reportson the Bundestagor decisionson deploymentsabroad.These

committeesalsoreceivedreportsfrom the FederalGovernmenbn the situationin the areasof

18 FederaMinistry of Finance(Bundesministeriurder Finanzen
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operationInterview8: GermarViP). Becauseadeploymenmusthavealegalbasis(e.g.UNSC
Resolution NATO treaty) and conformwith domesticlegal provisions(Paulusand Comnick
2011,78)in orderto havea parliamentaryapproval Bundestagvitnessedat timesfierceinter-

partydebatesrourd theissue,aswill beseenn thefollowing paragraphs

G e r madegistosmaking structureregardingthe EU andNATO operationsn the Gulf

of Adenis illustratedin Figurel1l.
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Figure13.G e r madegisirsmakingstructureregardingthe EU andNATOoperationsin
the Gulf of Aden.
(Source:Author)

6.3.3.Roadto counterpiracy:A fierce domesticdebate

G e r marpagto leeinginvolvedin counterpiracy effortsthroughthe EU andNATO was

far from straightforward. arguethatthe complexitiesGermanyfacedaboutthis issuewere
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basedon contrastingstanceof key domesticstakeholdersn Berlin, both within andoutside

the FederalGovernment.

A startingpoint to look atthesedomestidssuesof concernis thelegalbasisof Ge r many 6 s
contributionto theinternationafight againspiracy.Accordingto Germanaw, boththeFederal
ArmedForceqBundeswehrandthe FederaPolicemaybeinvolvedin respondingo thecrime
of piracy (Paulusand Comnick 2011, 80). At the sametime, Article 87a(2) of the German
constitutionstipulatesthat the Bundeswehmay only be deployedwith exclusivepermision
suchasin caseof naturaldisasteror emergenciethatendangetheterritory of morethanone
federal Land (BMJV 2020). Takentogetherwith other relevantdomesticlaw, namely the
Maritime DutiesLaw (Seeaufgabengesgtmdthe FederalPoliceLaw (Bundespolizeigsety,
this meanghatfight againstpiracyis aresponsibilityof the FederalPolicebothin andoutside
of Germancoastalwaters(Maihold and Petretto2008, 3). Nonethelesshecausdhe German
law did not explicitly statethat only the FederalPolice may carry out this task, a potential

deploymenbf thearmedforceswasstill analternativeoptionfor Germany.

Insteadof makingpublic commentsexplicitly relatedto the questionof piracy, Chancellor
Me r k eafligisgatementsntheissuefocusednthesecuritysituationin Somala. In aspeech
to theAfrican Union (AU) in October2007 for example shedescribedhesituationin Somalia
asoO aatastrophéor thep e o pwhiehdvould alsoentailé6 ¢ 0 n s i dhregersobthe gegion
andb e y owhde@lsounderliningG e r mawilljngnsessto helpSomaliaby sayingthatd w e
[sic] offerall our[sic] h e |(Burddesregierung007a)Addressinghe Bundestagn November
2008, Merkel emphasisedhat Germanywould 6 a s sitsme& s p 0 n goi pboiedtd tt ly &
securityof b u s i mwhich md@udesthe safetyof transportroutes(Bundesregierun@008b).

Likewise,Chancelleryofficials did notnormallyattendparliamentarylenariesvheretheissue
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wasdiscussedyhile theChancelloonly occasionallyattendedhemeetingofthep ar | i ament 6

foreignaffairscommittee(Interview8: GermanMP).

(@)
n

Ontheotherhand,theissuewaswatchedcloselyby the ministriesdealingwith Ge r ma n 'y

(@}

participation to counterpiracy operationsin the Gulf of Aden. As stated,Ger many
policymakingaboutits engagemenin the regionthroughthe EU and NATO wasled by the
Federal Foreign Office (Auswartiges Amt AA) and Federal Ministry of Defence
(Bundesministeriungder Verteidigung BMVg). AA arguedthat insteadof a new domestic
mandae, existingUN SecurityCouncil(UNSC)resolutionsaandtheUnitedNationsConvention
on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) provided sufficient legal basesfor Germanforcesto
participatemultilateralcounterpiracy frameworkshatarealreadyoperabldan theregion, such
asN A T OAlled Provider(UNSC 2008a;2008h UN 1982;Bundestag?008a,2; Die Welt
2008b) .Moreover key figuresfrom SPD,whichwasthecoalitionpartnedeadingthe AA, were
hesitanto engagen a new counterpiracy operation(Interview8: GermanMP). In short AA
initially sawno needfor a newparliamentaryprocesgsuchasachangdn the constitutionor a
new Bundestagpproval)for the deploymenbf the armedforcesin the fight againstpiracyin

the Gulf of Aden.

In contrastfor BMV(g, it wasnotclearwhetherexistingoperationsvereexplicitly mandated
with counterpiracythroughrobustrulesof engagementndeed BMVg arguedhatanewlegal
basisshouldbe providedfor the Bundeswehto be usedin thefight againstpiracy.For BMVg,
0 t rigkt to takeactionagainsipirates] € is notto be contradictedy thefactthatpiracyis a
policet a saakdthatd a | rirthegast,the Bundeswehhasexplicitly takenon police tasks
abroadfor examplein Kosovoor A f g h a n(Bundestag?0G8f,1). Therefore FranzJosef

Jung federalministerof defenceatthetime, statedhat6 ishotyetc | eifaexisfingoperations
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suchasN A T OOperationAllied Providerwererelatedto piracy at all (Der Tagesspiegel,
2008).BMVg further arguedthat existingoperationsd i n ¢ lonlygretdctivemeasuregor
WFPships[and]thearrest/detentionf pirateswasnotp | a n(Bunde&ta@008i,11).BMVg
alsobelievedthatatemporaryNATO operatiorwould be anineffectiveresponseo piracy off
the Somali coastbecausé® o nttee mid [was] over,whenthe piratestakeoff with the shipand
have capturedthe crew, pursuitby Germannaval units [was] no longerp o s s (Déuts&hé

Welle 2008).

Indeed,becaus@&JNCLOS provisionsdid not applyto theterritorial watersof a state,in an
incidentin 2009, Germannavalforceshadto releasea groupof capturedpiratesat sea(HoL
2009b, 11). Hence,accordingto B MV g @ew, a lack of 6 ¢ | arsstitutionalb a s was 6
preventing a potential Bundeswehrdeploymentin the region (Deutsche Welle 2008).
Additionally, BMVg was concernedthat G e r ma athebcemmitmentsat the time was
constrainingG e r m a potgniiadparticipationto a counterpiracy operationln thewordsof a
Germanofficial, 6 [ p a r t indNAT@aperatiogsn the region] was not really discussed
anymorebecausgherewasno needandnot enoughlGerman]s h i (ntergiew29: German

official).

The debateaboutwhetherGermanycan alreadyjoin the internationalfight aganst piracy
throughthe EU and NATO was alsoresonatedn the Germanparliament.Referringto the
disagreemenetweenthe FederalForeignOffice andthe FederalMinistry of Defenceabout
how Germanyshouldandcould be involvedin a counterpiracy operatian, somemembersof
theBundestagrguel thatthetwo ministrieswered h o p ed ie \s isod tedsdue(Bundestag
2008e,19758).Respondingo thesecriticisms, CDU, the leadingcoalition partnerassuming

theleadershipf the BMVg, arguedthattheaim of the FederaMinistry of Defencewasnotto
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confusethe internaland externalmissionsof the armedforces,butinsteadto provide6 c | ar i t y
in the Germanlegalframeworksothatwe [sic] canmeetthe obligationsunderthe Convention
on the Law of the Seaard the needto combatmodernpiracyd (Bundestag2008b, 18443).
Furthermore,a Bundestagmemberfrom CDU arguedthat the German Navy could be
empoweredo act againstpiracy outsideof emergencyaid by creatingd aeliable,clearlegal
b a s wisich could be achievedby changing and expandingthe relevant constitutional

provisions(Bundesta@008b,18443).Accordingto anothetCDU member,

i Asoonastherobberyis nolongerpresentfor examplef thepiratesdepart
with the hijacked ship, persecutionby German naval units is no longer
possiblefor legalreasons|[ € We [sic] haveto think aboutan amendment
to theBasicLaw thatwill allow our navy(sic] to takeactionagainsp i r at es . 0

(Bundesta@008e,19768)

Yet,B MV g shascdacedresistancérom somepoliticiansfrom SPD,whichwas,asstated,
holdingthe AA leadershipBundestagnemberdrom SPDarguedthat CDU andBMVg were
attemptingto give the armedforcesmorescopefor action.Accordingto this line of argument,
B MV g siamcewas an attemptby the CDU to 6 b Ithe lines betweeninternal and external

S e ¢ u(Bundegta2008b,18443).

Another key stakeholderwithin the governmentwas the Federal Ministry of Interior
(Bundesministeriurdesinnern, BMI) dueto thepossibilityof deployingthe FederalPolicefor
internationakounterpiracytasks.Yet, BMI did notfavourthis option.Insteadjt believedthat
the armed forces could take action againstpiracy on the basis of German constitution

(Bundesta@2008c,5).
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BMI was also concernedaboutthe capability of the FederalPolice to tackle piracy in
internationalaters As the FederaMinister of Interior WolfgangSchaublegointedout,6 [ € ]
if the FederalPoliceshoulddo that[counterpiracy], thenit needghe logistical capabilitesor
afasttransport it doesnothavethem- andabaseif it hasto operatdfromthes e @@ndestag
2009a,24185). Indeed, the shortterm deploymentpatternand experiencef the maritime
division of the FederalPolice (GSG9,Aviation Group)were deemedinsuficient to conduct
policing tasksthe seain line with the UNSCr e s o | tequestdor forig-term deployments

(PaulusandComnick2011,78).

Therewere alsoconcerngaisedfrom outsidethe coalition governmentFor instance Die
Linke factionin Bundestagd c at e g o € j e thd optghroof to approveBundesweld s
undertakingof tasksthatwerelegally assignedo thefederalforeignpolice. As statedby aDie
Linke parliamentarianthe EU operatiorwasaboutd f u radvaneimgheassumptiorof police
tasksby themilitary, thatis, aboutdissolvingthestrict separatiorof thesetwo forcesenshrined
inthec o n s t i(Bundesta@@09%,856).A commentatoatthetime alsoarguedhaté wh e n
the Bundeswehr{was] senton missionsabroad,it is assigied [ € Jpolice tasks, namely
functionsfor which it is actually not responsibleandthat constitutea growing burdenoni t 6

(Steinhilber2008,35).

Engagedwith such domesticpolitical debatesGermanywas limited in influencing the
mandate®f the EU and NATO operationgdespitethe urgencycausedby rising incidentsof
piracy andarmedrobberyin the region (US EmbassyNairobi 2008). The lack of agreement
betweerforeignanddefenceministriespreventedsermanyto takepartin the alreadyexisting

NATO operationAllied Provider(US Missionto NATO 2008a) Although Germanyproposed
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amandateo allow NATO stateso engagepirates(US Missionto NATO 2008c),BMVg was
still againstan ad hoc counterpiracy operationsuch as Allied Provider, which was even
perceivedto have6 n o t tbkdowittp counterp i r @US EndbassyBerlin 2008a) During this
processtherehavebeenhourslong negotiationswithin the North Atlantic Councilasnational
representativetried to cometo an agreementboutthe rules of engagmentof the planned
operation(Interview 33: NATO official). ThereforeG e r maengagemenwith the EU and
NATO operationgiuringthe agendasettingandplanningstagesverelimited asaresultof the
FederalG o v e r n engagem@mvith a domesticdebde aboutthe appropriatanultilateral
frameworkthroughwhich Germanycould contributeto theinternationafight againstpiracyin

the Gulf of Aden.

6.3.4.Launching of the EU operation: Making everyonehappy

At the sametime, beforethe launchof the EU operationtherewasalreadysomedomestic
supportor theinvolvemeniof Germanyin thefight againspiracy,albeitindirectly. Themotion
that the Federal Governmentproposedto Bundestagfor the continuatim of Ger many 6 s
contributionto N A T OOperationEnduringFreedom(OEF) for tasksthat were not directly
relatedto thefight againstpiracy, suchasreconnaissancsurveillanceandsituationmapping
in the Horn of Africa, was approvedin Bundestagwith 428 approvalsand 130rejections
(Bundestag 2008d, 2; Bundestag 2008h). During parliamentary plenaries where the
prolongationof G e r ma pagtidpationto NATO-led OEF was discussedsomeBundestag
membersarguedhatthe separatiorof the fight againsterorismandpiracyisad h aglitting
d i s c uandthatthee &ederalArmed Forcesshouldbe involved in both tasks(Bundestag
2008e,19762).Similarly, theview in the CDU/CSUwasthatcounterterrorismoperationsuch

as OEF were intendedto ensuretha 6 t beapassagesn the Horn of Africa, which are
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strategicallyimportantfor world trade ,arealsos e ¢ u(Bundk$ia@008e,19764).Therefore,

theinitial perceptionwasthatcounterterrorismvould alsoaddresgiracyin theregion.

However the patticularemphasisnadeon counterpiracyasataskonits ownrightincreased
with the launchof the EU operationAtalanta,afterwhich the FederalGovernmentagreedhat
a parliamentarymandateshouldbe securedfor Germanyto participatein this operation.In
proposingthe deploymenbf Germantroopsunderthe EU operation the FederalGovernment
initially suggestedhata flexible approactcouldbefollowedin caseNATO taskforceswould
onceagainbe involved in the region. Indeed,the deploymentof N A T O OperationAllied
Provider in October 2008 presenteda new opportunity for Germanyto participatein a
multilateraloperatiorto combatpiracyin the Gulf of Aden.As statedNATO decidedo deploy
its StandingMaritime Groups2 (SNMG-2), in which Germanywasalreadytakingpart Under
thisoperationGermanwarshipsescoredWFP shipsandconducedpatrolsoff theSomalicoast
to help stop acts of piracy. However, the Federal Governmentwas reluctantto relocate
G e r mafargesirom SNGM-2 to the NATO operationdueto operationaconcernsbecause
suchamovewasbelievedto incuroperationadifficulties especiallywhenGermanyis theforce

commandem StandingMaritime Groups(US EmbassyBerlin 2008a).

At the sametime, Germanyarguedthat SNMGs canbe usedto supportthe EU operation,
hencepreferringa ¢ p r a grasaurcenta n a g e approathi@ orderto preventpotential
duplication of existing NATO efforts with a parallel EU operation(Bundestag2008d, 4;
Bundestag2008e,19766) With the launchof the EU operationAtalantain December2008,
N A T OOperationAllied Provider which Germanyhasnot beenableto participatedue to

aforementionedebatebetweerkey stakeholders Berlin, ceasedts operations.
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However,domestielevel factorslimited G e r m aabiltydtspractie apragmaticapproach
acrossthe EU andNATO operationsin orderto securea broadparliamentaryconsensusn
favour of the EU operatiort®, FederalGo v e r n mstatenter@isseavily focusedon and
highlighted the comparativeadvantage®f the EU operation.ChancellorMerkel described
G e r ma pastidpationto the EU operationas 6 a n oimpogantt a sokBundeswehin
fulfilling G e r ma matodasand internationalresponsibilitiesasa 6 p afrtte internatonal

c o mmu IGAFR 2008Q).

Thefederalforeignministerof thetime, FrankWalterSteinmeierwasanotheikey promoter
of G e r ma pagidpationto the EU operationWelcomingthe EU operationhe mentioned
that a robustresponseto piracy in the Gulf of Aden was allowed underan EU mandate
(Bundestag2008g,21058).Steinmeieralso emphasisedhe solidarity betweenGermanyand
the EU andthe long-term cause®f Somalipiracy by statingthat6 G e r madthg European
Union [werd sendingout animportart messagefor the peopleof Somalia for securityin the
regionandfor internationak o | i dBundestag2@®8g,21058).Linking theoperatiorto the

promotionof democracyandfunctioningstatemechanism# Somalia he furtherarguedhat:

i E v e ekpowsthatthe cause®f piracyarein factnotatseaForthis,one
needsfunctioning statestructureson land [ € JThe EU mission makesan

importantcontributionto thisi n d i r(Buadedtag@08g,21058).

Thissuggestshat for Berlin, theEU opaationpossessesomecomparativeadvantagesis-
avis its NATO counterpartsuchaspresenting directresponsegainsipiracyandaperceived

indirect contributionto the long-term causef the issue.The FederalGovernmenbelieved

B Thefirst FederalGovernmenproposalon G e r m a panigipationto Atalantawasapprovedoy 4916y e s 6
votesagainstt56 n wotieson19.12.2008.
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thatN A T O@psratonOcearShield,whichwaslaunchedn August2009,focusedncounter
piracywith a6 p u mavdlayp p r owherdashe E U écamprehensivapproachaddressed
not only military actionbut alsoissuesaboutfood security,educationandhealth(Bundestag

2012,20592).

Political partieswithin the parliamentalso stressedthat piracy is a symptomof more
fundamentaproblemsin mainlandSomaliaandthatthe FederalGovernmenheedgo address
thesdssuessia acomprehensivstrategy SPD,for instancecdled the FederalGovernmento
embedAtalantainto a morecomprehensiveecuritystrategyto addresghelongertermissues

in Somalia(Bundesta@008c,1007;Bundesta@009b,852; Bundesta@2009¢,1001).

The leadershipof the FederalForeignOffice charged from SPDto FDP after September
2009 federal elections. Guido Westerwelle,St e i n nsaccessor@msphasisedhat as a
tradingnation,Germanycannotleaveits Europearpartnersalonein thefight againstpiracyin
the Gulf of Aden (Gathmanr2012). Despite being more hesitantaboutmilitary engagement
with thepiratesatseaandarguingthatalandoperatiormightbeneededyesterwellesupported
G e r ma pagtidpationto the EU operationasa 6 p r a gimhebfidédd o thenfigst things
f i r(istarvidw 8: GermanMP). Therefore,G e r ma chgiog@ &f joining the EU operation
withouttakingpartin theNATO operatiorwasinformedby comparativeadvantagesf theEU

operationin termsof addressinghelong-termcause®f piracyin the Gulf of Aden.

As stated, BMVg was already more enthusiasticthan AA in Germanarmedf or c e s 6
involvementin the fight againstpiracy througha new operationthatis explicitly taskedwith
counterpiracy.B MV g sugportfor G e r m a pasticdpationto EU operationwasé b a sne d

themorerobustmandatevasprovidedby the E U éomparedo the previousNATO operation
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(Interview 30: Germanofficial). For Karl JozefJung,the federal minister of defence,if a
0 E u r aomssianthatprovidesfor adeploymenbnly in front of the Somdi coastfor acertain
period of time and the Bundestagagreesto that, then the Bundeswehrcanp ar t i ci pat €

(Bundesregierung008a,47).

By giving an exclusiveresponsibilityfor the Germanarmedforces,the EU operationalso
presenteénopportunityfor the FederaMinistry of Defenceto rule outtheinvolvementof the
federalpolicein thisissue.In theview of the FederaMinistry of Defence theaforementioned
uncertaintyaboutthe mandateof a new multilateral counterpiracy operationGermanycould
participatealsodisappeare@vhenit becameanadeclearthatthe EU operationwould aim the
0 d e t e preventiocardrepressiomf actsof piracyandarmedrobberyoff theSomalic o a st 6
(Interview 30: Germanofficial; Council 2008a).As Jungstated,6 ai4pitacy [waq initially a
taskfor thepolice[ € butin thesystemof mutualcollectivesecuritywith a Europearmandate
andonthebasisof theinternationalaw of theUnitedNations [GermanyNavy] caneffectively

andactivelycombatp i r éBangdstg 20089,21062).

At thesameime, Germardecisionmakerspothcivilian andmilitary, wereconcernedbout
following G e r ma doynésscculture of military restraintthroughoutthe EU operation.
Germarforceswereconstantlyinstructedoy Berlin thatthereis noneedto 6 w &ighting in the
a r e(mtérview 30: German official). Indeed, BMVg also acceptedthe operation as
60i ndi s pfermpaviadtheavay for a sustainablepolitical framework in Somalia by
preventingmaritime piracy (Bundestag?010,8173). J u n gudcsssors federalminister of
defenceKarl-Theodorzu Guttenbergacknowledgedhata purelymilitary approacho address
thethreatof piracyin the Gulf of Adenwould beinsufficient,butheacceptedhe EU operation

as6 amall,useful,additionalmilitary o p t itodaoktethethreatof piracy (Die Welt 2012).
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Similarly, thedomesticoppositionin Germanyjncludingmembersf parliamentrom Die
LinkeandDie Blindnis90/Die Griinenfactions followed asimilarline of argumentsuggesting
thatG e r manespanso piracyin the Gulf of Adenshouldnot be usedasan excusefor a
continuednilitary presencén theregionandthatcounterpiracynotbemilitary-led (Bundestag

2009c¢,1002; Bundesta@008e,19759;Bundesta@009b,855; Bundesta@2009¢,1004).

6.3.5.Conclusion

In this section,| discusseds e r m astrate@issvithin the operationabverlapbetweerthe
EU andNATO in the Gulf of Aden.A centralfinding isthatG e r m a strate@jiesveredriven
primarily by the role of veto playerswithin G e r m a dogesticpolitical environmentand
preferencesboutG e r mamegn@§intervention While disagreementsetweerthe Federal
ForeignOffice andthe FederaMinistry of Defencded Germanyto refrainfrom takingpartin
theNATO operationthe EU operationhelpedresolvethis intragovernmentalisagreemerty
offering distinctadvantagew eachstakeholderfFor Merkel,the EU operationwasa meandor
Germanyas a trading nation to demonstratats willingnessto work with the international
communityin thefight againstpiracyin the Gulf of Aden.Forthe FederalForeignOffice, the
EU operatiorofferedarobustresponseo piracyanda potentialto addresshelong-termcauses
of the issue.For the FederalMinistry of Defence,it presentedin opportunityto deploythe
armedforcesto aninternationataskforceagainsipiracy.In additionto thesedomestigolitical
factors,G e r ma culude ®f military restraintand reluctanceto use force also informed
G e r madegisiorio join theEU operationnsteadf its NATO counterpartThecivilian and
military stakeholderswithin G e r ma relgvard policymaking processesas well as the
governmentindoppositionpartiesat Bundestagrguedthat Germanyshouldavoid excessive

useof forcein counterpiracyoperations.
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Table8 summarisess e r m a strgtégiesegardingthe EU and NATO operationsn the

Gulf of Aden.

Drivers of Ge r ma strhatégges

Typeof Ge r ma Btratégses

Securityinterests

Securityinterestsvere
basedn arathervague
conceptualisatioof
Germanyasa6t r ad
nati ono

Domesticvetoplayers

Me r k @ew that
Germanyshouldfulfil its
responsibilitiesfFederal
ForeignOf f i c e 6 g
preferencdor arobust
andcomprehensive
responseo piracy;the
preferenceof the Federal
Ministry of Defencefor
anexplicit counterpiracy
mandateparliamentary
consensugor theEU
operationods
comprehensivapproach

Preferenceabout
meansof intervention

FollowingGe r ma ny
cultureof military
restraint

Toleration

TheEU operation
helpedresolvethe
intragovernmental
disagreementis
Berlin; EU
operation
comparative
advantages;
domesticconstraints
leadingto only
diplomaticand
political supportto
theNATO operation

Table8. Germany'strategieswithin the operationaloverlapin the Gulf of Aden

Theevidenceresentedn this sectionlendspartial supportto thethreefoldargumentFirst,

in contrasto theargumenthatmembeistatesarticulateandpursuecrossoperationaktrategies,

Germanydid not explicitly refer to both EU and NATO operationsduring the intensive

domesticdebatesaboutits participationto the internationalfight againstpiracyin the Gulf of

Aden.In orderto minimisethe potentialnegativeeffectsof thisdebateon G e r m arespohse

to piracy, the FederalGovernmentframed the EU and NATO presencesn the regionin
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differentways While the FederalGovernmenpresentedhe EU operationto the parliamentas
an initiative that deals exclusively with counterpiracythrough a humanitarianapproach,

N A T Opresencén theregionwasframedasa counterterrorisntaskforce.

Secondthe evidenceofferslow level of supportto theargumenthatmemberstatesollow
different potentially flexible, forum-shopping practicesto uphold their preferencesand
interestswithin the EU and NATO operatims in the region On theonehand,Ger many 0 s
strategiesvere somewhain line with tolerationstrategy asit lent diplomatic supportto the
NATO operationby not blocking its planning processesOn the other hand, however,in
additionto refrainingfrom contributingforce assetso the NATO operationGermanyalsodid
not engagewith this operationin alternativeways suchasrepresentinghe EUo per at i on 0 s

addedvaluein N A T Odesisionmakingprocessesr fosteringinter-operationatooperation.

Finally, theevidencdendssignificantsupporto thethird elemenbf thethreefoldargument,
namelythat members t a orgasigationof decisioamakingin foreign and security policy
affects the extentto which memberstatescan instrumentalisethe operationaloverlap to
accomplishitheirownobjectivesindeed,G e r m adegeirdtralisedtructureof coordinatingts
policymakingaswell asthee x e ¢ u limitad autosomyfrom the legislaturesignificantly
restrictedB e r | ability&tcesreadjustits strategieswithin the EU andNATO operationsn the

Gulf of Aden.
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6.4.United Kingdom: Making the mostof it

6.4.1.The contextof the UK& engagementounter piracy in the Gulf of Aden

Beforethe launchof the EU andNATO counterpiracyoperationsn the Gulf of Aden,the
UK already had a presencein the region to undertakea number of tasks including
counterterrorisnand counterpiracyFor instancejt hadbeenrunning OperationCalashsince
2003, a unilateralinitiative operatedn the Gulf of Adenwith maritime counterterrorismand
counterpiracytasks(Roberts2009,321). London also adopteda strategyin 2004 to address
piracy,with aview 6 tstoengthertheprotectionof UK seafarerérom actsof piracyandviolent
maritimearmedrobberyaroundthe world; andto assistforeign stateswhich havethe highest
concentratiorof attackswithin their territorialw a t €HoG TansportCommittee2006).The
UK wasalsoapenholdeof key internationakesolutionontheissue suchasthelnternational
Maritime Organizato n &1MO) 2005 resolution on piracy in Somali waters, which
6 r e ¢ o0 mmaumbeeofimeasureso protectshipsfrom piracy andarmedrobberyattacks

in watersoff thecoastof S 0 ma (IMOa2007,2).

Furthermorein 2007#2008Departmentor InternationaDevelopmen{DfID) allocatedE25
million 6 tsopportefforts to tackle the instability in Somaliawhich create[d]the conditions
allowing piratical activity to f | o u (HoGCs2B08e). This aid was channelledto S 0 ma |
capacitiego conductits elections,educationand healthsectorsfood andlivelihood support
andimplemenationof the Djibouti PeaceAgreementhatsoughtto endhostilitiesbetweerthe
Transitional FederalGovernmentind the Alliance for the Re-Liberation of Somalia(HoC

2008g)
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At the sametime, the issueof piracy and armedrobberywasnot the primary focus of the
U K épeesencen the Gulf of Aden.The Royal Navy (RN) hadbeeninvolvedin no morethan
threeincidentsof piracy between2003and 2008 off the Somalicoast(HoC 2008a).Instead,
the UK wasinvolvedin taskforcesthatwereindirectly linked with counterpiracysuchasthe
US-ledCombinedMaritime Forcel50(CTF150)(HoC2008d).CTF150wasrelevanto U K 6
regionalpoliciesasit wasessentiallygravitatedaroundthe challengesigainsiorderat seathat
emerge from non-state actors (Interview 21:. Think-tank expert). Furthermore, despite
supportinga long-term solution for the protection of food aid shipmentsfrom the threat
of piracy (HoC 2008b),escortingWorld Food Programmd&WFP) shipswasnot a top priority
for the UK at the time (US EmbassyLondon 2008). Therefore,London did not provide
operationakupportto existingtaskforcesthat wereaimedto escortWFP deliveries,suchas

F r a nuniatéraloperationAlcyon(HoC 2007).

Insteadof adoptingcounterpiracyas a main task, the UK task forcesin the region kept
fulfilling supportingrolesuntil early 2008(HoC 2008a).However therisein piracyincidents
in the Gulf of Adenin 2008 generatedsomemomentumin the UK to more actively protect
freedomof navigationin the region.For instancethe numberof attackson UK-flaggedships
andshipsthataremanagedar controlledby the UK companiesncreasedrom 10in 2007to 18

in 2008(IMB 2009).

6.4.2.Domesic decisionmaking structure

The U K dpsliciesaboutpiracyin the Gulf of Adenwereshapeddy anintragovernmental
workstreamcomposedf a densenetworkof Whitehall departmentanddiplomaticmissions.
TheCabinetOffice (CO) determinedhebroadoutlinesof theU K &stsategiesboutresponding

to piracyin the Gulf of Adenaswell astheg o v e r nwiderSontakaagendaYet, COwas
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not routinely involved in the technicaland operationaldetails of the U K 6sfrategiesn the
region Instead different aspectof counterpiracyin the Gulf of Aden, suchasthe needfor
immediateresponseo attacksand hijackings as well as longerterm projectsin mainland

Somaliaweredealtwith througha crossWhitehalldivision of responsibilities.

Foreignand ComnonwealthOffice (FCO) led the coordinationof the U K doserall action
againstpiracy off the Somali coast as well as the U K ép®liciesin internationalpolitical
coordinatiomandcapacitybuilding programmesn regionalstatesransompaymentsandtravel
adviceandotherconsularissueg(Interview12: UK official). FCO alsoled the negotiationof
agreementbetweenthe UK and regionalstatesaboutthe transferof detainedpirates(FAC
2011d,Ev 26). Its counterterrorisndirectoratehad key responsibilitiesd o all UK hostage
situations,which would include hostagesvho weretakenby p i r aRAE 20d1d,Ev 23).
Operationatostsof theUK assetsleployedo theEU operationverecarriedby apeacekeeping
budgetsharedbetweenFCO, Ministry of Defence(MoD), and Departmentor International
Developmen{DfID) (EUC 2009b,19). FurthermorefFCO providedaid to enhance&somaliland
CoastGuardcapacitiesn the safetyandsecurityof the coastapopulationof Somaliland(HoL

2011b,52).

Ministry of Defence(MoD) led the U K énglitary responseo piracy and setthe rules of
engagemenof British task forcesin the region (FAC 2011c).In additionto its roles and
responsibilitiesby virtue of having a control of Royal Navy assetsMoD had a particular
importarce dueto being both a departmenbf stateresponsiblefor defenceand hostingthe
highestlevel military headquartersn the UK, namely the Permanent]oint Headquarters
(PJHQ)(Interview9: UK official). As the UK hostedthe operationaheadquarter@OHQ) for

boththeEU andNATO aswell astheNATO ShippingCentre(NSC)in Northwood,MoD was
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alsoin akey positionthroughout. 0 n d detigiommakingprocesses. MoD wasalsoa point
of contactbetweertheseOHQsandLondon(Admiralty n.d.).Also in NorthwoodwastheE U 6
Maritime Security CentreHorn of Africa (MSCHOA), a coordinationcentre for mariners
transitingtheregionandstaffedby bothmilitary andmerchannavypersonne(Muratore2010,

98).

MoD also possessean organisationakcapability called UK Maritime Trade Operations
(UKMTO) 6 trasponsdo the threatof terrorism,regionalinstability andalsothe threatfrom
p i r aBasgdin Dubai, UKMTO 6 [ p r o thdopegatibhaliaisonandinteractionbetween
military commandersand the merchantshipping ¢ 0 mmu nNotegvér,Maritime Trade
InformationCentre(MTIC) atthedisposabf theRoyalNavy provideda hubfor theworldwide
provisionof informationpertinentto merchantvessel®peratingn designatedperationahreas

includingthe Indian Ocean(Admiralty n.d.).

The U K &dssignatiorof counterpiracyasa constabulargaskalsobroughta morediverse
range of Whitehall departmentsnto relevantdecisionmaking processeginterview 9: UK
official). This framing of the issuepavedthe way for a direct and active involvementfrom
various state departmentghat would otherwise may not find a decisioamaking seat for
themselvesvithin anexternalsecurityissue.Departmenfor Transport(DfT) wasinvolvedin
settingoutthe operationabspectof Royal Navy activitiesoff the Somalicoast.Furthermore,
becaus¢he MoD wasmorecloselyengagedvith Afghanistanatthetime, the British forcesat

timesreceivedmoreministerialinterestfrom DfT thanMoD as6 u | t i invagthes Briish

20N A T Ofirss counterpiracyoperationin theregion,namely Allied ProviderthatoperatedetweerOctober
andDecembe008,wasconductedinderthe operationakontrol of the Allied Maritime ComponenCommand
Headquarterdlaples.

239



shippingindustry and [the U K 6 safethat was impactedfrom p i r glotgrview 10: UK

official).

DfT also led a number of key areas,such as UK-flagged vesselé compliancewith
internationakegulationsandin termsof the guidancat providedto shippingcompaniesbout
theuseof privatemilitary andsecuritycompaniefPMSCs)(FC0O2012,12). DfT alsoshaped
the governmentapolicy regardingpracticaladviceon seafarergransitingthe Gulf of Aden,
suchasthe useof PMSCson boardcivilian vesselsanddesignatiorof saferroutesto be used
to avoid pirate attacks(FAC 2011d,Ev 22). Furthermore DfT chaireda crossGovernment
NationalMaritime SecurityCommittee participatedby officials from the CabinetOffice, the
Home Office (HO), FOC,MoD aswell asa numberof otherWhitehallagenciesHMG 2014,
43).FurthermoreHO regulatedf theuseof firearmson boardthe UK vesselsincludingthose

transitingthe Gulf of Aden(FC02012,12).

As far asthe U K dangertermdevelopmenagenddor Somaliais concernedDepartment
for InternationalDevelopmen{DfID) wasthe leadingWhitehall departmen{FCO 2012,12).
Africa aparticularregionfor D f | [@drkshavingclimbedin theU K &aeignpolicy priorities

atthetime (Porteou2005,281).

In orderto enhanceerossgovernmentatoordinationthrougha workstreanwith afocuson
counterpiracythe UK Governmentlsoestablishec Ministerial Working Groupon Counter
Piracy.Chairedby the F C O BasliamentaryJnde Secretanof State this working groupwas
participatedoy officials from CO, MoD, DfT, HO, the Ministry of Justice the Departmenfor
EnvironmentFoodandRural Affairs; andthe Departmenfor Business|nnovationandSkills

(HMG 2014,43).
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As statedin the U K 6esigagementvith the EU and NATO missionsin Afghanistan,a
National Security, International Relations and DevelopmentCabinet Committee (NSID)
provideda more consultativeforum for debateon foreign policy. NSID wasreplacedby the
National Security Council (NSC) under the coalition governmentin 2010. NSC was also
attendedby a variety of Whitehall departmentslependingon theissueat hand,andit steered
the crossgovernmentaktrategyregardingthe underlyingand more deeprootedproblemsin
mainlandSomalia.Thesepolicies also addressedhe issueof piracy, althoughthis wasdone
from amuchbroadelperspectiveomparedo the operationabspectshatweremainly shaped

by relevantstatedepartment$FAC 2011d,Ev 71).

Moreover, the U K d permanentrepresentatiorto the EU and its delegationto NATO
regularlyattendedhe Political and SecurityCommitteeand North Atlantic Council meetings
respectivelyln additionto theEU andNATO frameworksa6 p r i dipbomaticf o c farshé
UK wasthe frameworksunderthe UN (Interview 9: UK official). Indeed,as shownin the
following paragraphsthe UK diversified its contributionto the internationalfight against

piracyin the Gulf of Adenby usinga numberof multilateralframeworks.

TheU K adscisionmakingstructureregardinghe EU andNATO operationsn the Gulf of

Adenis illustratedin Figurel2.
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Figure 14. TheU K @scisionmakingstructureregardingthe EU and NATOoperationsin
the Gulf of Aden.
(Source:Author)

6.4.3. Engagementwith the EU and NATO operations: A focus on comparative

advantages

Although the UK arguedthat fight againstpiracy in the Gulf of Aden é [ w o belbekt]
achievedwith internationalpartnersincluding NATO, the EU andcoalition forcesalreadyin
the Gulf of Ad e matherthanfulfilling counterpiracytasksunilaterally,therewere different
views in Whitehall asto how this the UK shouldengagewith multilateralframeworks(HoC
2008c) ForinstancealthoughtheMinistry of DefencgMoD) 6 w aappyto takeamorerobust
approactagainstp i r atheEoseiynandCommonwealttOffice (FCO)thoughtthatpiracyin
the Gulf of Aden6 s h gyaawaywithoutlossof | i v whgedhe Departmenfor Transport

0 w a ntd keegppthe gunsasfar awayfrom shipsasp o s s (Inkefview®: UK official).
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At the sametime, the UK was alreadyseekingto keepa closelink betweenthe EU and
NATO atearlystage®fthetwoo r g a n i @parationsForggtanceastheplanningprocess
within the EU progressedurther, London suggstedthat the EU officials would meetdaily
with N A T Ol@aisonteamto preservehelink betweernthetwo organisationgHoC European
Scrutiny Committee 2008a, 36). Similarly, MoD officials argued that a potential EU
counterpiracyperatiorshouldbe closely coordinatedvith theUS-led CTF150(US Secretary

of State2008d).

WhenN A T O@perationAllied Providerwaslaunchedn October2008,two RoyalNavy
ships (HMS Montroseand HMS Northumberland)were already operatingunderN A T O 6 s
StandingMaritime Group 2 (SNMG2), albeit not mandatedvith counterpiracy(FAC 2011d,

Ev 74). However the UK wasé | ¢hang nt h u saboatapbtentiafEU operation instead
preferringa maritime operationcoordinatedwith US- and NATO-led task forcesalreadyin
placesuchasCombinedMaritime Forced CTF150)andAllied Provider(US Embassy.ondon
2008).Thatsaid,LondonsupportedEU initiatives suchas coordinationcell (EUNAVCO) as
0 | @ostandeffectiveway to supportdelivery of humanitariama s s i s (U%Seaetadof

State2008d).

Moreover, seeing CTF150 essentiallyas a counterterorism effort, and having provided
warshipsanda DeputyCommandeto CTF150(HoC 2010),MoD initially suggestedhatthe
UK usesthis operationfor 6 d e s t afpii 1 anghe @uif of Aden (HoC 2008d). These
preferenceseflectedthe Mo D @ancernsabaut fulfilling the responsibilitiesof the UK asa
foundationalmemberof the CombinedMaritime Forcesanda key NATO Ally, aswell asthe

UK Go v e r n ooacerhsibsutbeingad s t ally of theU S @nterview12: UK official).
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It was however,unclearwhetherM o D preposalto useCTF150astheframeworkof the
U K écantributionto counterpiracyvould providearobustresponséo piracy,asthistaskforce
wasmandatedvith andresourcedor undertakingcounterterrorismasks(Interview 7: ICC??
official; CTF 2020b).Indeed,CTF150 had difficulties 6 d toehe lack of adequateules of
e n g a g Joming2009,11).Althoughavessethatwastaskedwith counterterrorisncould
respondto piracy incidents,a moreideal option wasto be placedundera taskforce thatis
explicitly and robustly mandatedwith counterpiracy(Interview 7: ICC official). Therefore,
MoD revisedits position to suggestmaintainingUK assetsattachedto this task force and
leaving essentialcounterpiracytasksto other contribtting memberstates(Interview 9: UK

official).

With therisein pirateactivity in the Gulf of Adenin 2008,the UK reviewedits stanceon
theissueto adopté anoreproactiveposturewherebyRoyal Navy unitsin the region[would]
actively seekout pirates[ é With morerobustguidanceto dealwith anypiratese ncount er e d
(HoC 2008d;HoC 2008e).Thus, despitetaking a backseatluring the early stagesof the EU
planningprocessthe UK changedts strategyfirst to providepolitical supportfor, andthento
takea leadingrole in the conductof, the operationIndeed,with increasingsupportfor anEU
operatiorfrom agroupof membeistateded by FranceandSpain theUK declaredhatit would
not block a separatd&eU maritimeoperationin the region,while stressinghatit would not be

in apositionto offer anyresourcegUS Embassyondon2008a).

Importantly, London attachedtwo underlying conditions for its supportto the further
planningof the EU operationFirst, full co-ordinationandco-operatia with otherinternational

andnationalactorsin theregion,includingN A T O@psrationAllied ProviderandtheUS-led

211CC: InternationalChambeiof Commerce
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CTF 150,andsecondtheestablishmentf thed s ma possiblestalecommandstructure not
leastto ensurehatthe operationis affordableandconstructedn a costeffectiveway to ensure
it remainghatw a YHDC 2008e).In orderto fulfil thesepreferenceghe UK followedacross
operationaktrategyby offeringtheoperationaheadquarter@OHQ) to the EU operatiorandto
provideit with its first operationalcommanderin the words of UK officials, the UK took
essentiallythe 6 p o | v 1 e @b éreventingthe developmentof an EU OHQ that could
duplicate NATO (Interviews 9 and 12: UK officials). At a time when other potential EU
memberstateOHQswerededicatedo otherEU operationsnamelyEUFORRCA Tchadand
EUFORRD Congo,theEU welcomedJK6 effer (Gros2011,219).Additionally, the UK saw
contributingOHQ for the EU operationasanopportunityto sharethe British experiencesvith

othermemberstategInterview12: UK official).

Offering the EU operationtherequiredleadershipvasthusin line with theforum-shopping
practicelabelledas6 e x p | oin Chaptei2, asthé UK attemptedothto avoidshouldering
asignificantshareof operationatostsandto keepthe operationascloseaspossibleto NATO.
CommandingheoperatiorgavetheUK 6 aopportunityto influencetheshapingof thepolitical
directionthatwasgiventotheEU o p e r aEUC 8009b,2). Indeed the British commander
of the EU operationwas accountableto the E U dPslitical and Security Committee(PSC),
whichin turnwasreportingregularlyto the Councilon the progresf the EU operation(HoC
2009a)In short,with thisstrategythe UK placeditself in a strategigositionwhereit wasable
to controlthe direction of the EU operationwhile avoidingsignificantcostsby commanding

the EU operationwhile alsocontinuingcontributionsto the NATO-led taskforcestheregion.

This strategywasfacilitated by a partition of work in Whitehall. While MoD wasshaping

the operationadimensionof the U K dressponseo piracy, it left 6 p u pdditical questiongdo
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FCO,whosefocuswasmoreon the U K ébsoaderdevelopmenagendan theregionthanon
thecounterpiracfAFP 2008e) FCOsawmilitary activity againspiratesaspartofab cas cadi ng
s t r ainakuding the E U dwork to try and build capacityin that region, so that regional
countriesvould ultimatelybeableto takecontrolof tacklingpiracy.As anFCOofficial pointed

out:

i [ énphatthe EU particularlybringsto the internationaleffort hereis that
becausé is asoftpowe it is perceivedn thatway by nationsin thisregion

and perhapsmorewidely in thatwayd it hasbeenableto unlock doorsin
some of the relevant countries,to help bring about this comprehensive
approachgoing andlooking at judicial issuesjn away | think [sic] NATO
would havestruggledto becauset [was] perceivedn avery differentwa y . 0
(HoL EuropeanUnion SubCommitteefor External Affairs 2012, pp. 139

140

This focuswas congenialto the CabinetOf f i (E@) tnterestin 6 w hveas goingon in
S o ma onshar&Interview9: UK official). A British official evennotedthat6 t U € éreal
positionwasnotaproblemof seabutaproblemon| a r(ldtérview9: UK official). Hence the
UK favoured developing broaderand potentially longerterm regional solutions such as
financial aid to SomalilandCoastGuardandsupportto programmeded by the UN office on
DrugsandC r i ne#fe@tsve CounterPiracyProgrammdCPP)(EUC 2009c¢,23; EUC 20114,

52).

Despitebeingwary of theEU 0 p e r a poiertiad duplicationof NATO presencen the

region,the UK alsorecognisedhe E U 6cemparativeadvantagesn termsof addressinghe
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long-term causef piracy. To this end the UK actedthroughotherCSDPinstrumentsn the
region which were not possessetly NATO andservedasao f omuwclet i foritheléK @s
military respons€EUC 2009b,39; HoL EuropeariJnion Sub-Committeefor ExternalAffairs
2012,149) LondonsawinstrumentssuchaseUTM SomaliaandEUCAP Nestoradvantageous
in terms of the preferencef regionalc o u n tgoverensedswhose sensitivitiesto the
presencef otherorganisationsnadenonEU actorsunableto agreea mandatg HMG 2018).
ForeignSecretay David Miliband emphasisethatAtalantad in@substitutefor a political and
securityproces®nthegroundin Somaliaputit is vital nonethel e $H®®2008f).Moreover,
Mi | i blaxacade@iew of securityand defenceintegrationwithin the EU at the time was

basedn:

i [ éJmorejoinedup civilian-military strategiclevel planningstructurein
Brusseldo ensurgyreatercoherencéetweerthe EU institutions,civilian and
military planners,and the EU and NATO. It also mean[t] measureso
encouraganvestmentin the right kind of capabilities,and a new ESDP
ambitionto reflectthewide rangeandcomplexityof themissionghatEurope
is increasinglyundertaking whetherthroughthe EU or NATOGd involving
not only soldiers, but policemenand judges, aid workers and customs

of fi ¢Ho@20@8f) o

A pragmaticapproachto the EU and NATO operationswas also evidentin the UK 6 s
operationalpractices.Having beenreluctantto bring the capturedpiratesto the UK dueto
concernghat thesesuspectsnight be entitledto claim asylumespeciallyif the prosecution
would fail dueto lack of sufficient evidencethe UK 6 ¢ h o pitp ferde@ssetso the EU

commandto be able to usethe E U éagreementsvith regional countrieson the transferof
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capturedpirates(Interview9: UK official). Despiteconcernsaboutlaw enforcementapacities
andinhumare treatmentor deathpenaltyin the regionalstatege.g.HoC 2008b,91), the UK
continuouslyfollowed thisflexible strategyacrosdifferenttaskforcesin theregion(Interview

12: UK official).

At the sametime, N A T O OperationOceanShield also had advantage$rom the U K 6
perspectiveWhilst recognisingthato t B © dnslitary, diplomaticandaid arm joined up as
onee ¢ o0 s y wasbetredhanNATO in eradicatingpiracy,the UK sawNATO operaton as
amorecapabléanitiative in termsof fulfilling higherlevel military tasks(interviews9 and10:
UK officials). In the words of a British official, a particularstrengthof N A T OOperation
OceanShieldwasits activitiesto countermisinformationin theregionto point outthatpiracy
wasa maritimecrimeandnotad R o bloodt y paetigity thataidedthe Somalipopulation
(FAC 2011d,Ev 23). Officers within the EU operationalso admittedthat6 N A T[l@ought]
skills to the operationwhich the EU [did] not necessariljhavein somefields, [suchas]some
of the intelligenceanalystposts,someof their co-ordinationskills thatthey usefor maritime
patrola i r c(EWCf2008a,32). Thus, the UK maintaineda flexible approachbasedon
relocatingits force assetacrosshe EU andNATO operationsn the Gulf of Aden (Interview

9: UK official; FAC 2011d,Ev 74).

Anotherreflectionof Londonpragmaticapproactwasits attempsto 6 p Itheg a pndhe
groundbetweendifferent task forces (Interview 12: UK official). In casesof delayswithin
N A T Oforse generationthe UK providedasses to the EU operation(Interview 12: UK
official). ForinstancealthoughHMS ChathanandHM S Montroseweredeployedo Operation
OceanShieldandHMS Richmondto Atalantafrom January2010to July 2011, British force

assetgameout of the EU operationin thelatterhalf of 2011andmaintairedwithin theNATO
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operationNFAC 2011d,Ev 38).All of thesecontributiongo theEU andNATO operationsvere
rathershortterm and lastedno longerthansix months(FAC 2011d).By relocatingits force
assetsacrossEU and NATO operationson the basis of eacho p e r a tompamafive
advantageghe UK hasalso beenableto showto its EU andNATO partnerghatit waskeen
to work cooperativelywith them during tackling the threat of piracy in the Gulf of Aden
(Interview10: UK official). Furthermorethe UK wasa keenparticipantof SharedAwareness
and Deconfiction (SHADE) Group, createdin December2008 to reduce conflict and
duplicationin naval efforts in the region (Muratore 2010, 100). Bringing togetherEU and
NATO representative® discusounterpiracyefforts,anumberof SHADE meetingsvereled

by a RN Flag Officer (HoL 2010a,54).

TheU K éssategyof makingthe mostof the overlapbetweerthe EU andNATO operations
to accomplishits objectivesaboutfighting againsipiracywasnotlimited to operationasupport.
It useda diverserangeof diplomaic activitiesto havea control overthe dynamicsaboutthe
operationaloverlapbetweenthe EU and NATO in the Gulf of Aden. In the words of a UK

official,

dthe UK] identified the waysin which [it] can havea greatersayin the
multinational operatiors. This could be command, diplomatic support,
financialinvestmento regionalstatesor to the UN. [The UK] wantedto have

thegreatest mp dloténdewl12: UK official).

Indeed in orderto fosterinter-operationakooperationthe UK usedits 6 ¢ omnggo we r 6
andability to draft statementgjuickly by takinginto accountothers t a k e hooricainsta s 6

resolveambiguitiesand showleadershipn coordinationefforts (Interview 12: UK official).
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For instance British diplomatsplayedactiveroleswithin the InternationalContactGroupon
Piracy off the Coastof Somalia(CGPCS),a mechanisncreatedin responseo the UNSC
Resolution 1851 to develop collective action againstdifferent aspectsof Somali piracy.
Accordingto London,C G P C@&réngthlied in its 6 d i vaadcamprehensivenembership
thatcomprisesnilitary commandersndkey multilateralandregionalorganisationsncluding
UN,EU,NA T @QEJC2011a47).FCOchairedaworkinggroupof CGPCSwhichaddressed
activities relatedto military and operationalcoordination,information sharingand maritime
capacitybuilding in the regionalcountries(HoC 2009b).This was mainly complementaryo
the work of NorthwoodbasedMaritime SecurityCentreHorn of Africa (MSCHOA), the EU
mechanisnthat sharedmerchantv e s sdetailsmith NATO forcesso thattransitingvessels

couldusesuitableroutesto avoid pirateattacks(Muratore2010,98).

Moreover,asa6 g | a b adpdahostof 6 ainternationakhippingh u b &dondonwhere
bodiessuchasInternationaMaritime Organisation{IMO), InternationalChambeiof Shipping
aswell asprominentinsurancebroking organisationgor maritime tradeand private military
securitycomparmes are basedthe UK had an imperativeto be involved in the fight against
piracy throughvarious channels(Interview 10: UK official). In otherwords. as a maritime
nation,the UK feltad n etedbs o me t ioi onlygbécauseconomicand humansecurity
imperativesbut also due to the fact that the majority of shippingcommunitywas basedin

London(Interview12: UK official).

Theg o v e r n mlatimetaudonomyfrom potentialdomesticveto playersfacilitated this
flexible approachbasedon engagingwith the EU and NATO operationsbasedon their
comparativeadvantageDespiteparliamentaryscrutinyof the U K éastionsin theregion,the

gover npokcpwa8&f i rhetdwithin Wh i t e(nteriviewd4: Think-tank expert).
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Although the Parliamenthighlighted issuesthat the policymakersandcivil serviceneededo
addressit did not enjoy a significantleverageovertheGo v e r n poentetpidasypolicies
andthe Go v e r n mesportsés\ere aheadof the parliamentaryscrutiny (Interview 14:
Think-tark expert).Furthermoredespitethe mediacoverageof Somalipiracyincreasedvith
eventssuchasthe hijacking of the SaudisupertankeSirius Starandthe kidnappingof British
citizens by the pirates,domesticattentiond s t r cawyieaks the pirate attacks dwindled
(Interview 12: UK official). In addition, British forceson the groundalso enjoyedo #ot of
flexibility from Londonaslong as[they] stayedwithin the tramline[sic]d (Interview10: UK

official).

Therewere, however,political limits of the U K ésschactive efforts of inter-operational

coordinationrandcooperationin thewordsof a British commander:

i L o o ktthereplity of theforcesthatareconductingcounterpiracyin the
area,l think it is probablyunrealisticto expectthat any greaterdegreeof
fusionof thecommandandcontrolstructures goingto happen[ é [ donot
think it is realistic politically to expectany closerlinkage of the command
andcontrolthanthat.[ é My senseas we havetakenthatco-ordinationabout

asfar aswe aregoingtogetitp o | i t (EWCR01Dby6pH

Moreover,the changeof leadershipin the UK after 2010 elections,which resultedin a
coalitiongovernmented by a EuroscepticConservativd’arty,broughtaboutsuspicion@among
some EU memberstates.With the coming into power of the Conservativded coalition
governmenin London,someEU memberstateshoughtthatthe UK couldplayitsé po |l i t i c al

¢ a rwithin the EU operationthroughits commandingpositionin Northwood(Interview 10:
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UK official). A former British commandeiof the EU operationrecallsspendinghis first six
monthsunderthe EU operationto createconfidenceamonghis EU colleaguestrying to
demonstratbhewasnot 6 | playingthe political role the UK wouldwanttop | &Iptérview

10: UK official).

At the sametime, the changeof governmentid not substantiallyalterthe CabinetOf f i c e 6 s
interestin piracy brief dueto the imperativesrelatedto economicimplications, security of
British citizenstransitingthe regionand links to the wider issuesn Somaliaandthe Horn of
Africa (Interview12: UK official). In fact, the ConservativeParty was alreadysupportiveof
the UK action againstpiracy evenwhenthey werein opposition(Interview 14: Think-tank
expert).Henceanarrativeof 6 g | teddarshipn themaritimedomaindfitted6 q uniitceto!l y 6

the Conservativeliberal coalitiongovernmentn 2010(Interview16: UK official).

The more substantivechangethe new governmentrough wasthe revisionof the UK 6 s
commiimentto multilateralcounterpiracytaskforcesasaresultof resourceconstraintsin the
2010 StrategicDefenceand Security Review (SDSR), the governmentrolled out 6 anew
programmeof lessexpensivemodernfrigates,moreflexible andbetterabletotakeont o d ay 6 s
naval tasks of tackling drug trafficking, piracy and countert e r r o(HNIGs 2080, 5).
Recognisinga downsizing in British frigates and destroyersfrom 23 to 19, London
acknowledgedhatd w h {it] remain[s]committedto identifying opporunitiesfor vesseldo
participatein multinationalnavaloperationsn the region,this mustbe seenin the contextof
wider priorities as setout in S D S RHMG 2012a).In this respect,whilst supportingthe
0 i mp anitiatigesof thepreviousLabourGo v e r n thenewigdvernmentecognisedhat
the UK hasé aesponsibilityto matchambitionwith resourceslits] expectationsvith a good

understandin@f realities,and[its] hopesfor quick resultswith thelikely needfor patientand
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long-termengagene n (HaC 2012).CO and FOC convergedaroundthis focusonthed r o o t
causegatherthans y mp t appnsachwhile MoD waswilling toleaveo po |l 1 ¢ § ba$ 0
FCO(Interviewl12: UK official). It is alsoworth notingthatin additionto the EU, NATO, and
US-led task forces, Royal Navy occasionallyconductedcounterpiracytasksin the region
throughthe U K 6osvn OperationKipion that replacedOperationCalashin June2011,(HoC
2020,1). Thus,despitehavingfacedresourceconstraintsthe UK hadanendurng commitment

to diversify its contributionsto the EU andNATO operatiors.

6.4.5.Conclusion

In this section,| showedthatthe UK engagedvith the operationabverlapbetweerthe EU
andNATO in the Gulf of Adenby focusingoneacho p e r a distinctadvastageslThe UK
soughtto makeuseof theoperationabverlapto reducethe costsof its own contributionso the
internationafight againsipiracyin the Gulf of Adenandto ensurghatthe EU operationwould
not duplicateN A T Oj@resencen the region.| arguedthat the mostprominentdriver of the
U K 6 abjectives were domestic veto players, as was evidentin the UK Gover nment 0s
willingnessto follow a long-term political orientationof maintainingcomplementarityand
avoiding duplication betweenthe EU and NATO as well asfulfilling Br i t eole as@s
maritime nation. Furthermore,in pursuingits objectives,the UK soughtto foster inter-
operationalcooperationthrough a variety of operationalpracticesand diplomatic channels.
ThereforetheU K Gssategiesvithin the operationabverlapin this contextarein line with the

practicesoutlinedby the exploitationstrategy.

Theobservediriversandtypesof theU K é&stsategiesvithin theoperationabverlapbetween

theEU andNATO in the Gulf of Adenaresummarisedn Table9.
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Drivers of the U K OGssategies Type of the U K Gstrategies

Securityinterests Piracyasathreatto the
U K GsBippingindustry

Domesticvetoplayers TheGov er n me n .
preferenceo pursue Hi\'_?_%theEUtands
complementaritjpetween operationso
the EU andNATO: pursuetheUK 6 s
division of labour stratgglcanq .
betweerthe Foreign practlpalobjectlves,
Office andthe Ministry Exploitati [ﬁdﬂcgqthecostsof
of Defenceyeluctanceo | =XPrortation the I 0 Sﬁ th
bring capturel piratesto !n}[/o vetmen r'f‘ h te
the UK for trial; fulfilling internationatig
theU K &rade asa againsipiracy

maritimenation fostermgmtra—
operational

Preferenceabout Practicalbenefitsof the cooperation
meansof intervention E U dmsiltitrack
instrumentandN A T O ¢
military-led response

Table9. TheUK's strategieswithin the operationaloverlapin the Gulf of Aden

Thecaseof theU K éeagagemenwith the operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO
in the Gulf of Aden offers significantsupportto the threefoldargumentdevelopedn Chapter
2. First, the argumentthat memberstatesarticulatetheir strategieswithin in operationby
consideringheimplicationsof thesestrategie$or theotheroperations confirmedby theU K 6 s
crossoperationaktrategiesAt the planningstage<f boththe EU andNATO operations the
UK wasalreadyseekingto foster inter-operationalcooperationby offering leadershipto the
EU operation which presentedan opportunity for the UK to uphold the U K dleng-term
orientation about the role of the EU and NATO as internationalsecurity providers This
orientationled the UK to favourpoliciesthatwould avoidE U gatentialduplicationof NATO

structuesandupholdcomplementaritypetweerthetwo organisations.

Secondthe argumenthat memberstatesdemonstrat@articularforum-shoppingpractices

in seekingto accomplishtheir objectivesis alsovindicatedby the empiricalevidencein this
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case.Rathe thansimply shifting its force assetdetweenthe EU andNATO operationsthe
U K 6 exploitation strategy included fostering inter-operational cooperation, fulfilling
operationalforce needswhenneededaswell asexploringfurther synergiebetweenthe EU

andNATO operationsn notonly in thegroundbut alsoin diplomaticvenues.

Finally, the evidencesupportsthe argumentthat members t a brgasig€ationof their
policymakingindicategheextentto whichtheycanusetheEU andNATO operationgo uphold
their preferenceandinterests.The U K 6flexible strategyof usingeacho p e r a distingtn 6 s
advantageso upholdits own interestswas facilitated by a policymakingenvironmentwhere
different decisionmaking units delivered a more or less coherent messageacrossthe
operationsThis wasevidentin the division of labourin London,wherethe CO andthe FCO
developedhe political aspectof the U K dpslicies,while MoD, andto a certainextentDfT,
led the operationalpolicymaking.Moreover,therole of the parliamentin the U K &sategies
within the overlapwasalsoratherlimited. Despiteconcerngaisedby the parliamentaboutthe
treatmentof suspectsn regionalcountriesthe UK continuedto choo® the EU operationto
transfercapturedoiratesto third countriesin theregion Additionally, thechangeof leadership
after the 2010 electionscontinuedthe emphasison the importanceof the U K érgle in the
internationalfight piracy, though the coalition governmentmade a revision of the UK 6 s

straegiesbasedn resourceconstraints.
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7. The Mediterranean: Planning for Pluto but goingto Venus

7.1.Introduction

Theyear2015markeda surgein migrationto Europeacrosghe MediterraneanAs figures
for asylum applicationsin EU memberstatesdoubledthe 2014 figures by exceedingl.2
million, theissueincreasinglybecamea concernfor memberstateq Eurostat2016§. Crossings
throughthe Mediterranearwere often madeon boardunsafeand crowdedvesselghat could
easily capsizeor sink (Novaky 2018b,200). This broughtaboutseveralmajor incidents.In
2015 alone, for instance, 3771 peopledied or went missing while attemptingto crossthe
Mediterranean (UNCHR 2019). As a result, irregular crossings through the Central
Mediterranearmecamea wider concernin Europenotonly in termsof migratorypressuresn
governmentsut also in relation to the humanitarianaspet of the issue (Drent 2018). A
particularly salientincidentwasthe capsizeof a ship off the Libyan coaston 19 April 2015,
resultingin the deathof morethan800 people.The EU describedhis incidentaso6 t Wwoest
refugeecrisis since the SecondWorld Wa r (6ommission2015). After this incident, the
problemof illegal humantrafficking becamea morecollectiveproblemof EU statesatleastat

adiscursivelevel (Novaky 2018b;Riddervold2018a).

It waswithin theseparametershatthe EU operationEUNAVFOR MED Sophia(hereafter
Sophiawaslaunchedn June2015.Theurgencyof theissueof illegal humantrafficking, which
presentedhemaincircumstanceinderwhichthe EU operaton wasplannedandlaunchedwas
evidentin thed u n p r e c shdrtdimetbetwleénthe planningandlaunchof the operation
(interview 41: EU official; Drent 2015, 1). The internationallegal backgroundof the EU

operationwasbasedn the UnitedNationsSecurityCouncil (UNSC)Resolutior2240in 2015,
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which authorisedUN Member States6 a ¢ tnationglly or through regional organizations,
including the E U & use 6 a indasurescommensuratdo the specific circumstancesn
confrontingmigrantsmugglerorhumant r a f f darcyigouttbe8allegal activitieso otime
high seasoff thecoastof L i b gUAISC 2015,4). TheEU 0 p e r a dverall obfectivewas
the disruptionof the businessnodel of humansmugglingand trafficking networksin the
SouthernCertral Mediterranean € identify, captureanddisposeof vesselsandassetsised

or suspectedf beingusedby smugglerort r a f f (Caukcik2015)06

Additionally, the operationhad a phasebasedapproach(Council 2015). The first phase
would focuson 6 i n f o rgatletingamapatrolling of the high seasto monitor migrant
smugglinga c t i VRidderneld ZD18a,161). At the secondphase,the operationwould
conducté b o a rsdarchsgizureanddiversionof the vesselssuspectedf participatingin
humansmugglingor trafficking onthehighs e dilsd). This phasenvasalsoto beextendedo
theterritorial watersof Libya, providedthatthe EU obtainsa UNSC backingor the approval
of the Libyan authoritie(ibid). In thethird phaseof the operaton, which wasalsoconditional
on UN authorisationor Libyan consent,the taskswould be expandedto 6 d i s r uthet [ i n g ]

s mu g gretevarksb§ disposingof thesuspectedesselorrenderinghemi n o p e(ibid)b | e 6

Similarto theE U @perationAtalantain the Gulf of Aden,OperationSophiawasalsopart
of abroaderEU strategyaimedat contributingto ther e g i stabili@agion(Interview41: EU
official). Major EU instrumentsn theregionincludedthe EU BorderAssistancéissionLibya
(EUBAM Libya), a CSDPcivilian missionlaunchedn 2013to supportthe Libyan authorities
in protectingtheirc o u n bordgréaadthe EuropearBorderandCoastGuardAgency,which

wasformedin 2016(Council2013a;de Guttry etal. 2017,50).
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The launchof the EU operationhadbeené wa t vehyeldselyby N A T Owhich was
alreadyinvolvedin the Mediterranearthroughits OperationActive Endeavoul(OAE) since
2001 (de Guittry et al. 2017,50). Initially launchedas a supportto the US-led fight against
terroristnetworks afterthe Septembef. 1 attacks, OAE wasan antiterrorismoperationbased

on Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty,alsoknownasthed ¢ o | | deecf t eiamticée(ibid).

At theNATO WarsawSummitin July 2016,NATO membersannouncedhetransforméon
of OAE into a new, non-Article 5 maritime securityoperationcalledé S &a a r dAlliadh 6
Maritime Command 2020). In addition to 6 [ p r o vmautimen sitjational awareness,
upholdingfreedomof navigation,conductinginterdiction tasks,maritime counterterrorism,
contributingto capacitybuilding, counteringproliferationof weaponf massdestructiorand
protectingcriticali n f r a s tOpeanatonSeaGeaidjanalsosoughtto provideinformation
to the E U 8Bsrder Managemen®gency, FrontexX?, on irregular migrantflows throughthe
EasternMediterranearroute passingfrom Turkey to Greeceacrossthe AegeanSea(Allied
Maritime Command2020; NATO 2016). As the EasternMediterranearroute was the most
commonly usedroute at the time, N A T O éostribution to existing efforts in controlling
irregularmigrationin this areawasbasedn operationatooperatiorwith betweerthe EU and

NATO (Frontex2016).

Similar to its EU counterpartthe NATO operationalsooperatedn stagesAt afirst stage,
the operationfocusedon intelligencegatheringin the Mediterranearby trackingvesselsand
conductboardingsvhenthereis suspectedlicit activity. Subsequentlythe operationfocused
onrapidrespons¢hrough6 cma hatiobhalassetshatarereadyto the operatioratshortnotice

to conductinterdictionoperationsvhenrequired(Johnston2017;HoL 2016b).

22 Frontexwasrebrandedsthe EuropearBorderand CoastGuardAgencyin 2016
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In contrastto the EU operation,however,the NATO operationwas not confinedto a
particularareawithin the Mediterranearginterview 35: NATO official). Furthermorethetwo
operationsvereessentiallyaimedatdifferenttasks While the EU operatiorwasinitially aimed
solely at disruptinghumansmugglingnetworksoperationin the CentralMediterraneanthe
NATO operationfocusedon broadermaritime security tasks such as counterterrorisms,

surveillanceandprovisionof situationalawareness.

However thetwo operationverlappedn a numberof issuesangingfrom illegal human
andarmestrafficking to capacitybuilding (Cordy2018;Bendiek2017;Cole2018).As aNATO
ParliamentarnAssemblyreportstatedthe NATO operatiorhadd o v e r leaqpup with thes 6
EU operationin addressingllegal migranttrafficking from Libya (Moon 2016,14). Indeed,a
broadeningof the EU o p e r a task®smde &s inception in 2015 brought about more
intersectionbetweenthetwo o p e r a aciivities. 3 houghoutits mandateexpansionver
time, the EU operationincludedtwo additionaltasksof supportingthe implementatiorof the
UN-imposedoil andarmsembargoson Libya, andprovidingtrainingto Libyan CoastGuard
andNavy (Council2016a;2017a;2018;2019).In this sensepvertime, the EU becamemore
akin to a traditionalnavalsituationalawarenessnd capacitybuilding operation(Drent 2018,

3).

In March 2019, however,EU memberstatesagreedto withdraw their forces from the
operationwhile extendingits mandatefor anothersix months(Council 2019).Keepingtheir
political supportto the operationduring this time, memberstatesfocusedon 6 asurnveillance
and [ é Jcooperationwith the Libyan coastg u a (lrmtedview 41: EU official, Barigazzi

2019).In March 2020, OperationSophiacameto anendandreplacecoy EUNAVFOR MED
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Irini, which aimsé tcontributeto theimplementatiorof the UN armsembargaoon Libya and

to promotingpeaceanourn e i g h b o(EEAB20204d).6

The timeline of overlapbetweenthe EU and NATO operationsin the Mediterraneans

illustratedin Figurel5.

19 April 2015 More
than 300 people

drowned in the June 2015
Mediterranean after a EUNAVFOR MED Warch 2020: Operation
Libyan ship capsized hecame operable Sophia ended
13 May 2015 Counci 9 July 2016 MATO
decision to launch announcetment to
EUNAVFOR MED launch Ciperatoin Sea
{later renamed Soplia) Cuardian

Figure 15. Timelineof overlapin the Mediterranean
(Source:Author)
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7.2.France: When overlap challengesnational policy

7.2.1. The context of France& engagementwith the operational overlap in the

Mediterranean

To addresskey securityissuesin the MediterraneanF r a n maeabasd air assetswere
deployedto Frontexfor bordercontrolandsearchandrescueoperationsn the Mediterranean
via Operation Triton, launchedin 2014 (Premier Ministre 2015, 30). Frontex was also
cooperatingwith N A T O 8tandingMaritime Group2 (SNMG-2), which was conducting
trainingactivitiesunderOperationActive Endeavou(OAE) in theMediterraneanThisNATO
forcewasmovedto the AegeanSeato undertakaeconnaissancenonitoringandsurveillance
tasksto preventillegal crossingsandsharednformationwith Frontexaswell aswith Greek
andTurkish coastguardsto stemtheflow of irregularmigrationandillegal humantrafficking
(SarantakR019,pp.12-13; Lindsay2016,8). Francesawthis NATO deploymentnstrumental
in facilitating cooperatiorbetweenGreeceand Turkey in preventings mu g g dctevitiesi
the AegeanSea(Sénat2016a).Especiallyafter the incidentsbelievedto manifestthe broader
unrestin theMiddle EastandNorth Africa suchasthe Parisattacksn November2015,France
favouredincreasedtU engagemertb preventirregularcrossingso Europethroughthe Central
MediterranearfRieker2014,pp. 141-142).1 arguein this sectionthatF r a npoleiésabout
theEU andNATO operationsn the Mediterranearmrecloselyrelatedto its engagemenin the

Sahelto tacklethe securitythreatsbelievedto be stemmingfrom theregion.

An underlyingfactor behindthe Frenchactivity againstillegal humantrafficking wasthe
perceivedthreat posedby the instability in E u r o poaitbesnneighbarhoodto Fr anc e 6 s

nationalsecurity(Rieker2018,6). Francesoughtto preventterroristdesignateajroupsfrom
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crossingto Europevia the Mediterraneamoute (AssembléeNationale2016c¢).In this respect,
Parisapproachetheissueof illegal humantrafficking in the Mediterraneary closereference
to conflictsin thisregion(Bgaset al. 2018,10). Strategicdocumentsuchasthe 2013defence
white paperdescribedMediterranearasafi st r atpa@ie®@in st r dto e gvehere ,
terrorismandtrafficking were perceivedas commonsecurityconcerndor the Mediterranean
andsouthernEurope(Ministerede la Défense2013,53). Moreover,the National Strategyfor
the Securityof Maritime Areasof 2015emphasisethat 6 t presencef a large numberof
potertial candidategor immigrationin the Mediterraneatasinrequiresthe [French]State,in
a Europearcontext,to seekandprovideappropriatesolutionsto the resultingmigratoryflows
ats e @m@mierMinistre 2015,30). The2017DefenceandNationalSearity StrategidReview
alsoidentified the southerrregionsof the Mediterranearaso r ia s le (&renéhGovernment
2017,24).Againstthisbackgroundin additionto its respons&ia mechanismsuchasFrontex,
Franceconductedilateral capacitydevelopnent programmesvith Morocco, Egypt, Algeria
andTunisiato supportthesec o u n tmaritirreseg@uritystructuresandpolicies(Interview 37:

Frenchofficial).

7.2.2.Domesticdecisionmaking structure

FrenchGo v e r n neeatengagemenn the Mediterraneanwas coordinatedhroughan
interministerialpolicymakingenvironmentA numberof governmentahgenciesvereinvolved
in thepolitical andoperationatirectionof F r a nraeitineactivitiesin theregion,butmain
responsibilitiegegardingF r a Bde@sdndo participatethe EU andNATO operationsvere
held by the foreign policy executive, within which three governmentalagencieshave
considerablenfluence:the PrimeMinistry, Ministry for EuropeandForeignAffairs (MEAE),
and the Ministry of Armed Forces(MdA), and Ministry of Interior (Interview 36: French

official; Interview19: Academicexpert;alsoseeDavid 2011,pp.57-58).
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TheGeneralSecretariator the Sea(SecrétariatGénéraldela Mer, SGMer)coordinatedhe
Go v e r n aodam dndssuesrelatedto maritime security. Advising the Prime Minister on
maritimeissuesSGMerwasalsoinvolvedin thedecisioamakingprocesserelatedto maritime
searchandrescueperationghroughanorganisatiorcalledSECMAR (Study andCoordination
Bodyfor SearcrandRescuat Sea)Chaumett€018),which articulatedheguidingprinciples
of maritime searchand rescueoperations.SECMAR also ensuredcoordination between
differentministriesinvolved,whichincludedministriesof defencecivil security transportand

thesea(JournalOfficiel dela RépubliqueFrancais€014).

Within SGMerwasalsoa coastguardfunction (Centreopérationnelde la fonctiongarde
cbtes CoFGC),which was createdin 2010 to facilitate nationalintegrationof the French
g o v e r nantonat seasCoFGCis itself aninter-ministerial organisatiorthat coordinates
thework of differentgovernmentaagenciesnvolvedin F r a nmaetidnspoliciesin general

(PremierMinistre 2015,11; de TréglodéandFrécon2020,pp. 79-79).

F r a n deeisiommaking structure regardingthe EU and NATO operationsin the

Mediterraneatris illustratedin Figure13.
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Figure 16. France'sdecisionmakingstructureregardingthe EU and NATOoperationsn the
Mediterranean.
(Source:Author)

7.2.3.Initial engagementvith the EU operation: Amplifying France@ securitypolicies

Francejoined the EU operationin its first phase which coveredtasksincluding gathering
intelligence on the businessmodel of human smuggling networks (Interview 38: French
official). During this stage Frenchunitsin the EU operationcarriedout maritimesurveillance
flights, while Francealsoprovidedanoperationatommandeto the EU taskforce (Assemblée
Nationale2015).In the secondphaseof the EU operationwherethe participatingforceswere
to engagesmugglingboatsand arrestsuspectedmugglersn the internationalwatersin the
MediterraneanFrenchforce assetgnaintainedtheir focus on maritime situationalawareness
and surveillanceby contributing a helicoptercarrying frigate and additional intelligence
gatheringresourcegSénat2016c¢).This phasealsoincludedthe expansiorof activitiesto the

Libyan territorial waters,providedthat a UNSC mandateor the Libyan authoritiesallow for
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this. Francewasalsosupportiveof the proposathatthe EU operatiorshouldactonshord.ibya
wherehumansmugglersverebelievedto be based/AssembléeNationale2015; Robertsand

Kingsley2016,3).

In allocatingforce assetswith a focuson situationalawarenessndsurveillancetaskswas
that, rather than migration, Paris was primarily concernedwith humantrafficking and its
security implications rather than more direct implications of irregular migration as such
(Interview 36: French official). Indeed, key French decisioamakers justified Fr anc e 6 s
participationto theEU operatiorby referringto concernaboutsecuritythreatsemanatindgrom
North Africa. For instanceforeign ministerJeanMarc Ayrault consideredhat6 ithe central
Mediterraneanthefight againsimigrantsmugglerandarmstraffickers][ € &reoftenthesame
p e o @ide torhigrationroutesfrom Libya arrivedirectlyin ltaly, thenin F r a fAsse@blée
Nationale2016b).Similarly, accordingto defenceministerJeanYvesLe Drian, 6 tgoarantee
our own security,the governmenbf nationalunity [in Libya] mustauthoriseSophiato enter
Libyanterritorial watersto intervenen thefaceof the smugglingof migrantsandarms,or that

it constitutedor thesepurposests own securityf o r (AsseinblédNationale2016d).

Theseaforementionedoncern®f Frenchdecisioamakersverebasednreportssuggesting
mostofthed [ | Biilitéhisinvolvedin theattackscarriedoutin Parisin November2015and
in Brusselsin March 2016 enteredthe EU by crossingthe MediterranearSeahiddenamong
Syrianr e f u (Pdensdéttd2017,11). Indeed the public outcryovercertaineventssuchas
the attack on the Bataclannightclub in Parisgeneratech domesticpressurefor the French
Governmento act (Funketal. 2019,113).In turn, Francethoughtthatthe EU operationvasa
suitableinstrumento preventsuchsecurityrisksthatcouldendupin Europethroughthecentral

Mediterranearfinterview 37: Frenchofficial).
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Moreover, during the increagng migratory flows to Europethrough the Mediterranean
between2015 and 2016, Franceexperienceda relatively slower and more regularflow of
migrantscomparedo a numberof otherEU stategFunk et al. 2019,100). Additionally, the
origins of asylumsedersin Francedid not necessarilyeflectthe crisesin the Middle Eastat
thetime (OFPRA2018),while the extentto which the public opinionin Francesawmigrants
as a burdenon the country was lessthan many other EU countries(EuropeanCommission

2018).

In making use of the EU operatio® ability to addresg= r a n seeubtysconcerns Paris
arguedthat the EU operationshouldalso contributeto the implementationof the UN arms
embargoon Libya (Die Welt 2016). This was a concernfor Francenot leag becausethe
weaponsstocksof the Gaddafiregime,which fell after thecivil unrestthatbroke out in the
contextof the wider 6 Ar @ r iim2PHL, have reportedlyreachedto areasof strategic
importancefor Francesuchasthe Sahelandtherestof North Africa by variousmilitia groups
(Kaim and Schulz 2020, 2). Arguing that 6 t h\eas a political needto implementmore
thoroughlythearmsembargoonL i b yaridalsobelievedthatthe EU operationwould bea
suitableplatform to supportthe enforcenent of the armsembargoon Libya (Interview 36:
Frenchofficial). In contrastto otherEU activitiesaimedat externalbordersprotection,suchas
Triton, FranceacceptedOperationSophiaasé aaperationto combatarmstrafficking in the
Me di t e r(AsaembkléaNatibnale2016a;AssembléeNationale2017).At the sametime,
Francewas not willing to be involved in issuessimilar that could lead to a long-term
engagemenn the region,suchasoperationacommitmentghat could give Franceadditional

resposibilities. For example,Paris arguedthat the Libyan a u t h o appraval shauld be
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securedor the transferof capturedsmugglergo Libyan authorities,ratherthan prosecuting

themin Europearcourts(Sénat2015).

In addition to a leverageof its secuity interests,Francesaw the EU operationas a
demonstratiorof the E U Gegternalaction at the time of an increasedmomentumbehind
securityanddefenceantegrationin Europe(Interview 36: Frenchofficial). It wasbelievedthat
the EU operationreflecied theimplementatiorof the E U Gaseign policy vision aslaid outin
the 2 0 1 &lokmal Strategyby demonstratinghat 6 E u r o poaldtaker e s pon doi b i

ensured E u r cspategica u t o n(8émar016h Interview41: EU official).

7.2.4.Deploymat of the NATO operation: A welcomeaddition

In a way similar to its conceptionof the EU operation,Francealsoapproached AT O0 s
involvementin the Mediterranearon the basisof strengtheningecurityin E u r o goetlges
neighbourhoodind a leveragefor the fight againstterrorism(MdA 2017,58). In additionto
counterterrorismN A T Ofécsison armsandhumantrafficking in theregionwasalsoin line
with F r a nwilengnessto be engagedn the regionthroughNATO after the terminationof
OperationActive Endeavoul(Interview 39: Frenchofficial). Indeed,OperationSeaGuardian
introduced an elementof 6 f | e x ibynot limiting dtself to a particular areain the
Mediterranearand by including taskssuch as the protectionof critical infrastructure fight
againstwweapon®f massdestructionandmaritimeinterdiction(Interview35: NATO official).
Francethoughtthatthe NATO o p e r a ¢ovemged a wide rangeof areasand maritime
security activities would contribute to its own efforts to achieve stability in the region

(Interview 36: Frenchofficial).
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Franceinitially joined OperationSeaGuardianwith a frigate. At the sametime, shortly
beforeF r a npariaipationto the NATO operationthe EU extendedhe mandateof its own
operatioruntil 27 July2017.While6 r e t ¢hefortusongscorema n d aheEJO per at i on 6 s
taskswereextendedo covertheimplementatiorof the UN armsembargaon the high seasoff
the coastof Libya, aswell as capacitybuilding, training and information sharirg with the
Libyan Navy and CoastguardCouncil2016a).Consideredvith therecentlylaunchedNATO
operation ParissawtheEU o0 p e r arnewrnandatsasad u s € £ v e | o tp coetribtited

to the stability in North Africa andthe Sahel(Interview37: Frerch official).

Frenchdecisionmakersoften justified the EU andNATO operationdy referringto these
0 p e r actompemeantargontributionsto the fight againstarmstrafficking networksin the
region (AssembléeNationale2016e).They thoughtthat the differencesbetweenthe EU and
NATO operationscould be seenas potential areasof inter-operationalcomplementarity

(Interview40: NATO official).

In particular, achieving stability in Libya was an important concernfor Fr anc e 6 s
contributiongo theEU and NATO operationgInterview36: Frenchofficial). A particulararea
for achievingsuchcomplementarityvastheimplementatiorof the UN armsembargmn Libya
(Interview39: Frenchofficial). Thiswasalsoreflectedn F r a naperalieaapracticesywhich
increasingly focused on intelligence and situational awarenessaspects (Sénat 2016c;
AssemblédNationale2020).Plannersn bothorganisationgslsoconsideredN A T Opibtential
supportto the EU in termsof theimplementatiorof the UN armsembargoon Libya (Interview

35:NATO official).
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Nonethelessa National Assemblyreportfound that therewas a competitionbetweenthe
EU andNATO operationsn termsof force generationmakingit difficult for Franceto take
partin bothoperationsimultaneouslfAssemblédationale2018).Indeed F r a nattempts
to fosterinter-operationalcooperatiorto accomplishits objectivesaboutits regionalpolicies
werechallengedy political dynamicswithin the EU andNATO. Francewasin disagreement
with someEU membe statesaboutEasterriMediterraneamolitics, particularlyaboutimposing
more sanctionsagainstTurkey due to the | a t tadivitiéssn the EasternMediterranean
(Interview 23: UK official). Frenchdecisioamakersarguedthat6 S o pwhlli nat fulfil the
missionfor which it wascreateduntil its unitscanactin Libyanterritorialw a t €Asserablée

Nationale2017).

Anotherquestionmarkaboutthe EU operationwaswhetherinterceptingthe shipscarrying
weapongo Libya would be a sufficientstepgiventhe pressingneedfor the establishmentf a
governmenbf nationalunity in Libya to authorisethe EU operationto functionin the Libyan
territorial waters(Interview 38: Frenchofficial). The absencef a UNSC resolutionto enable
theEU operatiorto operatdan Libyanterritorialwatersmadethis operationaphasencreasingly
unlikely. In contrasto the EU operationthe NATO operatiorwasé a liologeratan thearea
wheremigrantshipsd e p &opting2019,14).Indeedjnsteadof anexplicit UN authorisation,
theconsenof Libyan authoritiesandauthorisatiorby the North Atlantic Councilwould suffice
of NATO to operatein Libyan territorial waters(Bundestag2016g,2). Furthermorethe EU
o p e r altmited gedgsaphicatcopeled the EU operaton to keepan overarchingfocuson
humansmugglingandtrainingwithin 6 i otvrsoperationab o ¥rierview35: NATO official),
ontheotherhand the NATO operationwasundertakingasksmoredirectly relatedto stability

anddeterrencén the Mediterraneamndoperatingn theterritorial watersof Libya 6 w aever
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an issuefor the NATO operationbecausgNATO] neverwantedto dot h #Intedview 35:

NATO official).

Key aspectoftheEU o0 p e r armandatev@rsealsoseenmasconflicting with eachotheras
deploymentof more navalassetdor the enforcemenbf UN armsembargoon Libya would
meanmorethe searchandrescueactivities(Interview 39: Frenchofficial). Giventhe growing
dissatisfactionwith the EU operation,Francedecidedto withdraw its naval assetsto this
operationwhile choosingo extendts mandatdor anotheryearin March2019.Insteadbf naval
assetsF r a n foree@antribuion to the EU operationfocusedon aerial surveillancetasks

througha maritimepatrolaircraft(AssemblédéNationale2020).

Despitedowngradingts operationalcontributionto the EU, Francekeptits supportto the
OperationSophiaandotherEU initiativesin theregion Theimportancemonitoringof the UN
armsembargaon Libya madeFrancemaintainedts political andoperationakupporto the EU
operation(Interview 36: Frenchofficial). Anotherissueof importancefor Francewas the
trainingof Libyan CoastGuardandNavy,includedintheEUo p e r artewnmandatsDespite
reportsthat Libyan coastguardvere mistreatingthe migrants,Parissupportedhis elementof
the EU operationasthe capacitybuilding of the Libyan Navy and Coastguardvasseenasan
0 o f totheLibyan authoritiesn exchangdor theirinvitationto the EU to operatensidethe
Libyan territory (Trew and Kington 2017; UNSMIL 2016; EEAS 2016). As a penholderof
UNSC resolutionin supportof the EU operation FrancealsothoughtthattheEUo per at i on 0 s
involvementin the implementationof the UN armsembargowas easierto seekapprovalat

UNSC,comparedo NATO operation(Interview 38: Frenchofficial).
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Moreover, as aforementionedoolitical and operationalchallengesmade it increasingly
untenablgor Franceto usethe EU operationto pursueits regionalstabilisationefforts, Paris
turnedto the U n i oathérmitiatives in the region (Interview 39: Frenchofficial). France
thoughtthatthe E U émallti-track involvementwasin line with its efforts to containsecurity
threatsstemmingfrom the region (Interview 37: Frenchofficial). The FrenchGovernment
arguedthat more sustainablesolutions should be achievedthrough working with the EU
(AssembléeNationale 2019). For instane, Franceusedthe E U 6aslditional instruments
securitysectorreforminitiativesin regionalcountriesto addressecurityandmigrationissues
in North Africa andthe MediterraneanwhereasN A T Oémimitmenthasbeenlimited to a
military responsdo human trafficking (Ruiz-Diaz 2020, 283; Wosolsobe2016, 7). Another
CSDPinitiative in the Mediterraneanvasthe Europeartnion IntegratedBorderManagement
AssistanceMissionin Libya (EUBAM Libya), which, asstatedin the introduction,soughtto
0 s u ptipe bilvyyan authoritiesn contributingto effortsto disruptorganisedriminal networks

involvednotablyin smugglingmigrants humantraffickingandt e r r dCQounsil@0d.3a).

Moreover,the E U dnsgration strategyincludedé artnershipframeworkapprachwith
countriesof origin and transit; the delivery of capacitybuilding programmesgo the Libyan
Government;and supportfor the work of the United Nations organisationsn the region,
including IOM and UNHCR, as well as to other international organiséions and nort
governmentabrganisationeperatingnL i b (UBSMIL 2016,7). Hence thoughFrancewas
concernedwith the lack of effective state structuresin Libya that constrainedthe E U 6 s
0 ¢ 0 mp r eshternastt asgelgodghtthatworking throughthe EU couldstill addressong-

termissuessuchasthelack of statestructuresn Libya (Interview36: Frenchofficial).
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Fr a n csteafegies about the EU and NATO operations also reflected some
intragovernmentalivisionsin Paris.Theincreasingocuson surveillancgaskswereinformed
mainly by the defencemi n i sfdcusgndngditary engagemenin Libya. This policy stance
contrastedvith theforeignmi n i sview, whitlsfavouredadiplomaticoptionsupportinghe
UN, while the Presidencysupporteda politically proactiveengagementatherthan military

intervention(Interview 23: UK official).

Yet, the FrenchGovernmenmanagedo minimisepotentialtensionsrom thesedivisions.
The political and operationalaspectsof F r a n pokcgngkingin the region were shared
betweertheforeignanddefencaninistries which preventegubstantiatiivergencesluringthe
decisionmakingprocesseginterview 37: Frenchofficial). Furthermorewhenformerdefence
ministerLe Drianbecameéheforeignministerin 2017with apredilectionof supportingmilitary
engagemenin Libya, foreign ministry officials saw their strategyof supportingUN-based
optionsé ¢ o mp ureldrneirfedpy their political | e a dreerview 23: UK official). Indeed,
the changeof leaderkip in the Frenchforeign ministry limited the chancesof potential
resistancevithin the ministry againstF r a n abevéngentionedhangeof operationalfocus.
At times,defencaninisterLe Drian andPresidenMacrondealtdirectlywith F r a npoleiéss
intheMediterranearfinterview36: Frenchofficial). ForinstanceFrenchAmbassadoto Libya
was not informed aboutcontactsbetweenconflicting partiesin Libya in 2017 (Interview 23:
UK official). Therewas evena perceptionamongthe diplomatic communty in Libya that
F r a n polci@swere being 6 r bynthe FrenchSpecialF o r cindosmied by the defence
mi ni sahdthe® s e s i agendathétsvas6 ¢ o mp Idifereatlfrgm Quaid 6 Or say 6
(Interview 23: UK official; also see Momtaz 2020; Henke 2020). The military-led option
advocatedy Le Drianwasalsosupportedy the Presidencyt thetime (Interview 36: French

official). Furthermorethep a r | i aolewasalsdlenitedto6 ¢ o n t rthedctionsof thé
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Governmentwithout beingableto block Fr a n @atigigationto theseoperationgInterview

36: Frenchofficial).

Despitewithdrawingfrom N A T O©perationSeaGuardianin June2020dueto tensions
with Turkeyovertheimplementatiorof UN armsembargmnLibya, F r a nstraegissvithin
the operationaloverlap in the Mediterraneancontinuedto be basedon using the distinct
advantagesf theEU andNATO to pursueF r a naweabjsctivesindeed Parisleft thedoor
opento re-participateto the NATO operationby suggeshg thatit could consder returningto
the NATO operationif Allies reaffirm their commitmentso the implementationof the UN

armsembargoon Libya andto bettercoordinatethis taskwith the EU operation(Irish 2020).

7.2.5.Conclusion

In thischapter analysed= r a ngtraegissvithin theoperationabverlapbetweertheEU
andNATO in theMediterraneanl arguedthatF r a nstrae@issveredrivenby its concerns
aboutthe implicationsof securitythreatsbelievedto be stemmingfrom North Africa andthe
Sahel regions as well as the preferencesof domestic veto players within the French
Government.The overlap betweenthe EU and NATO operationsin the Mediterranean
presented-rancea leverageto accomplishits own objectivesaboutregionalstability, which
were mainly driven the Presidencyand defenceestablishmentn Paris.Defencemi ni st r y 6 s
preferencetowards military-led options, which received the support of the Presidency,
reinforcedFrenchG o v e r n midtaryt ppesencen the regionthroughthe EU andNATO
operdions. However,lack of progressn the EU operationaswell asF r a n tensidnswith
otherNATO memberdimited F r a nabiktydtsusetheoverlappingeU andNATO operations
to accomplishits regionalpolicies,asevidentin F r a nvdtledéawalfrom both operationover

time.
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Table 10 illustratesF r a n stratégeswithin the overlap betweenthe EU and NATO

operationsn the Mediterranean.

Drivers of F r a n stratégges Typeof F r a n stratégges

Securityinterests Threatof terrorismthat
wasbellevedto_ stem Usingthe EU and
from North Africa and NATO operationgo
Sahel pursueE r anc e

Domesticvetoplayers Defenceministry andthe o securityobjectives;
Presi deppocfyro| Exploitation reducingthe costsof
military-led options;side Franceos
lining of theforeign involvementin
ministry stabilisationof North

Africa andthe Sahel
Preferenceabout UsingtheE U 6 s

meansof intervention multitrackengagement . .
9ag Accommodation Withdrawalfrom

operationslueto
political and
operationateasons

Table10. France'sstrategieswithin the operationaloverlapin the Mediterranean

This caselends mixed supportto the threefoldargumentof the thesis.First, the caseof
F r a nangagemenwith theEU andNATO operationsn theMediterraneamffersalow level
of supportto theargumenthatmembeistatesnakecrossoperationaktratgiesby considering
their choicesin both operationsDespitemaking the casethatthe EU and NATO operations
shouldbe complementargspeciallyin termsof supportto theimplementatiorof the UN arms
embargado Libya, F r a nstraepissboutthetwo operationsveresomewhatietachedrom
eachother. Although Francesoughtto usethe comparativeadvantage®f eachoperationto
pursuets objectiveof eliminatingsecuritythreatsn theregion,its ability to usetheoverlapas
aleveragefor its own objectiveof achievingstability in the regionwaslimited dueto the EU

0 p e r alacka prégsessandintraNATO tensionsAs the EU operationfailed to operate
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within the Libyan territorial waters and F r a n deastoss with Turkey about the

implementatio of the UN armsembargaon Libya, Francewithdrewfrom bothoperations.

SecondF r a nahang@irgstrategiewithin the overlapoffer supportto the argumenthat
members t a forans-shoppingbehaviourcanvary. In line with the exploitationstrategyas
outlinedin Chapter?, Francanitially soughtto usetheEU andNATO operationgo implement
its regional policy basedon preventing security threats. However, France adjusted its
preferencedy withdrawingmostof its force assetgrom the EU operation despitecontinuing
to usethe E U @therinstrumentdo achievestability in theregion.Francealsowithdrewfrom
the NATO operationdueto tensionswithin the Alliance, thoughleavingthe door openfor of

its re-participationto the NATO operation.

Third, despitedts centralisedlecisioamakingstructure Francehadlimited ability to usethe
overlapto pursueits agendan the MediterraneanThis confirmsthe point madein Chapter2
that a centralisedorganisationof domesticforeign policy coordinaton doesnot necessarily
translateinto effective policy outcomes.To be sure, F r a n ceati@lsedpolicymaking
mechanisms minimised potential divergences within the domestic decisiornmaking
environment.However, F r a n ab#it) ® project and defendits intereststhroughoutthe
operationalbverlapwas considerablyimited dueto the dynamicswithin the EU and NATO.
This confirms the claim that not only members t a ttamrslidation of their domestic
policymaking,but alsodynamicswithin the EU andNATO areimportantdeterminant®f the

extentto which theycanpursuetheiraimswithin the EU andNATO operations.
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7.3.Germany: Appeasingothers perceptions

7.3.1. The context of Germany® engagementwith the operational overlap in the

Mediterranean

Germany focused on a longterm and comprehensivestabilisation approachin the
Mediterranearandrefrainedfrom military action(Fabbrini2014;Bundestad2019c,7). Since
2015,Germanyhasprovidedhumanitariariundstotalling morethan40million eurosin support
of theUnitedNationsHigh Commissionefor RefugeegUNHCR)in Libya (Bundesta@019c,
7). Furthermoreaspartof the EU Emergencyl rustFundfor Africa (EUTF), Berlin supported
measurego improvethemi g r &vng sodditionsin Libya (Bundestag2019c,8). At the
same time, the Federal Government acknowledgedthat Germany should take more

responsibilitieavithin internationalc 0 m mu nconifligt @resventionefforts (Bendiek2015).

As oneof the preferreddestinationgor refugeesandmigrants,Germanyalsohada stakein
disruptingsmugglingroutesdepartingfrom T u r k Aegdarxoastline(Blockmans2016,7).
Germany contributedto N A T O &tanding Maritime Group 2 (SNMG-2) carrying out
reconnaissanandsituationmappingactivitiesin the AegearSeato supporiGreekandTurkish
authoritiesin coordinationwith the E U &Fsontex. Throughoutits engagementvith NATO
activitiesin the AegeanSea,Germanymaintainedhe emphasison non-useof force by stating
that it would refrain from direct intervention,but only supportthe Greekand Turkish coast
guards,as well as Frontexin undertakingtheir tasks(Bundestag2016a,9). However,with
increasingdeathdn the CentralMediterraneanthe FederalGovernmenwaspressedo show

thatit wasé d o $ m me t tb pravaptfurtherlossof live in the Mediterranearfinterview30:
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Germanofficial). In this vein, Germanforcesbeganmaritimerescueoperationsn theregion

in thefirst half of 2015(Interview 30: Germanofficial)

7.3.2.Domesticdecisionmaking structure

G e r madegisibsmakinginstrumentandmechanismselatedto its strategiesvithin the
EU andNATO operationdgn the CentralMediterraneanncludeda numberof governmental
agenciesSimilar to G e r ma polcprsaking on the previous cases,the Chancellerywas
generally involved in determining the broader political outlines of Ge r ma pojices
(Interview 28: Germanofficial). Ratherthanbeingdirectly involved in the decisioamaking
processest functionedasa 6 g u i dand éi rneef Ge inteneeiein casesof disagreements

betweenindividual ministries(Interview29: Germanofficial).

Policymakingrolesat the working level weresharedby a numberof ministries. Whilst the
FederalForeignOffice (AuswartigesAmt AA) wasthemainministryrepresentingse r many 0 s
positionsduring diplomatic negotiationsaboutthe EU and NATO operationsn the Central
Mediterraneanmilitary aspect®f theseoperationsuchasrulesof engagemerdndallocation
of force assetsvereimplementedy the FederalMinistry of Defence(Bundesministeriurder
VerteidigungBMVg) (Bundesta@019).Thesewo ministriesalsosharedolesin determining
thenegotiatingpositionsof G e r m arapyedesatations theEU andNATO in BrusselsWhile
AA setthe political parameterf the EU and NATO operations,negotiationinstructions
relatedto technicalaspectf theseoperationsvere shapedy BMVg (interview 28: German
official). Instructiors to the PermanenRepresentationf Germanyto the EU weresentby AA
in coordinationwith arangeof otherministries.In thecaseof G e r m alelegdiiorin NATO,
thisrole wasmainly fulfilled by BMVg. G e r m arepyeéestation® the EU andNATO also

influenceddecisionmaking in Berlin especiallywhentherewasa 6 t i pnree s swhiche 0 ,
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allowed German Ambassadorssome freedom in negotiationsin Brussels(Interview 32:

Germarofficial).

Becauseaotonly military butalsopoliceforcesandinternalstructuresouldbedeployedn
the fight against crimes related to human smuggling, the Ministry of Interior
(Bundesministeriungdes Innern) was alsoinvolved in G e r ma melgvansdecisionmaking
processesAlthoughnotinvolvedattheinitial decisionrmakingaboutG e r m a parnicipation
to operationsin the MediterraneanBMI took part more closely and directly during the
discussion®n the prolongationof G e r m a pastidpationto theseoperationsdealingwith
the civilian and migrationrelated aspectsof G e r ma regpénse(interview 29: German
official). As the EU andNATO navaloperationsn the CentralMediterraneamwererelatedto
the freedomof navigationat sea,anotheministry in the processwvasthe FederalMinistry of
Transport and Digital Infrastructure (Bundesministeriumfir Verkehr und Digitale

Infrastruktur) (Interview 32: Germanofficial).

Becausethese EU and NATO operationswere categorisedas military operations,the
nationalparliament(Bundestayyalsohadan importantrole throughoutthe relevantdecision
makingprocessedAs will beseenn thiscasestudy theFederalG o v e r n mudtiplé appeals
for Bundestag sipprovalfor participationto theseoperationsformed an important part of
G e r ma engagementvith theseoperations,although the effect of such parliamentary

involvementdependedn the contingentdomestigoolitical context.

G e r ma degisioemaking structureregardingthe EU and NATO operationsin the

Mediterraneatris illustratedin Figurel14.
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7.3.3.Initial engagementvith the EU operation: A humanitarian effort in a military task

force

Whenthe E U éoperationSophiawaslaunchedin June2015,6 mi g r wagsaitopiaithat
Merkel had a personalinteresti n(lterview 32: Germanofficial). Indeed,the Chancellor
emphasisedhat recurrentd t r a gie the Meditérranearhad to be avoidedat all costs,
stressinghaté e v e r |y € mustbgdonein orderto savel i v(PeutécheWelle 2015).
Following what one of the intervieweestermed6 t hp&it of 2 0 1 i6 &urope, Germany
underlinedthe importanceof a cooperativeresponseo loss of lives at sea(Interview 29:
Germanofficial). Furthermoreasstated,Germanforceswerealreadyundertakingsearchand
rescueoperationdn the region. Although searchandrescuetaskswere not a part of the EU

0 p e r amandateBerin wasinvolvedin the planningof theoperationd w ithtedeactivities
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inmi n expectingthatsearchandrescuewill be a partof operationabctivitiesasa resultof

obligationsarisingfrom internationalaw (Interview 32: Germanofficial).

At the sametime, the FederalGovernmentwas initially reluctantabouta far-reaching
military responseG e r m asuppdri® the EU operatiorreceivedcriticismfrom thedomestic
opposition.Membersfrom oppositionpartiesin Bundestagfor instancearguedthat Germany
was supportinga military rather than civilian rescueoperationthat symbolisedthe E U 6 s
0 uni Imiditargs tarl a(Bundestad@015g,pp.1-2; Bundesta@015f,pp.1-2). Yet, despite
not supportinga far-reachingmilitary intervention,the FederalGovernmenstill saw the EU
operationasa pragmaticanstrument.The view in Berlin at thetime wasthatthe EU operation
would bea partof broaderesponséo long-termissuesstemmingrom North Africa andmore
particularly Libya (Interview 32: German official). Indeed, replying to aforementioned
criticisms,foreignministerSteinmeiestatedhatthe military-led responsevas aninstrumental
action beforethe long-term causef irregular flows throughLibya areaddressedd Wi t ho u't
stabilisationin L i b yheafguedd wwill hardly succeedn taking decisivestepsagainstthe
migrationflows from North Africa andthesubSaharam e g (Bodss&er2015). Fromasimilar
perspectivejn a June2015 visit to the Germanfrigate operatingunderthe EU operation,
defenceminister UrsulavonderLeyenarguedhatthe EU operationd g i poléicstime sothat

thecause®f hardshipandmigrationin the countriesof origincanbec o0 mb a(Mébld 2015).

In this sense,by framing the military-led EU operationas an instrumentof preventing
humanitariarcrisesin the CentralMediterranean(Germanydetachedhe EU operationfrom
broadersecurityissuesin the region, insteadfocusing on disrupting the businessmodel of
humansmugglingnetworks(Interview 28: Germanofficial). In doing so, Germanyfollowed

an essentiallycivilian crisis managemenapproach For instance,Germanforcesin the EU
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operationusedcivilian interpretersto gatherinformation from migrantsaboutthe business

model of smugglers(Interview 30: Germanofficial). Furthermore,in its initial appealto

Bundestag the Federal Governmenthighlighted the humanitariandimension of the EU
operationby statingthatthe military participationin this operationdwould] furtherunderline

[ é fheGermarparticipationin thecomprehensivapproactof theEU in thecontextof efforts

to avertthe humanitariancatastropheof the refugeemovementsacrosstheMe di t er r an e a
(Bundesta@015d,7). A seniorNATO official describedhesetasksasmoresuitablewith the

EU operationas N A T Onailgary-led operationin theregion(OperationActive Endeavouat

thetime) would be moredifficult to align with suchtasks(Interview33: NATO official).

Statementsf keyfiguresfrom theleadingcoalitionpartnelCDU/CSUfactionalsoindicaed
thatGermanydid notemphasis¢heEU 0 p e r anilitaoytedapproachForinstanceformer

defenceministerFranzJosefJung,a CDU/CSUmemberof Bundestagt thetime, arguedthat

(@)}

theissueof humansmugglingd Hdanothingto dowith thesubjectof armst r a f f andtHat n g
the focusoughtto be on taking actionagainstcriminal activities,6 s o afiwhich makemore

moneythandrugtrafficking andkill | i v(Busd&stag015c,11645).

Thoughthis madethe EU operationa suitableoptionfor Germaiy, not all actorswithin the
Federal Governmentwere in favour of Ge r ma paytibigation to the EU operation.
DevelopmenministerGerdMdller arguedhattheltalian-ledi MaMN @ s t openmationn the
Mediterraneashouldberestartecashebelievedtha endingthis operatiorhadcostmanylives
(FAZ 2015). In contrast, Thomasde Maiziere, minister of interior, criticised the Italian
operationon the basisthat it wasaiding the smugglingnetworks(Braun2015). Although de
Maiziere was amongthe first Gaman ministersto arguefor a robustresponseo irregular

migratory flows through the Central Mediterranean(FAZ 2015), the FederalMinistry of
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Interior (BMI) thoughtthe operationwould functionasa pull factor for migrantsandin turn

createmoremigratory pressure$or Germany(Interview28: Germanofficial).

Therefore BMI pressedhe federalforeignanddefenceministriesto slow downthelaunch
of the EU operationdueto its divergentpositionon the maintasksof the operation(Interview
28: German official). However, as B M| dnsolvement during decisionmaking about
G e r ma pagtidpationto the EU operationdid not alter the ultimate decision,the three
ministriesagreedona 6 g e nliaerofipl o | inanyely,contributingto the EU operationand
consideringothermultilateralinitiativesin the region,a positionthatwasalsoreinforcedalso
by the Chancellery(Interviews28 and29: Germanofficials). Moreover,ratherthanchanging
the FederalG o v e r n mhetentinétisnto join the EU operation this debatewithin Berlin
reinforcedthe FederalGo v e r n mugpottférsa comprehensiveEuropeanapproachto
combatthe long-term causeof migrationfrom North Africa andthe Middle Eastthroughthe

CentralMediterranearfBundestag015b,3).

Consegently, Germanyhadthe following maingoalsin participatingto the EU operation:
Humanrescueat sea taking actionagainsthumansmugglingnetworks working togethemwith
the countriesof origin andtransitto combatthe structuralcausesof irregularmigration, and
pursuinga senseof 6 E u r ospoel ai nd(Bundiestag?@15e,12053).To pursuethesegoals,
duringthefirst phaseof the operation,Germanyprovideda frigate anda replenishmenship,
which were already carrying out searescueoperationsin the Mediterraneanat the time.
Germanyalso sent personnelto the operationalheadquartersocatedin Rome (Bundestag
2015a21).As statedakey priority for Germanyin the EU operationwvasto gatherinformation
abouthumansmugglingnetworksin theregion. In doingso,Germarforcesin the EU operation

operatedhearthe crossingroutes,wheremigrantboatscould be interrupted,and migrantsbe
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interviewedby speciallytrainedcivilian interpreterdo gain informationaboutthe smugglers

(Interview30: Germanofficial).

With agrowinginterestin publicopiniononissuesuchastherelocationof refugeesescued
at sea(Interview 28: Germanofficial), furthermore,the E U 60OperationSophiabecamethe
mostpopularout-of-areadeploymenbpf Bundeswehwhen it waslaunchedBiehl etal. 2015).
Beforethe expansiorof theEU 0 p e r a mandatardJsine2016, Steinmeierstatedthatthe
operationwas essentiallyaboutwhat Europecandoto 6 p r erefwgeetcrossingthe Libyan
bordertowardstheMe d i t e r(SuddeutsehZeitung2016).G e r ma2036W/site Paper
on SecurityPolicy andthe Futureof the Bundeswehalsotouchedontheissueby stresgg that
0 Ge r mmbragedts responsibilityfor managinghe humanitariarconsequenced refugee
movementgwhich] can only be appropriatelycontrolled and managedon the basisof an

effectiveEuropearstrategyandp r a ¢ (BM\g @(16).

Despiteincreasingsalienceof the humanitariaraspecbf the EU operationhowever Berlin
highlighted that the EU operationalso sought6 t poomotestability in the countriesin the
southermeighbourhooaf the Europearlnion beyondLibya, to supportstatestructuresand
conflict resolutionin the regionsof origin andtransitcountries,andto preservehe prospects

of thepeoplein theirhomec o u n t{Bundes®@016b,6).

At thesametime, G e r m a disgodrseaboutthe humanitariaraspet of the EU operation
did not changesubstantiallyaftertheEU 0 p e r addditomaltasksof implementingthe UN
armsembargoon Libya andtraining the Libyan Navy and CoastGuard.Indeed,the Federal
Governmentmaintainedits argumentthat a purely military initiative will be insufficient to

resolvethe issueof humansmugglingthroughthe Central Mediterraneanin appealingfor
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Bundestagapprovalfor the prolongationof G e r ma paptidépationto the operation,for
instance,the FederalGovernmerd sarative was that supportingthe EU operationwas
0 e mb e ih éh eanprehensiveapproachthat aims to promote the developmentof self
supportingstatestructuresn Libya thatcontributeto pacificationands t a b i |(Busdastag o n 0
2016b,6). In parallel,Germanforcesin the EU operationwereconstantlyinstructedoy Berlin
thatthear key focusshouldremaingaininginformationon humansmugglingnetworksrather

thanenforcingthe UN armsembargqInterview 30: Germarofficial).

7.3.4.Deploymentof the NATO operation: Cautiousoptimism

During the planningstageof NATOG ©perationSeaGuardian Germandecisionmakers
considereda choice betweenkeepingan 6 o u t dopdratiah,damely Operation Active
Endeavou(OAE), that hasprovensuccessfuin termsof providing situationalawarenessn
the one handand putting in placea new, nontArticle 5 operationto addresghe morerecent
securitychallengesn the Mediterranearon the other(Interview 29: Germanofficial). During
thisstagetherole Germanyaffordedto theNATO operationwasbasecdn provisionof security
and stability in the region, in contrastto the aforementionectivilian framing of the EU
operation Berlin arguedthata contributionfrom NATO shouldbe basedon the coretasksof
OAE andtheAl | i aMadtiméStrategyaid outin April 2011(Bundesta@016c¢,12),which
stressedaking action againstd t tuenerability of maritime security againsttransnational
criminal activities including illegal trafficking of h u ma aswel| as the importance of
developingEU capabilitiesin conflict preventionand promoting cooperationwith NATO

(NATO 2011).

Germanysoughtto createa division of labour betweenthe operationsbasedon each

o p e r adistinctrol@ssIn orderto securegthe Bundestag spprovalfor the participationof
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Germanforces in the NATO operation,the Federal Governmentemphasisedhe distinct
featuresof the NATO operationcomparedo its EU counterpartA characteristiof theNATO
operationwasits link with broadersecurityissuesn theregion.HavingparticipatedOAE from
its onsetGermanythoughtthatthe expertisegainedin this operatiorshouldbeusedn thenew
NATO operation(Interview 30: Germanofficial). Moreover,asan6 e X m @ tt i Ge@rmaény
neededo contributeto the protectionof one of thew o r | ngiimportanttransportroutes

(Bundesta@019b,9832).

TheFederalGovernmentlsoarguedhatthe NATO operatiorshouldbeaimedat providing
surveillanceand capacitybuilding in the Mediterraneanas well as early identification and
counteringof crisesin the region,wherea lack of statecontrolwasbelievedto exposedarge
coastalreasn theregionto terroristorganisationgBundesta@016d,4; Bundesta@017d,5).
In thissensethe NATO operationvould achievets goalsé itheéMediterraneamountriesvere
ableto independentlycounterthe dangersandthreatsin the Mediterranearareawithout the
supportof [ O S GBuédestag2018c, 8). Another advantageof the NATO operationfor
Germanywas its geographtal coveragethat was broaderthan its EU counterpart.Berlin
pointedout thatthatNATO operationwaso6 t dnky multilateralapproachhatfulfils [rescue]
tasksfor the entire Mediterranearregion on the basisof resolutionsof the United Nations

Securiy Councilandinternationaimultilateralt r e a(Bundesta®019a,6).

At the sametime, becausehe EU 0 p e r a key tashd disruptinghumansmuggling
networksrequiredsituationalawarenessiermandecisionmakersacknowledgedhat6 t her e
was an overlap [betweenthe two operations]in a hugepartof CentralMe di t erandanean 6
thoughtthat NATO could in theory assistthe EU operationin that respect(Interview 29:

Germanofficial). In line with the practicesof exploitation strategy,therefore, Germany

286



attemptedo fostercooperatiorbetweerthetwo operationdy actingasad b r obkteeerthe
EU andNATO operationsn theMediterranearfk-orinstance(Germanywasakey playerbehind
the finalisation of a memorandunof understandingd t establisha processof exchanging

informationbetweerthetwo o p e r a (inieroiews8® Germanofficial).

Germanyalso supportedthe NATO operationto fill operationalgapsthe EU operation
encounteredsuchasintelligencegatheringneededo trace humantraffickers in the Central
Mediterranear(Interview 30: Germanofficial; alsoseeNATO 2016).Indeed,OperationSea
Guardiarsupportedts EU counterparby contributingto gainingamorecomprehensivpicture
ons mu g g heevorlssénd henceindirectly to searchand rescueoperations(Dibenedetto
2017,12). In this understandingthe FederalGovernmentwelcomedthe NATO o per at i on 0 s
supportto OperationSophiain the field of sharingsituationalawarenesandoperationand
securityassistanceluringtheEUf o r eseostsdo the shipstransitingtheregion(Bundestag

2019a6).

While seeingthe EU andNATO operationdrom differentlensesthe FederalGovernment
alsoindicatedthat both operationsvere6 d e s itoghelpsalvelives anddisruptthe criminal
structureghatarebehindhumantrafficking (Bundesta@018b,3430).AccordingtoGer many 6 s
official discoursetheNATO operatioralignedwith theE U @amprehensivapproactandthat
the fight againstcriminal smuggling networks remaired the core of the mission of the
oper aasiwellna9 c o nt r to the traininggand capacity building of the Libyan
coastguardand navy and enforcing the UN arms embargoon Libya on the high s e a s 6

(Bundesta@2017a,pp.6-7).
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At the sametime, Berlin waswary of the challengef a military-led responséhe NATO
operationmight entail againsthumansmugglersin the MediterraneanThe first challenge
facing the Federal Governmentabout the meansof interventionfavoured by the NATO
operationwasrelatedto the criticismsthe operationreceivedirom humanrights organisations
onthegroundshatad mi | allianaexwith nohumanitariarma n d fortmeddalearviolation
of internationallaw which gives refugeesthe right to havetheir applicationfor protection
assesseith anEU members t aAkleeiman2016,7). In particular,someNGOsexpressethat
0 N AT agokvementin migration control [through OSG] signalsa dangerousshift toward

militarisationof ahumanitariarc r i (Rettread2016).

Thesecriticismsalsorenatedat BundestagFor Die Biindnis/DieGrinenfaction, military
action against illegal activity in Central Mediterranean would be 6 r i sadng 6
6count er pAsaldNuapprovalwasiot a prerequisitefor OSGto operatein Libyan
territorial waters (instead,approval of Libyan authoritieswas sufficient), this faction also
criticisedthe operation,which wasbelievedto circumventthe U N 66sd e ¢ authority with
legitimacyin mattersof internationalpeaceands e c¢ u (Bundegtai2016g,2). Thiswasalso
the groundsfor Die Blindnis90/Grinenclaim that OSGis 6 &lank chequefor the Federal
Governmento deploythe Bundeswehim the Mediterraneam e g i(Bondésta@2016g,pp. 1-
2). Similarly, accordingto Die Linke faction, OSGis 6 N A T @téemptto expand military
control over all shipping traffic in the Mediterraneanand thus 6 durther step towardsa
dangerousand conflict-escalating militarisation of the Mediterranean,which not least

representa growingproblemfor refugeefrom A f r i(Buraléstg 2016f,pp. 1-2).

Respondindo thesecriticisms,a seniorGermandiplomatstatedthatthe operationwasnot

aboutd b einvolgedin theterritorialwatersof anycountrythroughthebackd o oBuibdestag
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2016e,18869).In the words of a Germanofficial, decidingwhetherto work with the EU or

NATO 6 w a shallenggfor Germany]becausdit] did notwantto mix the tasks[of the two

o p e r a {Inteovieve3D: Germarofficial). Despiteseekingo mitigateinter-operationagaps,

Berlin consideredthat the NATO o0 p e r a purposewasdefenceoriented (Interview 29:
Germarofficial). OntheotherhandtheEU operationvasad p e ropestiotfor[ Ger many 6 s ]
cultureof r et I cagihiceadl weasyedor Germanyto participatein naval operations
becasethe chancedor collateraldamagearefar lessthanalando p e r awhiclonmadeit

easierfor the FederalGovernmento havethe operationapprovedn BundestadInterview 29:

Germarofficial).

Germanythusapproachedhe training of the Libyan autlorities andthe implementatiorof
the UN armsembargoas secondarytasks.Indeed,Germanyran only three coursesfor the
Libyan forces(Interview 32: Germanofficial) andit interceptedsuspectedrmstraffickersin
only 6 t winor o ¢ ¢ a s (Intemiend29: German official). Moreover, within the EU
operation,GermanNavy units did not useforce to tackle humansmugglersas6 t hveasne
needfor t h i(Irdedview 30: Germanofficial). In contrastto NATO o p e r ad v @abysts
andhightl e vimstrutnentsvhichwaso6 n an e e d @ @ rd m a emplasisvason specific
capabilitieso gainamorecompletemaritimepictureto dealwith humansmugglerginterview

30: Germarofficial).

Althoughtheseinter-operationaldifferenceschallengeds e r m a abijitypte follow cross
operationalstrategiesto foster complementaritybetweenthe EU and NATO task forces,
G e r maattivésspportto bothoperationontinuedvhentheEU o0 p e r armandaterdass
extendedn March 2019, albeitwithout muchreferenceto eachother.During this period,the

FederalGovernmentlsoengagedn aninternaldebate Onthe onehand,the FederaMinistry
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of Interiorarguedhatthes mu g gtactecof defiberatelysinkingtheirboatsto 6 ¢ r asaarch
and rescues i t u atouglat abdout more refugeesflowing into Europe and potentially
Germany(Interview 29: Germanofficial). In contrastthe FederalForeignOffice favoureda
continuationof Germanf o r deaplsytnentto the operationasit did not createsucha ¢ p u | |
f a c foorefugees(Interview 29: Germanofficial). During this intragovernmentatiebate,
Berlin found itself in 6 gearof p r o ¢ r a s wheratletope@tiordalmandateof the EU
operationwas being extendedon threemonthly basesto keep the structuresand financial
resoucesintact, without much operationakctivity (Interviews29 and 32: Germanofficials).
The option to supportthe expansiorof theEU o p e r a inanaateadtisout deployingnaval
assetswas seenby Germanofficials a result of this intragovernmentatlivergence, which

0 p u sthegodernmentotheedgeoff a i I(Intarveei29: Germanofficial).

The EU and NATO operationsin the Mediterranearalso helped Germanyto fulfil its
commitmentto both organisationsin additionto aligningwith G e r m afavpubesmeansof
intervention the EU operationwasa platformfor Germanyto showits commitmentto CSDP,

0 w h is basicallyakey partof Ge r maforgigh policy andmilitary p | a n ifintenvipw
32: Germanofficial). In the wordsof a Germandiplomat,the FederalGovernmentvasé v e r y
happyto makec o mp r o mhesitecanieto furtheringthe EU integation (Interview 32:
German official). Indeed, the Federal Governmenton numerousoccasionsstressedthat
participationto the EU operationhelpedfulfii G e r m a commiitmentto CSDP (Bundestag

2017¢,24331;Bundesta@018a,7).

In parallel,the NATO operationhelpedGermanyto demonstratets own commitmentto
NATO whenthenewUS administratiorwaspressuringsermanyto increasets defencebudget

as well as its military commitmentto internationalsecurity. The new administrationand
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PresidenTrumphimselfarguedhatthe Europearalliesof theUSwerenot pulling theirweight
in NATO in termsof defencespending At variousNATO meeting,US representativesere
constantlyaskingits EuropearNATO Allies questionsalongthelinesof 6 w hhaveyou done
forme 7Tldterview33:NATO official). FurthermorePresidenf rumpsingledout particularly
Germanyasa6 f r & e@oathegroundghatBerlin hadbeenreluctanto substantiallyncrease
its defencebudgetor to sendthe Bundeswehto operationsabroad (Gotkowska2017). These
pressuresvereacknowledgedy Berlin, which believedthatd [ G e r meffortg véitkin the
EU sentwrong signalsto Wa s h i natthobughtGérmanywasin factinterestedn 6 e ns ur i ng
that its contributionsto EU doesnot sendwrong signalsto N A T (liiterview 28: German
official). Indeed,a key objectivefor Germanyin the CentralMediterraneanasto ensurethat
its effortsareplacedbothwithin NATO andEU atthesameime (Interviews28and30: German
official). In thewordsof a Germanofficial, 6 i practicalterms,you [sic] oftenfind [German]
shipsdeployedto SeaGuardianand then choppedto Sophiaand vice versato appeaséhe

perceptiorof o t h @ntesviéw28: Germarofficial).

Overall, from a political point of view, Germanywasin ad w4win s i t u avithin the 6
operationaloverlap betweenthe EU and NATO in the Mediterraneanas each operation
presentedrenuesfor Berlin to supportinternationalefforts to deal with humansmuggling,
broadersecurityissuesin Libya, and 6 aerfectway of promotingthe E U @interview 28:
Germanofficial). However,althoughG e r m a resourceallocation strategiesvere mainly
consistentwith establishingcomplementaritybetweenthe two operations Germanywas
challengedvhenit cameto mitigating the differencesandfrictions betweentheseoperations

ontheground(interviews27 and30: Germanofficials).
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7.3.5.Conclusion

In this section,| discusseds e r m astrate@issvithin the operationabverlapbetweerthe
EU and NATO in the Mediterraneanl arguedthat althoughall drivers suggestedy the
multifactor model were observedin G e r ma stratégses,these strategieswere driven
primarily by G e r m a prefetescesboutmeansof interventionandtherole of veto players

within G e r m adomeastapolitics.

Within theEU operationGermanyusedanessentiallycivilian crisismanagemerdpproach,
asseenin B e r | prefer@redo usecivilian in obtaininga betterunderstandingf the human
s mu g g busimresndodel. In contrastto this civilian approachbasedon reluctanceto use
force, Germanyjustified its contributionto the NATO operationin termsof the necessityof
military meansas a vehicle of bringing stability to the region. Therefore,in line with the
exploitation strategy Germanyascribeddifferent rolesto eachoperationand soughtto make
useof themto fulfil differentobjectivesHowever intragovernmentakensiongnadeGermany
accommodatéts strategiedy continuingits supportto both operationswithout substantive
force assetcontributiors. A contributing factor for G e r ma cogtibugng supportfor both
operationsvasthe FederalGo v e r n miingriegst® showG e r m a goiynditsentto the

EU andNATO.

G e r ma stratégeswithin the operationaloverlap betweenthe EU and NATO in the

Mediterraneamresummarisedn Tablel11l.
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Drivers of Ge r ma strhatégges Typeof Ge r ma stratégges
Securityinterests Securingfreedomof
navigation;contributing
to regionalstability
(mainly throughthe
NATO operation) Usingthe EU and
NATO operationdo
Domesticvetoplayers Intragovernmental for their comparative
divergencebouttherole o advantageand
of the EU operationthe | EXPloitation symbolicvalue;
FederalGov er nme fosteringinter-
willingnessto operational
demonstrat&S e r ma n complementarily
commitmento theEU
andNATO
Preferenceabout Framingthe EU
meanf intervention operationasfulfilling
humanitariar‘[asks; Withdrawalof force
NATO Operatiomsa assetgrom theEU
complementarand Accommodation operationdespite
necessarjnitiative extendingts
mandate

Tablell. Germany'sstrategieswithin the operationaloverlapin the Mediterranean

Evidence from Ge r ma stratégieswithin the EU and NATO operationsin the
Mediterranearmffer mixedsupporto thethreefoldargumentFirst, it is difficult to suggesthat
Germanypursuedcrossoperationalstrategiesnot least becausehe FederalGova n me nt 6 s
preferencesvithin the EU operationwhich focusedon humanitariartasks werediscursively

andoperationallydetachedrom N A T Orailgary-led tasks.

Second,G e r ma spegcibicpracticesacrossthe EU and NATO operationsconfirms the
claim thatmembers t a torens-shoppingpracticesare manifestedn different ways, rather
than simply choosingthe operationsthat are most favourableto their interests.Initially,
Germanyattemptedo exploit the operationaloverlapby both taking partin both operations

andfostercooperatiorbetweerthem.Overtime, however frictionsbetweertheEU andNATO
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operationsaswell astensionswithin policymakingprocesses Berlin, suchasthe Federal
Ministry of | n t e robjextrom against prolonging Ge r ma myoldesnent in the EU
operationmadeGermanyto accommodatés preferenceby withdrawingits forceassetgrom
the EU operationwhile supportingthe extensionof the operationaimandateand maintaining

its supportto the NATO operation.

Third, the caseof Ge r ma engagementvith the EU and NATO operationsin the
Mediterraneanoffers supportto the argumentthat members t a bvensdécisionmaking
arrangementareindicativeof the degreeio which they canusethe EU andNATO operations
to accomplisttheir objectives As seenin the casestudy,in G e r m a segtodisedtructureof
policymakingregardingthe EU andNATO crisis managemenbperationsministriesthatare
notoriginally foreignandsecuritypolicy oriented suchasthe FederaMinistry of Interior,have
beenableto projecttheir preferencemto relevantdecisioamakingprocessesrhis resultedn
intragovernmentatlivergencesluringthe FederalG o v e r n poficgnakirgregardingthe
EU and NATO operations Whilst the FederalForeign Office and the FederalMinistry of
DefenceagreecbnG e r m aaptiorisaboutthetwo operationsthe FederaMinistry of Interior
hesitatedaboutthe EU operationon the groundsthat it createda pull factor for irregular
migration. Although suchintragovernmeral divergencesnitially did not preventthe Federal
Governmenfrom usingeachoperationto accomplishits objectives the growing concernsof
theFederaMinistry of Interiorledto G e r m adegisibrio withdrawits forceassetgrom the
EU operation,a decisionoutcomethat none of the agenciesnvolved in the policymaking

processesitially advocatedlirectly.
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7.4.United Kingdom: Constrained pragmatism

7.4.1. The context of the UK& engagementwith the operational overlap in the

Mediterranean

Addressingpotentialthreatsfrom extremismin North Africa formedakey partof theU K 6 s
involvementin the Mediterranearprior to the EU and NATO operations Although London
assessethatterroristdesignatedroupsin the regionwerenot capableof attacking the UK at
thetime, it wasrecognisedhatthesegroupsposedathreatto 6 We s interestsn theregion
andtoregionals t a b (FCG2@18aiin thisunderstandingheUK soughto 6 a ¢ hasaev, e
morestableandmoreprosperoudlorthandWestAfrica thatdoesnotprovideabasefor serious
threatgo UK interestdy disrupting,degradingandisolatingterroristnetworksandaddressing

thedriversofi n s t a(bGORA13ay O

At thesametime, theU K &ssategicdocumentsdentifiedmigrationasad gl cbhal | enge 6

causedythed i n s t extoemisnmandgonflictintheMiddle EastandA f r i(HM& B015f).

In orderto supporteffortsto dealwith migratoryflows from North Africa to Europe,the UK

deployedts borderforceto supportsearchard rescueactivitiesunderthe E U &sontexin the
CentralMediterranearand Aegeanregions(FCO 2014).However,Londonarguedthatsearch

and rescueactivities createdan unintended6 p U lalc byoencburagingmore migrantsto

attempt dangeroussea crossngs, thereby leading to more deaths (HoL 2015). As a
consequencehe UK withdrewits supportfrom searchandrescueactivitiesin 2014,choosing

insteadto assistthe countriesof origin andtransit(HoL 2014).To do so, the UK provided
capacitybuilding assistancéo regionalcountriessuchasTunisiaandMoroccoundertheE U 6 s

externalmigration policy framework,while at the sametime providing bordermanagement
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assistancéo the Libyan authoritiesthroughEU Border AssistanceMission (EUBAM) (FCO
20130H. TheUK continuedoperationutsidethe EU framework,suchasé Op e r Vdet a lodhd
in May 2015,asanimplementatiorof L o n d omo-prengedapproacho 6 d efiest, with the
humanitariarapproactand,secondlypreakthe] link betweerravellingontheboatto gethere

andthe certaintyof gettings e t t{HM& @(d.5a).

7.4.2.Domesticdecisionmaking structure

TheU K @slicymakingwith regardgo theEU andNATO operationsn theMediterranean
were articulatedon a rangeof policy spheresin Whitehdl. British contributionsto naval
operationsn theregiond [ r e manimpertdntpartof a whole-of-governmentpproacho
addressinghe migration challenge,including humanitarianassistanceand action to tackle
s mu g g(F@O2GL@a).Thisrequiredaneffectivecollaboratiorandcoherencacross/arious
departmentsmost notably betweenthe CabinetOffice, Foreignand CommonwealtOffice,

Ministry of Defence Departmentor InternationaDevelopmenandthe Home Office.

Cabinet Office coordinated inputs from these departmentsto ensure a cohesive
policymaking,while its involvementin operationabletailswasmorelimited, asthesewereleft
to individual departmentsAmong thesedepartmentsforeign and CommonwealthOffice
(FCO)focusedon diplomaticinitiativesrelatedto the EU andNATO operationsn the Central
Mediterraneanyhilst the Ministry of Defence(MoD) dealtwith operationahspectsFCOand
MOD alsosentpolitical andoperationalnstructionsaswell asstaffto theU K &epresentations
in Brussels,namely the U K 6 BermanentRepresentatiorof the United Kingdom to the

Europearnion (UKRep)andits JointDelegatiornto NATO (UKDel) (Wright 2019,78).
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Anotherdepartmentvith key, albeitlessdirect,decisionmakingrolesandresponsibilities
was the Departmentfor International Trade (DfID), which worked towards the UK 6 s
developmenaidto improvethesocial,political andeconomicconditionsin regiond countries.
AstheGo v e r n approachdtressedhato t a c polertyarglinstability overseasneans
tackling the root causesof many of the global challengesncludingmi g r a DfiD cals@
workedwith the HomeOffice (HO) within theU K dnsgrationpadlicies (HMG 2015c).Taking
acloseinterestin Libya, MoD andDfID wereableto investmoretime andresourceshanFCO

in planningtheU K &fwgureactivitiesin Libya (Interview31: UK official).

This crossgovernmentapproachwas reinforced with the introduction of the 6 Fu s i o n
Do c t iiniMareh®018,creatinga division of labouracrossthematicandregionalareago
ensurecrossdepartmentaéngagemenin promotingthe U K opsiorities setby the National
SecurityCouncil (HMG 2015e).Furthermorejn 2015, the Conflict PreventionPool of 2001
wasreplacedvith anewcrossgovernmen€onflict, StabilityandSecurityFund(CSSF) which
aimedto facilitate a moreholistic decisioamakingchainby incorporatingnputsfrom arange
of differentgovernmentiepartmentgCuran2015,6). CSSFsoughtto addresarangeof issues

relatedto the migrationcrisisin the MediterraneafHMG 2015d).

In contrastto Germany whereparticipationto the EU andNATO operationsvaslimited
with aparliamentarynandatendregularlyvotedby the nationalparliamentpneithertheinitial
participationnortheprolongatiorof the UK forcesto theEU andNATO operationsverevoted
by the UK ParliamentreflectingtheUK P a r | i dackefrcangtititionallyestablishedoles

in foreignpolicy decisions.
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The U K 6 decisionmaking structureregardingthe EU and NATO operationsin the

Mediterranears illustratedin Figurel5.

Brussels
London

Permanent
Representation
to the EU

National

Cabinet

Security Office

Council

. Ministry Foreign Home Peripheral
Parliament «—> of Office Office ministries
Defence

__________________________________________________________________

Permanent
Delegation
to NATO

Key
Policy/Strategy

Operational implementation

Figure 18. TheU K adscisionmakingstructureregardingthe EU and NATOoperationsin
the Mediterranean.
(Source:Author)

7.4.3.Initial engagementvith the EU operation: Suppressingnigration

Although migrationthroughthe CentralMediterranearwas n directly affectingthe UK
astherewerevery few migrantsfrom Libya, the senseof migrationwasneverthelesat hr eat 6
perceivedoy British decisioamakers(Interview23: UK official; alsoseeFAC 2019).Indeed,
Londonsawthe EU operationrasa6 p aftbdththeU K GasdtheE U @gproacho themigrant
c r i (§CO2@16a).Especiallyafterthe deathof morethan800 peoplein the Mediterranean
in 2015,the UK recognisedind u r @ e rtwtdkeactionto preventfurtherlossof life atsea
(Interview34: UK official). Followingthisincident,PrimeMinister David Camerorstatedsuch
tragediesnarkedo darkdayfor E u r o(B&€ 8015).Duringthe EU ForeignAffairs Council
meetingon June22, Foreign SecretaryPhilip Hammondcalledfor EU-level effortsto identify

migrantmovementsnore effectively in sourceandtransitcountries(HMG 2015b).Stressing
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thatd s t o phis neadiessuffering[was] a hugeinternationalchallengewhich demandsa
compehensiveco-ordinatedr e s p oHaraneoHdarguedthat the internationalcommunity
neededo tacklethe challengeof illegal humantrafficking 6 aeverys t aanpeti@ato Br i t ai n
[could] makeanimportantcontributionto addressinghefactorsdriving migraion throughits]

aid programmaen thekey sourcec o u n t(HMGGL%a).

Reflectingthe U K 6earlierreluctanceo conductsearchandrescueactivities,which were
believedto actaso6 p d lalc tfor migraioryflows,L o n d 6oouéirsthe EU operationwas
on tackling humansmugglingnetworksinsteadof searchand rescueactivities. As Cameron
statedn theimmediateaftermathof theaforementionedapsizeof aboatin the Mediterranean,
0 s e amdrescues only onep a raridthereis a needto 6 gatter traffickers, help stabilise
thesec o u n t(BBC 20%58In thissensetheUK forcesweredid notonly conductsearchand
rescudasks but supportecittemptgo breakthebusinessnodelof humansmugglingnetworks
throughd i n t e | survetllamceandreconnaissanceapabilitiesthrough] high-endvessels

andaircraf6(EUC 2015,3).

While usng theseforce assetdn the EU operation,the UK also assessd the option of
placingcommercialvesselaunderthe EU operationto dealwith humansmugglersYet, this
option was consideredas insufficient to deter the smuggling networks from operatingin
internationalaterscomparedo military assetgFCO 2016a).Thereforethe UK Government
movedo v egruyi ctk $uppdrtthe deploymentOperationSophia,which wasseenas6 a n
examplewhere[ é fhe UK [was] quiteinstrumentain gettingthe EU to implementa CSDP
operation é ih responséo needwhereit could nothavebeendoneindividually or nationally
by differentn a t i (ldoh EWBCommittee2016).In this sensethe UK initially deployedHMS

Enterprise HMS Richmondand a Merlin helicopterto the EU operationin its early stages
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(HMG 2015b).Apartfrom operationakupportthe UK alsosupportedhe EU operationonthe
internationalstage,as evidentin the U K 6agpenholderrole for the UNSC resolution2240,
whichendorsedheEU 0 p e r adctiomson theshighseas® taddresdboththeimmediateand
long-termaspect®f migrantsmugglingandhumantrafficking towardsk u r o(YNSG 2015;

HMG 2015Db).

The EU operationofferedthe UK someadvantagedn relationto its potentialto limit the
irregular migration, for instance,the EU operation was seen aligning with the UK 6 s
comprehensivapproacho tacklethe migrationcrisisin 2015(HoL 2016a,2). Moreove, the
UK arguedthattheEUo per ad s omidisa ¢ $ sueh&sgéhd provisionof situational
awarenesso identify the areaswherethe humansmugglingnetworkswere operatingwere
0 f unda mwaerdtaadingand counteringthese networks (FCO 2016; HoL 2016a,4).
Therefore,London soughtto instrumentalisehe EU operationto deploy6 n i cdpabidties
thatwerenot possesselly othertaskforcesin theregion,suchasN A T OéxistingOperation

Active Endeavou(Interview 34: UK official).

At thesameime, while placingforceassetsinderthe EU operationthe UK recognisedhat
fighting againsthumansmugglingnetworksin the Mediterranearis not a full -fledgedcombat
situation. In the words of foreign secretaryHammond,althoughthe U K 66sp ripalrwar-
fightinga | | i veonldbe NATO, thesituationin the Mediterraneamwasaboutdé st abi | i sat i
trainingandr e b u i (HaCi201@).6lammondcontinuedthaté [ t ibrnotafjoleof NAT O6
while 6 t BueopearlJnion andbilateralarrangementdelivered by other Europearcountries

[were] absolutelytheright way to go aboutachievingt h éHo@2016).

Indeed,accompanyinghis pragmaticapproaclon thefunctionalityof the EU operationwvas

an emphasin the political stability in Libya. Key British decisionmakersbelievedthatthe
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first pillar of the U K 6L#bya policy at the time, namelyestablishingpolitical stability, wasa
key elementnot least becausefulfilling other componentsof the U K 6 strategy such as
regulatingmigrationwould requireapolitically stabilisedLibya (interview23: UK official). In

this sensethe UK alsothoughtthatthe EU operationcould contributeto establishingstability
in Libya, asthis operationwasto operatein the Libyan territorial watersin its third phase

(Interview23: UK official; EUC 2017a).

Operationalconcernsas well as a willingness to show the U K dlsadershipin naval
operationslsoaffectedtheU K Gsspportto the EU operation British decisionmakershought
thatthe U K 66sa d a pst hai bpl peidd [g iddvalttamsprovideda soundb a sfa the EU
operationandthatthe UK was6 v emughalignedwith the EU in termsof maritimesecurity
c hal | @megievs3d: UK official). Furthermorethe UK was keenin facilitating the
cooperabn betweerthe EU andNATO operationsn the Mediterranearby implementingthe
lessondearntfrom the Gulf of Adenwheretherewasad s e a mlo ® € roatheigroumd
(Interviews33 and 35: NATO officials). Thanksto whata UK official called6 t Atalanta
her i ttha dkewas alreadyworking togetherwith other EU members t a hagies@n
experienceahathelped6 b r i b g ig B gifferent siatesin the run up to the EU operation

(Interview34: UK official).

Whenthe leadershipin the UK changedrom David Cameronto TheresaViay, London
begano placeits focusonthemigrationdossiemwhenconsideringpptionsaboutthe operations
in theMediterranearfChalmers2016,11). As the newprimeminister,formerHomeSecretary
TheresdMay 6 s anigrationandcounterterrorisnaskey prioritiesandtherefore[the UK] had
to try andsupporta political s o | u tinteview®3: UK official). During hertime, National

Security Council discussionsincreasingly focused on the U K 6 lsoader Libya strategy
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(Interview 23: UK official). However,the FCO o f f i apipraachsodhe H O dirscreasing
involvementin thehandlingof theissuehasbeenmarkedby suspicionjn partbecaus¢iO was
involvedin the decisionmakingprocesseswithout really understandinghei s s(bnter@ew
23: UK official). Additionally, therewas a sensein the Foreignand CommonwealthOffice
thoseeffortsfor thelong-termreconstructiorof Libya needto beled by the UN ratherthanthe

EU (Interview31: UK official).

NonethelessMay did not shareherp r e d e c iaterasstonraddsessinghe long-term
problemsn Libya. LibyawastheC a me r &l negwaho lgdéhe UK Governmenturingthe
uprisingsin Libya andacceptedt asadutyto deliverabetterLibya (Interview31: UK official).
Whilst the governmenthereforeinvestedmuchin North Africa undertheleadershipf David
Camerontherewasa changeof regionalfocusin UK foreignpolicy thatwasé itheb a k iinn g 6
thesubsequergovernmentginterview 31: UK official). FurthermoretheU K énationalpolicy
regardingmigration was alsobeing 6 h i gh If f e r d&om thatof thede® (Lain and
Nouwens2017,16). Thus,ratherthana proactiveinvolvement,May took aninterestin Libya

to 6 r ewhenthesituationcausep r o b I(letensedw31: UK official).

Importantly,the UK alsorevisedits role in the EU operationafterthe Brexit referendum
Beinginvolvedin the EU operationraisedsuspicionsaboutthe useof surveillanceoperations,
which were believedto serveasanincentivefor migrantsto usethe CentralMediterranearo
crossto southerrEurope(Interview 31: UK official). In thisvein, July 2017,the UK deployed
alandingshipunderthe EU operationfor the purposeof supportingghe armsinterdictiontasks
ratherthantasksto disrupthumansmugglingnetworks(FAC 2016).To justify this changeof
focus,Hammondrevertedfrom its previousposition, this time statingthato t Imes between

whatis a combatmissionandwhatis a training missioncould be blurredin situationssuchas
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Li by @&daCs2016).As will be shownbelow, British force assetsand total complement

concentratednoreon the NATO operationbetweer2016and20183,

Despite showing flexibility by using the EU and NATO operdions to pursueits own
objectives,the U K dirmminentexit from the EU presentedtertainimplicationsto the UK 6 s
suchflexible and pragmaticapproachwithin the operationaloverlapin the Mediterranean.
Although the UK Governmentconfirmedthat it will remain committedto the EU in crisis
managemenbperations(e.g. FCO 2017), the U K 6departurefrom the EU and increasing
divergencesetweenBrusselsand London on how to tackle the migratory pressuresnade
Londonreconsideits commitmentgo the EU operaion (FCO2016a).In thewordsof aBritish
officer,6 t h havetpexomeanuchmoreclearfrom aBrexit point of view that[the UK] would

beout[of theEU operationjoy 2 0 1(Bitérview34: UK official).

7.4.4.Deploymentof the NATO operation: Stabilisingthe region and supportingthe EU

Before the launch of NATO operation,the UK Governmentmaintainedits ambition to
preventhumansmugglingnetworks,asthesenetworkswerebelievedto be runningirregular
immigrationinto SouthernEurope(Interview 34: UK official). To this end,the UK supported
theuseof NATOG mtelligence surveillanceandreconnaissanaeapabilitiesn supportof the
EU operationand fosteled complementaritybetweenthe EU and NATO operations(FCO
20164a) British diplomatswereactive participantsof discussiondetweenthe EU andNATO
in Brusselsaboutachievingmutually beneficialcollaborationacrosghe operationgInterview

40: NATO official). At thesametime, the UK arguedthatthe sourcesof armstrafficking into

Z2A Ut hemibcarespondenceith MoD.
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Libyawaso ifficult tok n oam@ao f pi € twasnemdedo getaroundthisdifficulty (EUC

2017Db,13).

LondonarguedhatN A T O@perationSeaGuardianvasa usefuladditionto providesuch
situationalawarenesslue to the experienceghe NATO forcesgainedthroughthe Operation
Active Endeavouiin the region (Interview 34: UK official). This wasin line with theU K 6
considerationgboutsecurityrisks thatwerebelievedto be stemmingfrom North Africa. For
example,the UK thought that the Operation Sea Guardan was more focused than its
predecessofOperationActive Endeavourgsit conductedasksto preventthe flows of arms
andfuel throughthe Centraland EasternMediterranear{Interview 34: UK official). Seeking
to understandhe businessmodel of arms trafficking networksin the region and conduct
interdictionswherepossible theseactivitieswere seenessentiato contributeto the security

awareness the Mediterranearfinterview40: NATO official).

Nonetheless,there were also unclarities about the role NATO could play in the
MediterraneanOnthe onehand,asNATO waswithdrawingfrom Afghanistanp L i Wwagan
obvious choice [for intervention]due to its proximity to Europe,but on the other, NATO
c o u | reatiydwtork out what this role shouldb e (nterview 23: UK official). Therefore,
London approachedhe NATO operationas a multiplier of the existing Europeannaval

presencén theregion.

This deterrencded focusonthe NATO operatiorbroughtM o D @&eadershifo thefrontin
the U K @pslicymakingin the region(Interview 23: UK official). Despiteacknowledginghe
addedvalueof theNATO operationto complementhe effortsof its EU counterparthowever,

MoD officials thoughtthatd O p e r SeaGuardimnwasnot matureat the time comparedto
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whatit is now asa muchmorefocusedoperationwith aninterestin EasternrMe di t er r an e a
(Interview 34: UK official). In contrast,the EU6 sapabilities such as its civil-military
surveillancecoordinationcapabilitiesandits expertisaveremorerelevantfor acomprehensive
approachanareawhereNATO officials acknowledgedhatthe EU shouldlead(Interview 34:

UK official; NATO official 3).

Anothercomparativeadvantagef the EU operationfor the UK wasrelatedto the means
of intervention,namely, this o p e r a thandatetd fain the Libya coastguardand navy
(Interview34: UK official). Importantly,this trainingwasrequestedby the Libyan authorities,
which was an important considerationfor the UK not leastbecaused o mfethe necessary
political conditionsfor any deploymentof UK trainingteamswould be a formal requestfrom
theLibyan Governmentasis the casewith theprovisionof trainingfor theLibyanCoast guar d 6
(HoL 2015,12)“. As the EU operationwasunableto operaten the Libyan territorial waters,
which preventedhe operationto actasa moreeffectivedeterrentagainsthumansmugglersn
the region, the UK has beenable to provide training to the Libyan coastguardn Libyan
territorial waterson therequesbf Libyan authorities(EUC 2017b,11; alsoseeHoL 2015,12).
LondonalsosawtheEU 0 p e r attainiogelé&rentasa morerealisticengagemergiventhe
political andsecurityconditionsin Libya (EUC 2017a).Furthermoreit wasbelievedthatthis
elementof the EU operation could have an impact beyond migration if a coastguards
establishedvith thenecessargssetginterview31: UK official). ThereforetheUK considered

thelegitimacyof thetraining providedby the EU operationaswell its practicalvalue.

Yet, the effectivenessf political engagementvith Libya throughdevelopmenprojects

wasquestionedvithin Whitehallonthegroundghatthe UK wasnotgainingmuchin this area.

24 Also seeWolff (2018)for theimportanceof invitationsto intervenefor the EU andNATO operations.
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For instance,officials in the UK Governmentrecognisedthe risks posedby repats that
detentioncentresin Libya failed to meethumanrights standardginterview 23: UK official).
ThereforeLondonincreasinglyshiftedits attentionto amoremilitary-basedontributionrather
thanan outright withdrawal from the operationsdespie maintaininga whole-of-government
approacho addresshe migrationchallengethroughenhancingegionalcountriescapabilities

(Interview23: UK official).

Brexit not only challengedhe U K drvolvementin the EU operation Whilst issuesabout
defence securityand military receivedmarginalmediacoverageespeciallyin comparisorno
two majorfault lines of economyandimmigration,especiallythe Vote Leavecampaigrgroup
arguedthataplannedd E u r capr emayoild duplicateNATO anddamaged t ihdévisibility
of thetransatlanticsecurityg u a r a(Viote eeav@2016).At the sametime,publicopi ni on 6 s
attentionontheissuewasmorelimited givenalack of domesticvisibility of thetwo operations.
Despitesomedomesticsupportn Britain atthetimefor anEU rolein crisismanagemen{Smith
2018,617),L o n d @wominanicationstrategywas basedon commiting military assetso
smaller lesssalientoperationsftertheexperience®f Irag andAfghanistan(Interview31: UK

official). Thereforethe UK keptalow-profile presencén the operationuntil 2018.

7.4.5.Conclusion

In this sectionl assessethe evidenceto examinethe U K Gsrategieswithin the overlap
betweerthe EU andNATO operationsn the Mediterraneanl. arguedthatthe U K Gsgategies
weredrivenby its securityconcernsaboutstability in North Africa andtherole of vetoplayers
within its own domesticpolitical environment.The UK Governmentthoughtthat the EU
operationcould be usedas a leveragefor the objective of suppressindhumansmuggling

networksthat were believedbe a primary causeof irregular crossingsrom North Africa to
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SouthernEurope.ln doingso,LondonemphasisetheEU 0 p e r a gophisticabeshssetsits
potentialto operatein the Libyan territorial watersandthe E U énaval operationexperience
from the Gulf of Aden,aswell asawillingnessto showtheU K demdershipn navaloperations.
The UK also arguedthat NATO could bring specific operational capabilities such as
surveillanceand situationalawarenessot only in supportof the EU operation,but also for
additionaltaskssuchas supportingthe implementationof the UN armsembargoon Libya.
Although a lack of clarity abou N A T Oiavelvementon relatedissuesmadelLondonto use
the new NATO operationfor military deterrenceagainsthumansmugglingnetworks,in line
with the exploitation strategy,the UK soughtto use the comparativeadvantageof each

operationandfostercooperatiorbetweerthem.

Overtime, however therole of domesticveto playersbecameamnore prominentdrivers of
the U K 0 drategies.The changeof leadershipin the UK brought about a decreased
governmentahttentionto theregion.Despitehavinga prediectionin the migrationdossieras
a former Home Secretary,TheresaMay was not personallyinvestedin the issueto the same
extentasherpredecessobavid CameronDuring this period,the UK beganto scaledownits
force assetsn the EU operation,nsteadfocusingon othertaskssuchastraining the Libyan
authorities Thesetaskswere believedto be more sustainablesolutionsto preventirregular
crossingsthrough the Central Mediterranearroute. However, it was not only a changeof
leadershipin London that led the UK Governmentto recalculatethe U K 6rsle in the
Mediterranean As the U K d departurefrom the EU becamemore imminent, it became
politically and operationallyuntenablefor London to maintainits force assetsin the EU
operationTherefoe,theU K @ability to makeuseof the EU andNATO operationgo amplify

its own interestsverelimited.

307



Tablel2illustratestheU K &stategiesvithin this operationabverlap.

Drivers of the U K OGsiategies

Type of the U K GsBategies

Securityinterests

Usingoperationgo
preventirregular
crossingghroughthe
Mediterraneamnda
military deterrenceo
broadsecurityissuesn
theregion

Domesticvetoplayers

Changeof leadership
(Camerorto May) and
resultingchangeof
emphasi®n migration
andtheregionitself;
Brexit makingit difficult
tojustifytheU K 6 s
presencen the EU
operation

Preferenceabout
meansof intervention

FavouringtheE U 6 s
trainingtasksasa
potentiallymore
sustainablesolution

Exploitation

Accommodation

Usingthe
comparative
advantagesf each
operationflexibility
in engagingwith the
operationsn line
with changing
political and
operational
conditions

Politics of Brexit
andwithdrawalfrom
the EU operation

Table12. TheUK's strategieswithin the operationaloverlapin the Mediterranean

The caseof U K 6emgagementvith the EU and NATO operationsin the Mediterranean
offers mixed supportto the threefold argumentpresentedn Chapter2. First, ratherthan
pursuingcrossoperationalstrategiesthe UK affordeddisparaterolesto the EU and NATO
operatons in the region. Although it constantly emphasisedthe two operationscould
complementachother,this rhetoricalemphasiglid not translatento activeeffortsto achieve

inter-operationacomplementarity.
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Second,the U K 6fsrum-shoppingbehaviourbetween the EU and NATO operations
confirms the secondelementof the threefold argument,namelythat memberstatesexhibit
particularstrategie®f choosingoperationdor differentpurposesinitially, the UK displayeda
clear preferencefor using the two operationsfor their distinct advantagesHowever, as its
policy of makinguseof the operationabverlapto accomplishts own objectivesbecamenore
difficult with the U K 6egit from the EU looming on the horizon,Londonaccommodateds
strategieswithin the operationalbverlapby withdrawingfrom the EU operation.During this

period,the UK turnedto the NATO operationasanidealframeworkfor intervention.

Evidencefrom this casestudy also offers supportto the third elementof the threefold
argumem, namely thatmembers t aihset@idnalarrangementsf decisioamakingin foreign
andsecuritypolicy affectsthe extentto which they canmakeuseof the operationabverlapto
pursuetheir interests As seenin the changeof policiesfrom Cameronto May governments,
the U K 6 fereign policymaking coordination arrangementshat relied considerably on
contextualfactors such as the configurationof the governmentoroughtabouta decreasing
governmentalnterestin beingactively engagedwithin the EU and NATO operationsn the
Mediterraneanln addition,theU K &dscisionto withdrawfrom the EU operationvasaffected
by theU K Gmsminentdeparturdrom the EU, which alsoposedoperationalifficulties for the
British forcesin the EU operation.This decision, therefore,also confirms the claim that not
onlymembers t a do@dinatiorof theirdomestigolicymaking,butalsodynamicswithin the
EU andNATO areimportantdeterminant®f the extentto which memberstatescan pursue

theiraimsthroughthe EU andNATO operations.
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8. Conclusion: Functionality, complementarity, and capabilities

Thisthesishassetoutto examinewhy andhow membeirstateschooseto usecertainEU and
NATO crisis managemenbperationshat undertakesimilar tasksin sameplacesandtimes,
referredto as the operationaloverlap betweenthe EU and NATO in the field of crisis
managementn addressinghisquestion) startedrom theassumptionhatthisis aninteresting
casefor thememberf bothorganisationswho exhibitsvaryingkindsanddegree®f support
to certainEU andNATO operationsn the samespacesalthoughthe option existsfor themto
takepartin bothor only in oneof the operationsAn investigationof members t a theiced
from the overlappingEU and NATO operationstherefore presentsa useful comparative
researclsettingto explorehow memberstatesarticulateand pursuetheir strategiesegarding

thetwo organisationsiswell astheir operations.

Despitethe puzzle that members t a theiceéwithin the overlappingEU and NATO
operationgresentgxistingresearchoften usedthe conceptof 6 0 v e unkyat@ntaticallyand
oftenthroughanorganisationalevel perspectiveratherthanan explanatoryor predictivetool
to investigatemembers t a strategi@sTo the extentthata memberstatelevel perspectivas
implementedthe focusis generallyon the processest the inceptionof operationssuchas
planning andlaunchphasesAs a consequenceawyhile it is often assumedhat memberstates
choosdhoseoperationghataremostfavourableo theirinterestshow preciselymembeistates
practice thesechoicesremainsunderspecified Additionally, thereis a lack of systematic
attention paid to the ways in which member statesorganisetheir foreign and security
policymakingstructureso accomplishtheir objectiveswithin the EU andNATO operations.
This leavesthe questionof whethermembers t a deeissoBmaking processesboutthe EU

and NATO operationscould be interlinked and, therefore, whethermemberstatesmight be
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articulatingcrossoperationaktrategiesindeed,asofficials at national,EU andNATO levels
highlight, national decisionsabout overlgping EU and NATO operationsare not madein

isolationfrom oneanother(interview35: NATO official; US Missionto the EU 2009a).

As a result, | arguedthat questionsremain as to why memberstatesfollow particular
strategieswithin overlappingEU and NATO operationsas well as on how they makeand
practicethesestrategiesl thenoffereda threefoldargumentto answerthesequestionsFirst,
memberstatesoften articulateand pursuetheir individual operationalstrategieswhich are
driven by multiple factors, by consideringthe implications of these strategiesfor both
operatiosin agiventheatre SecondwhentheyfacebothEU andNATO operationgo address
crosscutting or the sameissuesmemberstatesdo not simply choosehoseoperatiors thatare
mostsuitablefor their own interestsWhile memberstatesarticulatetheir strategiesaccording
to their expectation®f which operationwill delivera betteroutcomefor their intereststhese
strategiesncludedifferentandheuristicpractiesacrosgheoperationsThird, members t at e s 6
own institutionalarrangementsf decisionmakingin securityanddefencepolicies arestrong
indicatorsof the extentto which they can effectively instrumentalisethe EU and NATO

operationgo attaintheir goals.

In making this argument this thesishasdevelopeda multifactor model built uponthree
elementsinformed by researchon EU and NATO crisis managemenbperations,regime
complexity,andforeignpolicy analysis thedriving forcesof members t a ¢h@ceshboutthe
EU and NATO operations,the ways in which memberstatesexercisethesechoices,and
member state® organigtion of their policymaking instrumentsand mechanisms.This
multifactor modelwas empirically appliedto the qualitativecasestudes of French,German,

andBritish strategieswvithin the EU andNATO operationsn Afghanistan the Gulf of Aden,
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andthe MediterraneanUntil theU K &egit from the EU, thesethreememberstatesaremajor
playerswithin bothorganisationslueto, amongotherthings,thepivotal role theyplayedin the
developmenbf thetwo organisationsindtheir materialcapabilities Furthermorethe selected
operationatheatrewvary in theirgeographicalocation,their civilian or military nature aswell

asthepolitical riskstheyentailedfor memberstates.

In this concludingchapter] reconsidethe multifactormodelpresentedn Chapter2 in the
light of the evidencefrom the casestudies.To demarcatehe strandsof evidencefrom case
studies| divide the discussionin this chapterinto threeparts:First, | summarisénow France,
GermanyandtheUK engagedvith theselectedeU andNATO operationgrom acomparative
perspectiveSecond] discusghedriversof members t a strategi@observedacrosshe EU
andNATO operationsanalysedn the empiricalchaptersThis helpsprovidea comprehensive
picture of what motivatesmemberstatesto articulateand pursueparticularstrategieswithin
theseoperations therebyoffering inferencesaboutthe functionality of operationaloverlap
betweenthe EU andNATO in thefield of crisis managemenf(Third, | discussthe particular
typesof members t a foransshoppingbehaviouracrossghe operationof interestto address
how preciselymemberstategpursuetheir strateges. Therefore this part of the discussiorwill
also help makeinferenceson complementaritypetweenmembers t a stratsg@sas well as
betweertheEU andNATO operationsFourth | will discusgheextenttowhichmembeist at e s 6
organisationof their own policymaking effects their ability to accomplishtheir objectives
throughthe EU andNATO operationsin this sensethethird partof this discussiorwill help
draw inferencesabout the importanceof members t a tapabilities to implement their

stratgyieswithin the operationabverlapbetweerthetwo organisations.
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After discussingthe evidencearoundthe themesof functionality, complementarityand
capabilities,| will thentouch on the contributionsand limitations of the thesis,as well as

offering avenuedor futureresearch.

8.1.Comparative summary of member statestrategies

Casestudiessuggestthat contextualfactors such as concernsabout containinga given
securitythreatanddynamicswithin domestigpolicymakingstructuresvereinfluential in how
eachmemberstateengagedwith the EU and NATO operationsstudiel in this thesis.For
examplejn the Gulf of Adenandthe Mediterraneank-rancesoughtto addressecuritythreats
arisingfrom North Africa andthe Saheregion,andto thisendit actedasapivotalactorthrough
political andmilitary processesvithin boththe EU andNATO operationsOn the otherhand,
G e r maahgicessereinfusedwith contextualpolitical concernsof governmentabgencies
in Berlin. Thatis, G e r maaomnditsiento supportingthe EU andNATO operationsandits
formulationof nationalmandateandoperationatestrictiongeflectedto agreatextentthefault
lines between actors and agencies within Ge r ma nsgdurty and defence
policymakingsystem The U K éckoicesfrom the EU andNATO operationsalsoreflectedthe
political dynamicswithin its policymakingsystem,suchasthe dominantrole of the Cabinet
Office asthe key actorwithin the foreign policy executive albeitto a lesserextentcompared
to Germany.What was more prominentin the caseof the U K 6sfrategieds a flexible and
pragmaticapproacho usethe EU andNATO operationgo accomplishthe U K doperational

andpolitical objectives.

Nonethelessthe choicesof France,Germany,and the UK of specific EU and NATO

operationsaarenot only shapedy thesemembers t a talewationsaboutaddressing given
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securitythreator the contextualdynamicswithin nationalgovernmentsin fact, the historical
and broadercontextof the threemembers t a seeustyand defencepolicies, suchastheir
long-standing orientationsabout the role of the EU and NATO as international security
providers,werealsoimportantdeterminant®f how they decideal throughwhich operationto
address securitythreat.In Afghanistan for instanceF r a n stratdgissveremainly shaped
by its long-standing preferencefor keeping NATO as a military alliance as opposedto
developingt into a securityactorthatundertakesybrid crisis managementoperationsa task
for which Parisconsideredhe EU more suitable By deploying its gendarmeridorcesunder
theNATO missionin Afghanistanwhichwasin factad | a e & aptionfér Paris,Francenot
only playeda prominentrole in the NATO mission,but alsolimited N A T Oiévslvementin
Afghanistanto a military domain. Similarly, the EU operationin the Gulf of Aden had a
symbolicvaluefor FrancewhichregardedheEU operatiorasareflectionof Frenchieadership

behindthedevelopmenbf theE U &emmonSecurityandDefencePolicy (CSDP)

Similarly, it is also possibleto observethe historical contextof G e r ma seguitysand
defencepoliciesin B e r | choicddiomtheEU andNATO operationsAcrossall casestudies
in this thesis,Ge r ma moggétandingreluctanceto use force within crisis management
operationsvasobservableA key featureof Germary édgcisioamakingwasa consideration
of specificrulesof engagemerthatwouldbein linewith G e r m atengedistowardsmilitary
restraintandcivilian crisis managementyhich often facilitatedit for Berlin to assumemore
prominentroleswithin the EU ratherthanNATO operationsbecause¢he EU operationdhada

morecomprehensivenandateandsupportedy theE U Gnerecivilian regionalinstruments

The UK dealtwith the complexitiesof operationaloverlapthrougha more flexible and

somewhapragmatiapproacltomparedo FranceandGermanylt usedarangeof instruments
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suchasad hocmeetinggdo try andcircumventthe lack of formal cooperatiorbetweenthe EU
andNATO.L o n d primargaimin doingsowasto usethetwoo r g a n i gparationdon s 6
the different addedvaluesthey offeredto containthe securitythreatin question,but alsoto
achievecertainpolitical objectivesthatreflectedtheimportanceof the historicalcontextof the

U K ésecurityanddefencepolicies.Thatis, consideratiorsuchastheU K Gssategigreference
for NATO, limiting thedevelopmenof EU capabilitieghatarefully autonomousrom NATO,
andBr i t @as péceilaat iwitmtlselus wede observablewithin the U K 6strategies

acrosshreecases.

As a result, memberstatesuseda diverserangeof strategiesacrossthe three cases.In
Afghanistan,Franceaccommodatedts preferencedy recalculatingits role in the Afghan
police reform. This led to a particularform of Frenchpresencen the NATO missionwhere
Francewasableto play therole of aleadingcontributorto the missionwith aview to constrain
N A T Oidvelvementinto a military domain.In the Gulf of Aden, Francetolerateddhe NATO
operationwhile not taking partin it, not leastbecausehe NATO task forcesin the region
providedaforcemultiplier to tackle asecuritythreatagainsinternationatrade ,namely piracy
andarmedrobbery.In the Mediterraneank-rancewasmoreactivein usingboth operationdor
its preferencesnsteadf merelytoleratingtheoperationabverlapbetweertheEU andNATO,
Franceexploitedthe parallel existanceof two EU andNATO operationgo multiply its own

stabilisationeffortsin North Africa andthe Sahelregions.

In contrast,Germanyoften usedthe strategyof toleration In Afghanistan,Berlin was
initially hesitantaboutNATOG6 mvolvementin policereformdueto its preferencédo actin line
with its owndomesticcultureof policing. Similarly, in theGulf of AdenGermanywasreluctant

to usemilitary force againstthe threatof piracy andarmedrobbery At the sametime, it hdd
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off blocking N A T Odpserationalplanningprocesse# both casesjnsteadending political
supportto NATO operationsandplayingtherole of brokerthroughfosteringinter-operational

cooperatioranddivision of labour.

The UK exhibitedthe mostactive presencavithin the EU andNATO operationsstudied in
this thesisby exploiting the operationaloverlap Througha flexible approacho the EU and
NATO operationsthe UK not only providedoperationaleadershipput alsotook active part
in arangeof instrumentsuchasadhocinter-operationatooperationA significantmotivation
for the UK to follow this strategywasto circumventthe lack of formal cooperatiorbetween
theEU andNATO thatwould be counterproductivefor theU K Girderestswhich coverednot
only addressinghe securitythreatsat hand but alsoaccomplishingpolitical objectivessuchas

respondingo the pressurefrom the US.

8.2. Functionality: Drivers of national strategies

Thefirst elementof the multifactormodelsetout in Chapter2 wasthe assumptiorthatthe
objectivesmemberstatesseek to pursuethrough the EU and NATO crisis management
operationsaredrivenby members t a $eeustyinterestsyeto playerswithin their domestic
political environmentsandtheir preferacesaboutmeansf interventionin crisismanagement.
It was then suggestedhat memberstatespursuetheir objectivesthrough crossoperational
strategieslf this contentionis vindicatedby evidence this would meanthat the operational
overlapbetweerthe EU andNATO in thefield of crisismanagement afunctionalonefrom
members t a pomtsobview (Bierman2008; Galbreathand Gebhard2010),asit presents

memberstateamultiple venuedo fulfil their heterogenoumterests.
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Evidencefrom individual casesstrongly supportsthe hypothesisbasedon domesticveto
players,namelythatmembers t a strategi@primarily serveto promotespecificpreferences
of actorswithin their domesticpolitical environmentsAs a NATO official likens member
states @trategiesn crisis managemenoperationsto a6 5 , -Kil@retres c r e wdthesev er 6 ,
strategiesare often informed by members t a toassdérationsaboutdomesticpolitics and
politicsattheBrusseldevel,ratherthanoperationatealitiesandneedsn theground(interview
40: NATO official). Indeed,in eachof the casespreference®f actorsand agencieswithin
members t a goeesntentsplayed key roles in both articulation and pursuit of national
strategies.The FrenchGovernmentpromotedan indegendentEU role in the field of crisis
managementn all three contexts,while attemptingto preventN A T O éffsrts that could
obstructthe E U 6iredependentaction. Intragovernmentabolitics and pressuresrom the
nationalparliamentsubstantiallyshapedse r ma stratéggesasdifferentministriesinvolved
in relevantdecisionmakingcontextsaswell asoppositionfrom within the nationalparliament
havebeenableto shapeG e r m astrateissvithin theEU andNATO operationsnvestigated
in thisthesisIn theUK, theg o v e r nmoévatiorGopursueB r i t aientatisaboutthe
crisismanagemenblesof thetwo organisationshapecdationalstrategiesvithin the casesf
operationabverlap.Thoughthis wassimilarto F r a n afoeethentionedtrategies. ondon 6 s
political anglewasoppositeto that of Paris:throughoutall of the casesthe UK wasreluctant
to facilitate an EU presencen the field of crisis managementhat could duplicateN AT O6 s

capabilities.

Another hypothesiswas that members t a prefesedcesaboutmeansof interventionin
crisis managementshape their strategies.Accordingly, members t a tpreferéncesare
informedby theirengrainedlomesticmormsaboutthe meanf intervention thelegitimacyof

the two or g a ni opetationsios @More practical considerationsabout the suitable

318



instrumentgo respondo acrisissituation.The strongesevidencdor this hypothesiss found
in Ge r mastratefjismcrossthe EU andNATO operationsn thisthesisIndeedGer many 6 s
strategiesvereoverarchinglyfocusedon following a domesticcultureof avoidinguseof force
in crisismanagemenbperationsin the cagesof Franceandthe UK, concernsaaboutmeansof
interventionwererelatedto practicalconcernsaboutthe conditionson the ground,ratherthan

anormativeconceptiorof 6 a p p r o p roficresis rranagemenistruments.

Ontheotherhand evidencedrom casestudiesofferslower level of supportto thehypothesis
aboutmembers t a ge@ustyinterestsaccordingo whichmembers t a strategiésvould be
driven by a motivationto addressa threatagainsttheir physicalsecurity or their economic
benefts. Indeed the evidencdor the hypothesidasedbnmembers t a seeustyinterestsare
only foundin individual caseghataredifficult to extendo otheroperationatontextsexamined
in thisthesis.Thesignificanceof securityinterestsvasmostsdientin F r a nstraegissbout
theEU andNATO operationsn the Gulf of Adenandthe MediterraneanwhereFrancesought
to usethe operationabverlapto amplify its policiesof achievingregionalstability. Similarly,
the UK also soughtto instrumendlise the operationaloverlap in Afghanistan and the
Mediterranearo pursuets securityintereststhoughits ability to do sowasconstrainediueto
the U K 6iraminentexit from the EU. G e r ma segquityanterest,on the other hand,were

framedaroundrathervaguetermssuchasthe protectionof internationatraderoutes.

Thereforepnaggregategvidencesupportgheclaimthatthestrategie®f France Germany,
andthe UK aredrivenby multiple factors.Moreover,in seekingto accomplisitheir objectves
thataredrivenby multiple factors,France Germanyandthe UK haveusedcrossoperational
strategiesThatis, the stepsFrance Germany andthe UK takeaboutanoperationaffectstheir

policymakingaboutthe otheroperationin the samespace Thesememberstatessoughtto both
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foster inter-operationalcooperationwithin an overlap and createrules in an operationto
underminethe otheroperation.Only within the operationaloverlapin the Mediterraneardid
the three member statesnot constantly pursue crossoperationalstrategies.Yet, a closer
inspectionof dynamicswithin this operationatheatresuggestghat the reasonfor this is not
that memberstatesrefrainedfrom doing so. In fact, eachmemberstate emphasisednter-
operationatooperationn the Mediterraneanbut theywererestrictedby political dynamicsat
domestic,EU and NATO levels, substantiadifferencesbetweenthe two operationsandthe

lack of progresgarticularlywithin the EU operation.

Giventhevariousdriving forcesof members t a ébjediv@sthen,thequestionis whether
the overlapbetweenthe EU andNATO operationds a functionalonein termsof satisfying
members t a herwgnoumterestsAlthoughlaunchingtwo separat®perationgo address
crosscutting crisesin the sametheatresmayseemcounterintuitivefrom a rationatchoice
perspectiveFrance Germanyandthe UK oftenusedthe overlapto minimisethepolitical and
operationalcostsof their responsdo thesecrises.In this sensethe overlapbetweenEU and
NATO operationshave beenfunctional from members t a peespetiveas it presented
membeistateanultiple venuedo pursuetheirinterestsYet, aswill beshownbelow,theextent
to which France Germanyandthe UK could effectively usethe operationaloverlapto attain
their goalsis a different question one thatis substantiallyrelatedto eachof thesemember

s t a dwe dbardinationandpolicymakingstructures.

8.3. Complementarity: Typesof national strategies

Thesecondelementof the multifactormodeldevelopedarticulartypesof forum-shopping

practiceghroughwhich memberstategpursuetheir preferencesvithin the operationabverlap
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betweenthe EU andNATO, suchasthe kind of supportthey offer or the way in which they
allocate their resourcesacrossthe operations.Building on regime complexity research,|
identified threetypesof strategiedhasedon the positionsof France,Germany,and the UK
within the EU and NATO: exploitation,accommodationand toleration. The importanceof
thesestrategiediesin thecentralpositionsthesemembeistateshold within theEU andNATO,
aswell aswithin botho r g a n i sriais nnapagesnénbperations(interviews 33 and 35:
NATO officials; Schmidt2014; Novaky 2018a). Therefore,if thesemenber statespursue
different forum-shoppingpracticesacrossthe EU and NATO operationsthis would raisea

guestionasto the complementaritypetweernthesestrategiesaswell asbetweerpperations.

Evidencefrom casestudiessuggestthat France,Germany,and the UK indeedfollowed
differentandheuristicforum-shoppingpracticeswithin overlappingeU andNATO operations.
In eachcontextof operationabverlapbetweertheEU andNATO, atleastoneof thesemember
statesfollowed a strategyof exploitationby formally taking partin both operationsput also
going beyond force commitmentsthrough practices such as fostering inter-operational
cooperatiorand creatingrulesthat affect both operationsThe threememberstatesfollowed
this forum-shoppingpracticefor different purposesuchasamplifying their regionalpolicies

anddemonstratingheir commitmentgo the EU andNATO.

Thesecondorum-shoppingpractice,connotecas6 t o | e wasdnly absevedn French
and GermancasesParisandBerlin lent different kinds of supportto NATO operationghat
they were not willing to formally participate.In suchinstancesthey often representedheir
own perspectiveandthoseof theEU within N A T OdeasionrmakingprocessesOntheother

hand,the U K épsacticesthroughoutthe EU and NATO operationsof interestdid not match

321



this strategyInsteadfor the UK, overlappingoperationshavebeenan opportunityto amplify

its own preferencesvherepossibk andrisksto be mitigatedwhennot.

Evidencealso showsthat the French,German,and British preferencesnay changeover
time, in line with theforum-shoppingpracticedescribecas6é a ¢ ¢ 0 mm oFdranstanceined .
threememberstatescommonlyusedthis strategywithin the EU andNATO operationsn the
Mediterraneanwherethey initially soughtto instrumentalisehe operationaldifferences put
werethenconstrainedy thesevery differencesaswell aspolitical dynamicsat domestic EU
andNATO levels Moreover,in line with the predictionsof accommodatiostrategythethree
members t a tealdrationof their preferenceslid not includea readjustmenbof their long-
termorientationsabouttherolesof the EU andNATO asinternationakecurityproviders.This
wasparticularlythecasein F r a n stratayiswithin N A T Ordissionin Afghanistanandin
the U K Gstrategiedn the Gulf of Aden, asin both caseshesememberstatesattemptedo
control the operationsin which they actedas leading contributors in line with their broad

strategioorientationsabouttherolesof the EU andNATO asinternationalsecurityproviders

Due to the pivotal role France,Germany,and the UK play in the crisis management
operationof the EU andNATO, their heterogaouspracticeswithin theseoperationdbegthe
guestionof whethertheir different strategiedacilitate complementarityvithin the operational
overlapbetweertheEU andNATO operationsAfter all, onemight suggesthatall of thethree
forum-shoppingstrategies namelyexploitation,toleration,and accommodationhelp sustain
the operationaloverlap betweenthe two organisationsas none of thesestrategiesncludes

politically blockingthelaunchof operations.
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However theevidencesuggestshatFrarce, GermanyandtheUK exhibiteddifferentlevels
of ambitionin creatinginter-operationalsynergies While fosteringcooperatiorbetweenthe
two operationsis often used in exploitation strategy, the pursuit of toleration and
accommodationstrategieswere less conducive to complementarity,as these strategies
essentiallyaimed at eitherone operationor informedby strict nationalpreferenceshat limit
flexibility for memberstateso readjusttheir strategiesFurthermorethe threememberstates
followed heuristicforum-shoppingpracticeshat helpedthemaccomplishtheir objectives but
often preventednter-operationalcomplementarity For instance Franceandthe UK created
limitations within operationgn which they actedasleadingcontributorswhereasGe r many 6 s
motivationto follow its domesticculture of military restraintchallengedpotentialsynergies
betweerthe EU andNATO operationsThus,heterogenoupracticesof France Germanyand
the UK failed to minimise inter-operationalfrictions, thereby reducing complementarity
betweerthe EU andNATO operationsAs a NATO official summarisesd w hnattonssayin
the NATO side of Brusselsmay not have any relationto what they say on the EU side of

Br u s éneelviewt0: NATO official).

It is alsoimportantto notethelimits of whatFrance Germany andthe UK cando to affect
complementaritypetweertheEU andNATO operationsDynamicsbheyondmemberstatelevel,
such as politics in Brussels, as well as substantial fragmentabns between the two
or gani speratiors,cas linit thesemembers t a abdity o foster inter-operational
complementarity.While factors beyond national level are discussedbelow, the role of
substantiabperationafragmentationsvasevidentin thelimitations France Germanyandthe
UK facedin terms of exploring synergiesbetweenthe EU and NATO operationsin the

Mediterraneanlin this operationalcontext, althougheach memberstate soughtto usethe
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differentcharacteristicef eachoperatiorto attaintheirowngoals,inter-operationadifferences

limited their ability to fostercomplementaritypetweerthe operations.

8.4. Capabilities: Organisation of decisionmaking

Thethird elementof the multifactormodelwasbasedntheclaimthatmenbers t adwa s 6
institutionalarrangementsf policymakingin securityanddefenceareindicativeof theirability
to usethe operationabverlapto attaintheir goals.As elaboratedn Chapter2, theorganisation
of members t a polecyamakingis animportantaspecof their strategiessinceit indicatesboth
resourcesndpolitical willingnessthatwill benecessarjor memberstatedo co-ordinatetheir
domesticand Brusselsbasedpolicymaking instrumentsin articulating and pursuing their

strategiesvithin the EU andNATO operations.

Individual casestudiesdemonstratéhat France,Germany,andthe UK followed an inter-
ministerialor whole-of-governmentpproachhatbroughttogetherdifferent stakeholderinto
relevant decisioamaking processesAt the sametime, they demonstratedconsiderable
variationbothin coordinationof their policymakinginstrumentgo engagewith overlapping
EU andNATO operationsaandin the extentto which they haveeffectively projectedtheirown
interestsnto theseoperatons. This thenpresentghe questionof whethereffective pursuitof
national policy agendasrequires appropriatepolicymaking mechanismsboth in national

capitalsandBrussels.

The evidencesuggestshatthe threememberstatesconsidernt essentiato havean agreed
governmentalposition when engagingEU and NATO operationsexaminedin this thesis.

France demonstratedhe most centralisedpolicymaking structure where decisionmaking
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authority is restrictedto few governmentactorsand agencies.In such a structure,policy
adaptationgo evolving political and operationalfactors might be easierdue to the lower
numberof stakeholdersnvolved, which canalso facilitate a coherentpolicy to be followed

throughthe EU andNATO operationsWhile F r a n strage@yissn Afghanistanandthe Gulf

of Aden showedthat a centralisedand autonomouscore executive can indeed provide
considerabldlexibility, thiswasnotthe casefor Francein the Mediterraneanwheredynamics
within theEU andNATO limited the extentto which Francecanusethe operationabverlapas
a leveragefor its regionalpolicies.However,acrossthe casesof F r a n molkcymaking,the
governmentalunits articulatedand pursuedmore or less coherentlines of policy within

individual operations though they did not always deliver coherentmessagescrossthe

operations.

G e r ma policgngaking arrangementexemplified both a highly sectoriseddecision
making structureand a core executivethatis constrainedoy | e g i s lcantrolIn suéhs
structure, domesticpolitical factors are more likely to have a greatinfluence on national
strategiesnot only due to the higher numberof stakeholdersnvolved in the policymaking
processeshut also as a result of the meaningfulchanceof thesestakehol@rsto influence
policy outcomesEvidencefrom G e r m aanga@ementith theEU andNATO operationsn
this thesisoffer strongsupportto this contention.In all of the casesof operationaloverlap,
intragovernmentabivergencesacrossstrongly speciali®d ministries, driven by their own
interests,limited Ge r ma abilitp ® recalibrateits preferencesn the light of evolving
political and operationalkircumstancesAs a result,with the exceptionof the Mediterranean
case Germanyhasnot beenableto takepartin boththe EU andNATO operationsn a given
theatreand to effectively instrumentaliseboth EU and NATO operationsto amplify its

objectives.
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The U K 6 molicymaking structureis organisedaround a core executive with notable
manoeuvringspacefrom the | e g i s Iserutiny bug Without clearly written rules. In a
memberstatewith sucha policymaking structure,while the coree x e ¢ u leadershipos
decisionmakingprocessewith autonomyfrom the scrutinyof thelegislaturewould facilitate
flexibility in nationalstrategiesgontextualpolitical factorswould alsodeterminghe extentto
which that memberstatecaninstrumentalisehe EU andNATO operationgo accomplishits
own objectives.The U K dstategiesvithin the casesof operationaloverlapbetweenthe EU
andNATO offer strongsupportto this claim. Acrossthe EU andNATO operationsanalysedn
this thesis,British governmentactivelytried to useeacho p e r a ¢oinpanativeadvantages
by takingpartin bothoperationsandsoughtto managehe overlapin line with theU K dang-
termorientationsaboutthe rolesof the EU andNATO in thefield of crisismanagemeniThis
was facilitated by the policy leadershipof the Cabinet Office and the Foreign and
CommonwealthOffice, evenwhentheir preferencesvere projectedat the expenseof other
departmentsAs seenin the Gulf of Aden andMediterraneartaseshowever,suchflexibility
canbe limited by contextualdynamics,suchasthe reconsideratiorof regionalpolicies after
changesn governmentAt thesametime, auniqueanddecisivefeatureof the UK casewasthe
politics of Brexit that cut acrossdomesticand Brusseldevel dynamics.As its imminent
departurdrom the EU substantiallyaffectedits positionwithin andrelationswith the Union,
the UK becamdesserableto usetheoperationabverlapin line with its preferenceandhadto

recalibratdts policieswithin the operationabverlap.

This discussioroffersan answerto the questionof whethermembers t a érgasisatiorof
decisionrmakingin securityanddefencepolicies affectsthe degreeto which they canusethe

operationabverlapto accomplishtheirobjectivesWhile theevidencedoesnotsuggesalinear
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relationshipbetweenmembers t a pokcgmaking structuresandtheir ability to successfully
instrumentalis¢he operationabverlapin line with their intereststhereis evidenceto support
theclaimthata policymakingsystemwith acentralisedcoreexecutivethatis autonomougrom

thel e g i s lcomttoldacilgatesflexibility in memberstatestrategies.

Fr a n centéabsedrganisatiorof policymakingaroundthe coreexecutivewhich is also
considerablyautonomoudrom thel e g i s Icantroly mirgndisedthe impactsof potential
resistanceon the coherenceof policymaking. ConsequentlyFranceexhibited flexibility in
terms of using the EU and NATO operationsto amplify its own interests,as well asin
recalculatingts policieswithin theseoperationsvhenneededOntheotherhand,Ger many 6 s
sectorisedoolicymaking structureand the nationalparliamend sneaningfulcontrol over the
Federal Go v e r n npelicieésbirecreased divergences across different governmental
stakeholder@ thedecisionoutcomesWhile coordinatiormechanismaroundthe Chancellery
ensureda broadly cohereh line of national policy, the sectorisedpolicymaking system
prevented e r | flexibibitys in adaptingits policiesto the changingpolitical andoperational
circumstancesln the UK, the coordinationof policymakingwas centralisedwhile the core
executivewasrelatively autonanousfromthep a r | i aonioh ThéUsK birgernalpolicy
coordination was therefore mainly effective in terms of collaboration betweendifferent
stakeholderso articulateandpursueB r i t srategiéswithin the EU andNATO operations

by usingeachoperationfor their distinctadvantages.

Thecasestudiesalsoshowedthatalthoughmemberstatesconstitutea fundamentaforcein
the formation, managementand reorganisationof an operationaloverlap, members t at e s 6
ability to usethe operationabveiap for their own interestsalsodepend®n politics at EU and

NATO levels. Contestationsvithin the two organisationsand operationaldysfunctionalities
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triggeredmembers t a tissaigfactionwith the EU and NATO operations.Examplesof
organisatioal contestationwithin the EU and NATO include the implicationsof the UK 6 s
imminent departurefrom the EU for the operationaloverlapin the Gulf of Aden and the
Mediterraneanand the consequencesf tensionsbetweenFranceand Turkey for French
strategieswvithin the EU andNATO operationsn the MediterraneanExamplesof operational
dysfunctionalitiesand uncertaintiesncludethe EU o p e r a ladk of pregiessin tackling
issuesn AfghanistarandtheMediterraneargaswell asthevaguenesef N A T Opbtential role
in the MediterraneanThesefactorscutting acrosshe EU andNATO levelseffectedmember
s t a stratsgiieswhich were not in full control of memberstates,but was also subjectto

dynamicsin Brussels.

8.5. Implications

The findings presentedabove have a numberof implications for our understandingof
members t a stetegieswithin the EU and NATO crisis managemenbperationsthat
undertooksimilar tasksin the sametimes and places.In this section,| group theseinto
implicationsfor the threestrandsof researchn which this thesisis situated:Researcton the

EU andNATO crisismanagemenperationsregimecomplexity,andforeignpolicy analysis.

8.5.1. Implications for researchon EU and NATO crisis managemenbperations

Despitefew exceptionsmembers t a predesedcesvithin the operationabverlapbetween
theEU andNATO areoftenexplainedawayby nationalinterestsrationalcalculationspr long-
termorientationsabouttherole of the EU andNATO asinternationalsecurityproviders.The

findings of this thesisunderminetheseassumptionsRatherthan explainingmembers t at e s 0
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strategiewvithin the EU andNATO operationdy anapproachhatgivesanalyticalpriority to
oneof thesefactors,thefindingsdemonstratehatmembers t a strategiésvithin theEU and
NATO operationsare concurrentlydriven by multiple factors. For instance,althoughthe
French,German,and British choicesaboutthe EU and NATO operationsin this thesisare
consistentvith theargumentsighlightingtheimportanceof characteristicef theseoperations
for members t a prefesencesge.g.FahronHussey2019),casestudiesalsoshowthatthe EU
andNATO operationoffer othertradeoffs for thesememberstatesbeyondtheseoperato n s 6
potentialsto deliver a betteroutcometo addressa givenissue.Becausesuchoverlapcontains
severalactorswith distinct calculations belief systemsand decisioamaking structurespoth
political andoperationalynamicseffectmembers t a straegiésaboutthe overlappingerisis
managementperationof theEU andNATO. An implicationof this thesisfor theresearcton
theEU andNATO operationgs thereforethata singleapproactthatlimits the analysisto one

particularexplanatiorwould be aratherreductionistperspective.

Anotherimplication of this thesisfor theresearclonthe EU andNATO crisismanagement
operationsconcernsthe creationand evolution of intersectionsbetweentheseoperations.
Whilst anoperationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO is not createdhroughformal cross
organisationatlecisioamaking, suchoverlapdoesnot developnaturallyor havea life of its
ownthatis independenfrom theinterestof memberstatesinstead asindividual casestudies
and cumulative outcomesfrom each operationaltheatredemonstratemnemberstatesmay
deliberatelysustainthe operationabverlapbetweerthe EU andNATO, althoughthisis hardly

initially plannedatthebeginning.

The findings also offer someinferencesaboutthe division of labourbetweenthe EU and

NATO in thefield of crisis managementln contrastto a commonly held argumentin the
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literature that the different expertiseof the EU and NATO on different aspectsof crisis
managemenprovide a functional division of labour betweenthe two organisations(e.g.
Galbreathand Gebhard2010; Schleich2014; Szewczyk2019), partition of work betweenthe
twoor g ani srgi$ managesedt operationsis not necessarilyan alternativeto inter-
operationatonflictsin termsof dealingwith thecrisisathand.Becauseheoperationabverlap
betweenthe EU and NATO presentsadditional complexitiesto political and operational
policymakingat memberstateaswell asEU andNATO levels,division of labourbetweerthe
two organisationgoperationscanbe complicatedby the political andoperationabreferences
of memberstatesasevidentin French,GermanmandBritish preferencethroughouthe EU and

NATO operation®f interestin this thesis.Thereforethe moreis not alwaysthe merrier.

8.5.2. Implications for regimecomplexity

As the existingwork tendsto focuson memberstatepreferencesluringtheinitial stagesof
operationstheattentionis oftenpaidto members t aresewsce&ontributiongdo theoperations,
which were seento fit with a catchall conceptof forum-shopping.On the other hand,the
findings showedthat memberstateswithin elementabperatiors within anoverlapcanfollow
differentand heuristicforum-shoppingpractices For instance France,Germanyandthe UK
kept their engagementvith both EU and NATO operationsto attain their goals through
alternativemeanssuch as creatingboundariesbetweeninter-operationalissueareas,even
thoughtheywerenot alwayscontributingresourceso theseoperationsin this way, this thesis
hasalso contributedto the literatureon regimecomplexity by specifyingthe typesof forum-
shopping practices states can employ within overlapping structures, jurisdictions, and
operations In other words, a dichotomousconceptionof s t a supmoto overlapping
multilateral frameworks basedon concreteresourcecontributionsis inadequateto more

completelyunderstandheses t a stratep@swithin theseframeworks
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Furthermorecontraryto a logic basedon effectivity from a rationalchoice perspective,
overlapdoesnot alwayshelp memberstatesin advancingtheir policy goals. Thosemember
statesthat areinterestedn maintainingcontrd of a policy spaceat the expenseof the other
operationcan be empoweredoy an overlap.This wasmostnoticeablein F r a n strate€yiss
within theEU andNATO trainingmissionsn Afghanistanaswell asin thoseof the UK within
the operationsin the Gulf of Aden. On the other hand, memberstatesfacing significant
domestigpolitical pressurenay haveto exclusivelyprioritise oneof the operationswithin the
overlap.This appearedo bethecasein G e r ma sirgtayissacrosshe casesf the EU and
NATO operationsexaminedin this thesis. In addition, fragmentationbetweenelemental
organisationswithin an overlapmay resultin minimal internal coordinationwithin member
s t a padiicyndaking environments,which may in turn limit members t a tbdite$ to
instrumentalisehe overlappingcapabilitiesof elementalorganisationsThe inter-operational
differenceand fragmentationbetweenthe EU and NATO operationsin the Mediterranean

illustratedthatoverlapcould generatesuchconsequences.

8.5.3. Implicationsfor foreign policy analysis

The findings suggestthat national policymaking processesregarding international
frameworkscanbecomemorecomplexwhentheseframeworksundertooksimilar tasksin the
samespacesand times through separateorganisatnal structuresFor instance,as the case
studies demonstrated French, German, and British policymaking processesabout each
operation involved actors who expressedsupport and opposition to both operations
simultaneously.This underminesan implicit assimption in the literature that becausethe
decisionmaking stagesare separateacrossthe overlappingmultilateral frameworks,s t at e s 6

parallel policymaking processesregarding these frameworks are disconnectedwithin
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themselvege.g. Koskenniemi2012; Morse and Keohane2014). The majority of officials at
memberstate EU andNATO levelsinterviewedfor thisthesisin fact suggestethattheywere
awareof potentialconnectiondbetweenthe EU andNATO operationghat undertooksimilar
tasksn sameplacesandtimes.Therefore studiesusingempiricalperspectivebasednforeign
policy analysis(FPA) would benefit from examiningthe added complexitiesof national

policymakingprocessewsheninternationalkcooperativdrameworksoverlap.

Another implication of the findings for FPA is that s t a effedivie foreign policy
coordinationandresultingcoherencén thegovernmentapositionsdo notnecessarilyranslate
into a higherability to usetheinternationakcooperativdrameworkgo pursuetheir prefererces
and interests.In fact, strict national preferenceghat are in line with a limited number of
internationalcooperativeframeworksas well as factors beyondnational level such as the
politics within internationalorganisationganreduces t a opgossfeventhoughthesestates
mayhavetheinstitutionalmechanism placeto concurrentlyuseawide rangeof cooperative
frameworks.This wasthe case for example,n the limited abilities of Franceandthe UK to
usethe overlappingeU andNATO operatonsin the Mediterraneanaswell asinGer many 6 s
reluctanceto engagewith N A T O én#itary-led instrumentsin all operationaltheatres
Therefore,not only s t a inditsitidnal capacites but also ther political commitmentis

importantfor effectiveforeignpolicy outcomes.

Casestudiesalsoshowedhepracticalvalueof theempiricalperspectivef thisthesis Using
thecomparativdoreignpolicy approactasa practicalguidancethis thesisexaminedheways
in which member statesarticulate and puraie their strategiesabout the EU and NATO
operationsTo besure,it remainsachallengeo reconstruchationaldecisiormakingprocesses

by accessinglassifiedmaterial.In the contextof the EU andNATO operationsdespitethe
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availability of primary datathat andthe relatively large amountof secondarysourcesabout
theseoperationssomeoperations especiallycivilian ones,receivelessscrutinycomparedo
full-scalemilitary operationghatgenerallygarnerhigherattentionfrom bothpolicymakersand
the media. Although this thesismitigatedtheseissuesto a certainextentthroughextersive
analysisof primary sourcesandinterviewswith practitionersfrom individual memberstates,
the EU andNATO, aswell aswith independengxperts,the inherentchallengeis still there
aboutreconstructinghe whole decisionmaking processesAt the sametime, however,the
comparative foreign policy approachas an empirical perspectiveenabled an in-depth
investigationof the dynamicswithin French,Germanand British policymaking processes.
Althoughit is not without limitations, whencomplementedavith a wide coverageof primary
sourcesand elite interviews, insights from FPA promise to presentreliable empirical
perspective for analysisof s t a poécgniaking processesvithin overlappingmultilateral

frameworkssuchasthe EU andNATO operations.

8.6. Limitations and future research

At thesametime, this thesishassomelimitationsthatcouldbeaddressebly futureresearch.
Having examinedhe French,German andBritish strategiesthis thesiscannotclaim to have
takeninto accountthe consideable differencesof all memberstatesof the EU and NATO.
While central,thesethreememberstatesare certainlynot the only actorsinvolved within this
overlap.As statedin Chapter3, it shouldbe acknowledgedhat analysingthe strategiesof
France Germany andthe UK within aselectedut specificrangeof EU andNATO operations
resultsin a researchdesignwith small numberof selectedcountries.For instancethis thesis
did notincludestateswith singlemembershimr smallmemberstatesof thetwo organisations.

As statedpreviouslyin this thesis,while memberstatesotherthanthisi B iTdn r eséclhas
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thosethataresmallerin military sizeandpolitically lessinfluential, may alsoplay important
rolesin crisismanagemenoperationge.g.Jakobsenetal. 2018) Theroleof thein BiTdpr e e 0
canalsobediluted by theinfluenceof actorsandagenciesatthe EU andNATO levels,which

may in turn provide other memberstatesmore particular opportunitiesto impact decision
making relatedto crisis managemenbperations(Weiss 2019). Indeed actorsrelevantto
overlappingeU and NATO operationsare not limited to memberstatesi they alsoinclude
actorsattheEU andNATO levelsaswell aspublic opinionandNGOs.In this senseanavenue

for futureresearchs how actorsotherthanthe6 B iT § r earsbapethe overlapbetweerthe

EU and NATO in the field of crisis managementMoreover,in additionto members t at e s 6
strategiesin the overlap betweenthe EU and NATO within the particular areaof crisis
managementperationsarotherfutureresearctopportunityis the broademverlapbetweerthe

two organisations.

Furthermoreit is importantto remembethat crisis managemenvperationsof the EU and
NATO form just one part of the wider instrumentsmenber statescan useto pursuetheir
objectivesthroughthesetwo organisationsHow memberstatescan usethe EU and NATO
beyondcrisis managemenbperationgo fulfil their broaderforeign policy agendassuchasin
issuesabout defenceprocurementpublic diplomacy, and nontproliferation are also worth
consideringor futureresearchSimilarto crisismanagementperationsthe networkof formal
andinformal cooperatiorarrangementwithin thesealternativanstrumentsouldrevealfurther
insightsto understandthe dynamicsof Europeansecurity acrossnational, subregiongland

regionalboundaries.

Finally, the multifactor modelofferedin this thesisdoesnot constitutea standalongheory.

While it hasanalytically separatediifferent motivationsof members t a theicesirom the
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EU andNATO operationsaswell asdifferent practiceshroughwhich memberstatesexercise
thesechoicesthelinesbetweermembers t a strateggi@snay be harderto drawin empirical
reality. Therefore attemptsto developstandalon¢heorieson members t a strateggi@svithin
theoverlapbetweertheEU andNATO in areasncluding,butnotlimited to, crisismanagement
operationscanhelpidentify causalpathwayshataregeneralisabléo the broaderspectum of

policy areasmemberstatesareinvolvedin concurrentiythroughboththe EU andNATO.
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Designation
Interview1

Interview?2

Interview3

Interview4

Interview5

Interview 6

Interview?7

Interview8

Interview9

Interview 10

Interview11l
Interview12

Interview 13

Interview 14
Interview 15

Interview 16

Interview 17

Appendix A: List of interviews

Identification
SeniorNATO official (Former)

Headof EU PoliceMissionin
Afghanistan(EUPOL) (Former)

Deskofficer at Foreign,
Commonwealttand
DevelopmenOffice (FCDO)
(Former)

NATO official (in Operations
Division) (Former)

Deskofficer at German
Ministry of Defence(BMVQ)

Seniorofficer at National
Gendarmerie

Seniorofficial at International
Chambeiof Commercd
CommercialCrime Services

Memberof the German
Parliamen{Bundestayjfrom
FDP

Deskofficer at UK Ministry of
Defence(Former)

Seniorofficer in RoyalNavy
(Former)

Expert(Academic)
Seniorofficerat FCDO

Interview date

30.01.2020
11.02.2020

19.02.2020

19.02.2020

20.02.2020

27.02.2020

1.05.2020

4.05.2020

11.05.2020

15.05.2020

29.05.2020
5.06.2020

DeskofficeratGe r ma ny ¢11.06.2020

FederalForeignOffice
(AuswartigesAmy)

Expert(Think-tank)
Deskofficer at FCDO (Former)

Seniorofficial at FCDO
(Former)

Headof EUPOL (Former)
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29.06.2020
4.07.2020

8.07.2020



Interview 18 Deskofficer at FCDO (Former) 13.07.2020

Interview 19 Expert(Academic) 21.07.2020
Interview 20 Expert(Academic) 22.07.2020
Interview21 Expert(Think-tank) 30.07.2020
Interview22 Deskofficer atAA 31.07.2020
Interview23 Formerseniorofficial atFCDO 5.08.2020
Interview24 Seniorofficial at FCDO 17.08.2020
Interview25 Seniorofficial atAA and 21.08.2020
BMVg (Former)
Interview 26 Seniorofficerin theUK Army  3.09.2020
(Former)
Interview27 Expert(Think-tank) 30.09.2020
Interview28 Deskofficer atthePermanent 7.10.2020
Representationf Germanyto
theEU
Interview29 Deskofficer at BMVg 30.10.2020
Interview 30 Seniorofficerin GermanNavy 4.11.2020
Interview31 Seniorofficial at FCDO 4.11.2020
(Former)
Interview 32 Deskofficer at AA 10.11.2020
Interview33 Seniorofficial atNATO 12.11.2020
(OperationDivision) (Former)
Interview 34 Seniorofficer at RoyalNavy 19.11.2020
(Former)
Interview 35 Seniorofficial atNATO 14.12.2020
(OperationDivision)
Interview 36 Deskofficer atthePermanent 20.01.2021
Representationf Franceto the
EU
Interview 37 Deskofficer atthe French 25.01.2021

Ministry of EuropeandForeign
Affairs (MEAE)

Interview 38 Seniorofficer atthe French 04.02.2021
Ministry of ArmedForces
(MdA)
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Interview39

Interview40

Interview41

Deskofficer at MdA

Seniorofficial atNATO
(OperationDivision)

Deskofficer at EU Military
Staff
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Appendix B: Participant Information Sheet

Purpose

The purposeof the Participantinformation sheet(PIS) is to help prospectiveparticipantsto
makean informedchoiceregardingwhetheror not to participatein the researctproject. The
following pointsshouldbeincluded(asrelevantto the researctprojec) andthe sheetshould
be providedto prospectiveparticipantsallowing themsufficienttime to makea decisionand
askany questionghey may have. Beforeseekingconsentthe researcheshouldreadthrough
theinformationsheetwith the participantto ensurethey haveunderstoodll points.

Pointsto include

Thepointscanbeincludedin theform of questionsf you feel thatthis formatwould be more
easily understoodand assimilatedby the prospectiveresearchparticipants(eg, Whatis the
pr oj mupdsé&&hyhavel beenchosenDo | haveto takepart? Whatwill happerto meif
| takepart? etc). Caremustbetakento ensureghattheinformationsheets adaptedo suitthe
prospectivearticipanipopulationto ensureptimumcomprehensiorResearcarsshouldwrite
in plain English(seehttp://www.plainenglish.co.uk/freguides.htmfor usefulfreeguides)and
avoidusingtechnicalterms.

1. Researclprojecttitle

An analysisof memberstate engagementvith EU and NATO operationsthrough a
perspectivdbasedn operationabverlap

2. Invitation paragraphexplainingthatthe prospectivearticipantis beingaskecdo takepart
in aresearclproject,why theyhavebeenchosen

The participanthasbeen askedto take partin this researctprojectthroughan interview.
Theparticipantis choserduetothep a r t i @xpgriancairécty or indirectly relatedto
decisionmakingprocesseaboutthe EU andNATO operationsn thisresearclproject.

3. Explarmationof the purpose®f theresearchwrittenin anunbiasedvay

This researchprojectseeksto analysethe interestand preferencdormation processe

France Germanyandthe UK in the contextof thesec o0 u n éngagem@nwith the crisis
responseperationsof theEU andNATO. In doingso, it seekgo addressvhy thesestates
determinedheir positionsin particularwaysregardingthesemissions.

4. Expecteddurationofthes u b j maxidipéatien
60 minutes

5. A descriptionof the procedureso befollowed(e.g.involvementin interviews;by whom;
estimatedime commitmentwhatkindsof questionsaudio/video-recordingof events,
etc.)

The participantwill beinterviewedby theresearchefTheinterview,which is expectedo
takeapproximately60 minutes, will bebasedn operendedquestions.

6. A statementhatparticipationis voluntary
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Participationis voluntaryandconsertbased Added in Participation Information_Sheet
v2.1 Wherepossible jntervieweesxpresgheir consenthrougha consenform. Due to
changedo working conditionswith the outbreakof COVID-19, however intervieweesare
giventheoptionto expressheir consentia email. Thisis approvedy the SchoolResearch
EthicsandGovernancéREAG) officer.

7. Informationaboutwho is organisng andfundingtheresearch

Theresearchs organisedy theresearchehimself. Theresearcheis a holderof the Vice
C h a n ¢ eSkHholarshipasthe University of Kent. This researchprojectdid not receive
any particularexternalsupportin termsof funding.

8. A statemengiving detailsof which bodyhasethicallyapprovedhe project

Theresearchs approvedy the SchoolResearclEthicsand GovernancédREAG) officer
atthe Schoolof PoliticsandinternationaRelationsat the University of Kent.

9. A degription of anyforeseeableisk or disadvantages
Not applicable.

10. A descriptionof anybenefitsto the subjector to otherswhich mayreasonablye expected
from theresearchavoidinginappropriateexpectations

Not applicable.

11. A statementlescribingthe proceduresidoptedor ensuringdata
protection/confidentiality/privacincluding durationof storageof personatata.A
University-level statementvhich canbe givento participantgegardingour compliance
with EU GDPRIegislaion canbefoundhere:
https://research.kent.ac.uk/researchservices/etflcttomof the page)

The participantis giveninformationabouthow their responsewill beused.Evidence
frominterviewswill beprocessedairly andin accordancaviththei nt e r vrigldkswe e s 6
Theinterviewdatawill notbekeptfor longerthannecessarandbetransferrechbroad
withoutadequaterotection.If requestedtherelevantpartsof theresearclwhere
interviewdatawill beusedwill besharedwith the participantin advance.

12. A referencdo whomto contactfor answerdo pertinentquestionsabouttheresearctand
researcls u b j mglts,amdwhomto contactin theeventof a complaint,etc. Ensue that
aUniversity contactnumberis provided,ratherthana personabne.

School ResearchEthics and Governancg REAG) officer Dr Tim Aistrope (School of
PoliticsandInternationalRelations)

Contactnumber:+44(0)1227824429

13. A statemenbffering the subjectthe opportunityto askquestionsaandto withdrawat any
time from theresearctwithout consequencesgjcluding consideratiorof whatwithdrawal
meansgg,doeswithdrawalsimply meanthatparticipantswill nolongerbetakingany
furtheractivepartin theresearch®ould participantsvish thatall their databe
destroyed®ill it be possibleto extracttheir dataanddestroyit, if thisis whattheywish?
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Theconsenprocedurdor thisresearclprojectallowsthe participantto withdrawfrom the
proect shouldthey wish. Withdraw meansthat participantswill no longerbe taking any
furtheractivepartin theresearchand,shouldthey sowish, their datawill be destroyed.

14. An explanatiorof whatwill happerwith thedataattheendof theresearciperiod. As
bestpractice andasarequirementf manyfunders researcherareencouragedo make
their dataavailablefor archiveandre-usefor furtherresearch.Wherethisis planned,
researchersustensurehatethicalandlegal obligationsarefulfilled by payingattention
to thefollowing:

Theinterviewdatawill notbekeptfor longerthantherequirement®f thisresearclproject
andthoseof the supplementaryesearctirom this researclproject.

15. Informationaboutwhatwill happerto theresultsof theresearchandanopportunityto be
providedwith informationaboutthe findings, shouldthey sowish (you could askthemto
providetheir contactdetailsif theywould like a copy of thefindingsin duecourse).

Opportunitywith informationaboutthe findingsof this researctprojectwill beprovidedto
the participant shouldtheysowish.

16. Any otherrelevantinformationasappropriate.

If the participantrequiresanonymity,the participantwill beidentifiedwith organisational
affiliation ratherthanthe person.
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Appendix C: Geographicalillustration of overlap betweenthe
operations

Afghanistan

(Source:Houseof Lords 2010,NATO 2010a)
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Gulf of Aden
(Source:Bundestag2008i; Allied Maritime Commandn.d.)

2 T o Pt
A . ' -

p TS0 0 s evwivne,

: B

f
£

o

AN LENL

SABLLLALLSL

.
.
-
B
.
.
.
:
.

.‘o-‘uoenn-.-onyot

344



The Mediterranean
(EUC 2016b; PermanentDelegationof Germany to NATO 2017)
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