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ABSTRACT 

Although there is not a general agreement among its member states on where the EU 

should take action, the EU has launched more than 30 crisis management missions 

since 2003. This article argues that explaining the EU’s action in crisis management 

requires a three-level analysis that highlights the interaction between the individual 

member states, the EU’s institutional context and the international levels. Limiting 

the analysis to the interaction between the EU and its member states will not provide 

an answer to why and how the EU launches certain missions, whilst it fails to launch 

others. This argument will be explored through the crisis management missions the 

EU launched and failed to launch in Africa. 
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AB’nin Güvenlik ve Savunma Politikasını Açıklamak: Üç Düzeyli Analiz 

Gerekliliği 

 

 

ÖZ 

Üye devletleri arasında Avrupa Birliğinin nerede harekete geçeceğine dair genel bir 

anlaşma olmamasına rağmen, AB 2003’ten bu yana 30’dan fazla kriz yönetimi 

operasyonu faaliyete geçirmiştir. Bu makale, AB’nin kriz yönetimi faaliyetini 

açıklamak için üye ülkeler, AB’nin kurumsal çerçevesi ve uluslararası düzey 

arasındaki etkileşime vurgu yapan üç-düzeyli bir analize ihtiyaç olduğunu iddia 

etmektedir. Analizi AB ve üye ülkeleri arasındaki etkileşimle sınırlamak, AB’nin 

neden ve nasıl belli operasyonları yaparken diğerlerini yapamadığı sorusuna cevap 

vermeyecektir. Bu iddia, AB’nin Afrika’da başlattığı ya da uygulamaya koyamadığı 

kriz yönetimi operasyonları yoluyla incelenecektir. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: AB Kriz Yönetimi Operasyonları, Afrika, Üç-Düzeyli Analiz 
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Introduction 

Scholars frequently point out that the political and strategic goals of the EU’s Security 

and Defence Policy on why the Union should intervene beyond its borders, where it should do 

so, and according to what criteria are poorly articulated. The absence of agreement on the 

nature and future of the EU’s security and defence policy results with incoherence in the EU 

actions.1 Nonetheless, as Javier Solana, former EU High Representative for Common Foreign and 

Security Policy (CFSP) stated, the EU has made rapid progress in this area since 1999 although 

the security and defence cooperation is probably the area which least leads itself to a collective 

EU approach.2 The EU has so far launched more than 30 crisis management missions of both 

civilian and military nature. In the literature, there is little scholarly focus on how to 

conceptualize the choices of missions by the EU. Scholars who work on the EU crisis 

management usually explore single cases, confining their analysis to specific factors that led to 

the crisis management mission under focus.3 Studies on Europeanization or on the impact of the 

EU norms on its member state preferences come closest to an effort of conceptualizing the 

factors that lead to EU crisis management missions. Nonetheless, as a result of the concern to 

explore the impact of the EU’s institutional context on member state preferences, these scholars 

limit analysis to two levels and omit the international level. This leads to leaving cases where the 

EU’s institutional impact through its principles and norms was not sufficient to galvanize action 

within the EU framework out of the analysis.4  

This article argues that in order to understand the EU’s choice of missions, analysis 

should be extended to three-levels consisting of individual member states, particularly Britain, 

France and Germany, the EU’s institutional context and the international level, comprising other 

international actors, such as the US, Russia, the UN or NATO and the target country and regional 

actors. Limiting the analysis of the EU’s crisis management policy to the interaction between the 

EU’s institutional context and member state preferences does not provide an understanding of 

why and how the EU launches certain crisis management missions, whilst it fails to launch 

others.  

The importance of using a three-level analysis as a conceptual tool becomes evident 

when scholars inadvertently bring in a third level without necessarily addressing its 

implications. For instance, Fréderic Charillon in his analysis of the emergence of a European 

security regime alludes to individual and group dynamics that increase the EU activities. For 

Charillon, group dynamics within the EU may play a role, for instance, if one’s security 

conception is not shared by a majority of the partners, the risk of being perceived as ineffective 

by the Union may induce Europeanization. At the individual member state level, benefits 

determine the willingness to Europeanize. A member state can improve its power and visibility, 

appear as a normal and legitimate security actor in the international arena or have a say in 

                                                           
1 Mary Kaldor, Mary Martin and Sabine Selchow, “Human Security: A New Strategic Narrative for Europe”, 
International Affairs, Vol 83, No 2, 2007, p. 282; Nicole Koenig, “The EU and the Libya Crisis – In Quest of 
Coherence”, The International Spectator: Italian Journal of International Affairs, Vol 46, No 4, 2011, p. 27. 
2 Javier Solana, “Preface”, Nicole Gnesotto (ed.), EU Security and Defence Policy: The First Five Years (1999-
2004), Paris, Institute for European Studies, 2004, p. 5. 
3 Ståle Ulriksen, Catriona Gourlay and Catriona Mace, “Operation Artemis: The Shape of Things to Come?”, 
International Peacekeeping, Vol 11, No 3, 2004, p. 508-525; Basil Germond, Michael E Smith, “Re-Thinking 
European Security Interests and the ESDP: Explaining the EU’s Anti-Piracy Operation”, Contemporary 
Security Policy, Vol 30, No 3, 2010, p. 573-593. 
4 For an example see Simon Duke, “Consensus Building in ESDP: The Lessons of Operation Artemis”, 
International Politics, Vol 46, No 4, 2009, p. 395-412. 
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international issues through Europeanization.5 As can be seen, benefits at the individual level 

are inevitably related with another level of interaction, namely the international level. A more 

conscious analysis which makes reference to this missing dimension comes from Eva Gross who 

relies on the impact of Europeanization, alliance politics and governmental/domestic politics on 

member states in order to explain the EU crisis management.6 However, this categorization 

limits the international level to the alliance politics (NATO) or the member state loyalties to the 

transatlantic link (the US) and ignores other actors who are located at the international level, 

such as the target countries and other powers, like Russia. Similarly, Peter Schmidt argues in 

favour of using three-level analysis in order to understand the EU’s deployment of troops, but 

limits the third level to the United Nations (UN) in his analysis of two military crisis 

management missions of the EU to Africa.7 While the EU member states’ commitment to the UN 

cannot be ignored, limiting the international level of analysis to the UN weakens the conceptual 

strength and explanation, since there are cases where the EU member states failed to respond to 

the UN request for an EU mission, as will be seen below.  

These limitations in the literature and the ever widening activities under the EU’s 

Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), formerly called European Security and Defence 

Policy (ESDP), highlight the need for better conceptualization of this dimension. This article 

argues that a three-level analysis that focuses on the interaction of dynamics within the member 

states and at the EU and international levels is necessary to understand why and how certain 

crisis management missions take place, whilst others do not. As will be shown below, the 

deployment of numerous missions to Africa has been possible within the room for manoeuvre 

that these three levels allow. The article proceeds with a section on the definition of and 

rationale for three-level analysis on the EU crisis management. After this, the relevance of this 

three-level analysis is first explored in the decision-making process prior to the first EU crisis 

management operation in the DRC (Operation Artemis, 2003). Third, an analysis of subsequent 

missions that the EU has both succeeded and failed to deploy to Africa follows to test the 

relevance of this three-level analysis. 

 

Three-Level Analysis in the EU Security and Defence Policy 

In order to fully account for the factors that lead to the EU crisis management missions 

or their absence in different regions, dynamics influential at the member state level, the EU’s 

institutional context as well as the international level have to be part of the analysis, with the 

international level extended to cover the positions of not only the US, Russia, NATO, the UN but 

also the target country and regional actors. One cannot ignore the role of member state 

preferences and their capabilities in determining the range of EU activities. In terms of the EU’s 

security and defence policy, since crisis management missions require allocation of substantial 

financial and human resources, larger member states’ positions are significant. Among Britain, 

France and Germany, France is the one that actively pushes the EU for taking action in Africa. For 

France, the EU is valuable as a magnifier as it involves legitimacy and effectiveness by being 

acceptable to third countries.8 Europeanized missions also offer the potential to decrease the 

                                                           
5 Fréderic Charillon, “The EU as a Security Regime”, European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol 10, 2005, p. 525-
527. 
6 Eva Gross, The Europeanization of National Foreign Policy, New York, Palgrave Macmillan, 2009, p. 7. 
7 Peter Schmidt, “The EU’s Military Involvement in the Democratic Republic of Congo: Security Culture, 
Interests and Games”, Contemporary Security Policy, Vol 32, No 3, 2011, p. 567-581. 
8 Interview A with an official at the Council of the EU, 8 March 2006. 
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financial burdens of a unilateral operation.9 However, costs that are covered from the EU’s 

common budget in military crisis management missions is a small part of the overall cost of each 

military mission. Thus, although one may cite the financial benefit of Europeanizing crisis 

management missions as the motivation, the EU missions are small in terms of size and short in 

duration and could supposedly have been borne individually by its larger member states. In such 

a context, symbolic aspects of the EU crisis management missions come into the picture. 

Moreover, the ESDP/CSDP missions have to be collectively endorsed. Therefore, 

although larger member states of the Union, especially France may be in favour of the EU action, 

this is not in itself enough to explain the EU’s numerous crisis management missions. Agreement 

of all member states should be achieved, which means that an intense debate about the rationale 

and the stakes of the missions under question takes place within the EU.10 National preferences 

have to be reconciled by appealing to shared or common goals and interests for the EU to take 

action. As following sections will show, proving that they can act in unity through missions and 

that the EU is a credible security actor that can assist the UN is a common interest that 

influences EU member state preferences. For many member states, these missions, even if they 

cannot end crises, are a sign of the EU’s ability to take action in crises of concern and a corollary 

of the Union’s global influence and role in other issue areas.11  

In this light, one may be tempted to confine the analysis to the interaction between the 

EU’s institutional context and its member states. However, the action or inaction of the EU in 

terms of crisis management is not only a function of interaction between these two levels. The 

institutional competition between NATO and the EU limits the scope of the EU’s actions, which 

can be seen in the EU’s focus on low-intensity crises. Atlanticist EU member states do not want 

to harm NATO’s monopoly over high-intensity conflicts. Therefore, whether NATO is interested 

in the crisis under consideration influences member state preferences on not only whether the 

EU should take action but also the scope of its action. In other cases, for instance, in its eastern 

neighbourhood, the EU has to take into consideration the Russian response to its actions, which 

limits its activities in crisis management. For instance, with regard to the conflict between 

Georgia and secessionist Republics, South Ossetia and Abkhazia, Russian military presence, its 

political influence and economic leverage in the area gives Russia a power of veto when it comes 

to conflict settlement.12 Therefore, responses of even the neighbours of the country where the 

EU will take action become part of the thinking on deployment of the EU crisis management 

missions. Also, preferences of the target country or regional actors are influential in not only 

determining whether the EU as a collective unit will take action, but also in shaping the nature of 

the EU action. Therefore, not only the preferences of other international actors, but also the 

target country or the regional actors are relevant to the explanation of why the Union takes or 

fails to take action in crisis management. 

The relevance of three-level analysis with a focus on the interaction between these levels 

is most explicit in the case of Darfur, Sudan. This case shows that seeking the consent of the 

target country for a peacekeeping mission hampered the international response to the violence. 

Until a compromise could be found, support to the African Union action - which was accepted by 

                                                           
9 Ulriksen et al., Operation Artemis, p. 521. 
10 Jean Yves Haine, “The Failure of a European Strategic Culture – EUFOR CHAD: The Last of its Kind?”, 
Contemporary Security Policy, Vol 32, No 3, 2011, p. 587. 
11 Alain Richard, Minister of Defence of France, “European Defense”,  Speech at the Annual Defence Dinner 
of the London Chamber of Commerce and Industry, London, 17 May 2001. 
12 Richard G. Whitman and Stefan Woff, “The EU as a Conflict Manager”, International Affairs, Vol 86, No 1, 
2010, p. 99. 
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the Sudanese regime - appeared to be the only feasible move for the EU member states.13  

Furthermore, the EU’s attempts to work with and in support of the African Union (AU- Operation 

AMIS) were frustrated in 2005 by an institutional squabble with NATO. A resolution was 

achieved between the Atlanticist and Europeanist member states by NATO agreeing to provide 

strategic airlift assistance and the EU providing planning assistance and advice on civilian 

policing of refugee camps. Whereas this arrangement pleased the British, the leading Atlanticist 

member state, it was unpopular in France, as the French would prefer the EU and not NATO to 

provide the military assistance.14 Therefore, factors that lead to EU crisis management missions 

or their absence should be explored at the member state level, the EU’s institutional context and 

the international level, with this level extended to cover the positions of the US, Russia, NATO, 

the UN and preferences on the ground, where the crisis management mission will take place. 

The relevance of a three-level analysis for understanding the EU’s action and inaction in certain 

African crises will be shown in the following sections. 

 

The Interaction between the Three-Levels: The EU’s First Crisis Management Mission to 

Africa (Operation Artemis, 2003) 

In order to explain the EU crisis management missions to Africa, British and French 

national positions should be explored, as these countries are former colonial powers and have 

the capabilities to take unilateral action in the region. Moreover, between 1998 and 2003, these 

two EU member states identified Africa as an area for their joint cooperation agenda. However, 

even this development at the member state level is not in itself sufficient to understand the 

conditions that made the first EU crisis management mission to the DRC, Operation Artemis, 

possible in 2003. Analysis of the impact of the EU’s institutional context and the international 

level is necessary, because even these member states’ preferences on deploying Operation 

Artemis were influenced by considerations other than honouring their previous agreement on 

jointly addressing African security problems. 

Africa rose up in the British-French bilateral agenda as a result of the reappraisal of 

traditional French policy towards Africa in the late 1990s and the then British government’s 

prioritization of Africa in its foreign policy. France faced increasing criticisms against its 

traditional African policy particularly after the 1994 Rwanda genocide, for which it was seen 

partly responsible. The genocide in Rwanda led to a massive exodus of people to the 

neighbouring DRC and accelerated the collapse of the regime of President Mobutu there, a 

regime which was supported by France since the 1970s.15 This additional blow to traditional 

French African policy, increasing inability to secure influence through Africa in the international 

arena and budgetary strains led to a reappraisal of this policy. French policy-makers revised 

their defence agreements with African regimes, closed a number of bases in the region, decided 

to strengthen African capabilities for crisis management and act together with international 

partners, if external action was seen necessary.16 

                                                           
13 Anand Menon, “Empowering Paradise? The ESDP at Ten”, International Affairs, Vol 85, No 2, 2009, p. 
231. 
14 David Allen and Michael Smith, “Relations with the Rest of the World,” Journal of Common Market 
Studies Annual Review, Vol 44, 2006, p. 163. 
15 Xavier Renou, “A New French Policy for Africa?” Journal of Contemporary African Studies, Vol 20, No 1, 
2002, p. 5-27. 
16 Rachel Utley, “‘Not to do less but to do better…’ French Military Policy in Africa.” International Affairs, 
Vol 78, No 1, 2002, p. 133- 138; Tony Chafer, “Franco-African Relations: No Longer so Exceptional?” 
African Affairs, Vol 101, No 404, 2002, p. 349; Roland Marchal, “France and Africa: The Emergence of 
Essential Reforms?”, International Affairs, Vol 74, No 2, 1998, p. 362-363. 
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  The French inclination to move away from unilateralism bore its first fruit at the British-

French summit at Saint Malo in December 1998, which is famous for opening the way to the 

launch of ESDP within the EU. The Franco-British Declaration on cooperation in Africa issued at 

this summit committed both governments to harmonize their policies, to tackle the debt 

problem of Africa and to promote a common EU position on human rights, democratic 

principles, the rule of law and good governance in Africa.17 Then British Prime Minister Tony 

Blair’s definition of a moral duty to intervene in certain crises and his Labour Party’s priorities 

to deal with poverty and conflict in Africa, facilitated this consensus on taking joint action to 

address problems in the region.18 At their Cahors summit of 2001 and Le Touquet summit of 

2003, these countries reaffirmed their commitment to reduce conflict in Africa. However, the 

only reference to the EU was made in 2001 for holding bilateral consultations before the EU’s 

Africa Working Group meetings in order to prepare joint positions where possible.19 The need 

for cooperation on the DRC crisis was underlined in 2003, but with a view to work together to 

build a DRC national army.20 Therefore, a firm agreement between these two EU member states 

on Africa as the ground, where the ESDP should be active did not exist before the Operation 

Artemis.21 This reinforces the need to analyse how national level of preference formation is 

influenced by the EU and international levels in order to understand the deployment of the EU 

crisis management missions (including Operation Artemis) or lack thereof.  

In May 2003, the UN Mission in the DRC faced humiliation in the face of the increasing 

violence in Bunia, since it had limited number of soldiers in the area whose mandate excluded 

protection of civilians.22 Under this circumstance, the UN Secretary General Kofi Annan called 

French President Jacques Chirac and the EU High Representative Javier Solana in order to ask for 

support for the UN Mission.23 The French were willing to take the lead and launch an EU mission. 

Focussing the EU’s attention on this region has been a declared French objective since 2001.24 

However, special attention had to be paid to the Rwandans who were against a French presence 

                                                           
17 British-French Summit, Joint Declaration on Cooperation in Africa, Saint-Malo, France, 3-4 December 
1998.  
http://tna.europarchive.org/20080524093630/http://www.britishembassy.gov.uk/servlet/Front?pagen
ame=OpenMarket/Xcelerate/ShowPage&c=Page&cid=1007029391629&a=KArticle&aid=101361839508
2 Accessed on 3 May 2012. 
18 “Labour’s Manifesto 2001”, The Labour Party’s Election Manifesto for the 2001 General Elections in the 
UK, 2001, p. 40; Tony Blair, “Doctrine of the International Community,” Speech at the Chicago Economic 
Club, 24 April 1999.  
19 Franco-British Summit, Declaration on Africa, Cahors, 9 February 2001.  
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/Franco-British-summit-
conclusions.html?var_recherche=summit%20conclusions Accessed on 3 May 2012. 
20Franco-British Summit, Declaration on Franco-British Cooperation in Africa, Le Touquet, France, 4 
February 2003.  
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/Franco-British-summit-
Declaration,4972.html?var_recherche=summit%20conclusions Accessed on 4 May 2012. 
21 This agreement came after Artemis. “Building on the success of Operation Artemis in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo, we propose a new initiative for the EU to focus on the development of its rapid 
reaction capabilities to enhance its ability to respond to UN requests in short-term crisis management 
situations.” Franco-British Summit, Joint Communique, London, 24 November 2003. 
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/Franco-British-summit-Joint,4685    Accessed on 4 May 2012.    
22 Declan Walsh, “A Prayer for the Dying; A Deadly Combination of Tribal Infighting and International 
Rivalry,” The Independent, 10 June 2003, p. 2-3. 
23 Javier Solana, “Appendix 4: Oral Evidence on The European Union’s Role at the Millennium Review 
Summit”, 11th Report of the Session 2005-2006 with Evidence, House of Lords, The UK, 27 July 2005, p. 39. 
24 “France’s Africa Policy,” 11 January 2001. http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/France-s-Africa-Policy-11-
01-2001 Accessed on 3 May 2012. 

http://tna.europarchive.org/20080524093630/http:/www.britishembassy.gov.uk/servlet/Front?pagename=OpenMarket/Xcelerate/ShowPage&c=Page&cid=1007029391629&a=KArticle&aid=1013618395082
http://tna.europarchive.org/20080524093630/http:/www.britishembassy.gov.uk/servlet/Front?pagename=OpenMarket/Xcelerate/ShowPage&c=Page&cid=1007029391629&a=KArticle&aid=1013618395082
http://tna.europarchive.org/20080524093630/http:/www.britishembassy.gov.uk/servlet/Front?pagename=OpenMarket/Xcelerate/ShowPage&c=Page&cid=1007029391629&a=KArticle&aid=1013618395082
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/Franco-British-summit-conclusions.html?var_recherche=summit%20conclusions
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/Franco-British-summit-conclusions.html?var_recherche=summit%20conclusions
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/Franco-British-summit-Declaration,4972.html?var_recherche=summit%20conclusions
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/Franco-British-summit-Declaration,4972.html?var_recherche=summit%20conclusions
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/Franco-British-summit-Joint,4685
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/France-s-Africa-Policy-11-01-2001
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/France-s-Africa-Policy-11-01-2001
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in the region because of the perceived French role in the 1994 genocide. Rwanda’s consent was 

achieved, thanks to the efforts of the EU Special Representative to the region, who secured the 

British efforts to convince the Rwandans. However, partly because of the guarantees given to 

Rwandans in order to convince them that there was no ulterior French motive, the mandate of 

the operation had to be short and limited to Bunia in Ituri. France was keen to have the UK on 

board and to intervene on the basis of a UN Chapter VII mandate to alleviate these concerns.25  

The UK eventually agreed to contribute to an EU mission by sending 88 troops in total, 

the majority of which were Royal Engineers who upgraded Bunia’s airfield. The remainder were 

staff officers and support personnel.26 The UK consent and contribution to an EU mission in the 

DRC did not come forth as a result of its national interests in this country or their previous 

agreement with the French to jointly address African conflicts. Being a member of the UN 

Security Council like the French, British diplomats thought that something should be done as the 

credibility of the UN was at stake. In addition, this mission was a means for the EU to establish 

itself as a security actor and to defy arguments that the EU is too weak to react in areas where it 

is the major donor.27 Moreover, since the first EU operation in cooperation with NATO was 

already launched in the Balkans and the British agreed to the possibility of EU interventions 

autonomous from NATO in 1998, an opposition to this mission could not be put forward. 

Besides, as NATO was involved in Afghanistan, and was considering a potential involvement in 

Iraq, Africa was not on its agenda.28 The British involvement was also facilitated by the US 

position which did not oppose the idea of an EU operation without NATO assets. The US was not 

only willing to ease transatlantic tensions over the Iraq war, but also was reluctant to get 

entangled in Africa. Therefore, for both the EU member states and the US, this mission was also a 

gesture to mend the transatlantic link.29  

Member states, for whom the risks involved in the mission were a source of concern, 

such as Germany, considered it significant in terms of the ESDP’s future, since it brought closer 

the UK and France, who represented divergent positions, Atlanticism and Europeanism, 

respectively.30 Furthermore, the EU High Representative Solana, by publicly evoking the UN’s 

demand for an EU mission made it difficult for the member states to oppose this mission.31 The 

European Commission supported the launch of this mission as well, since its own presence and 

investment in the DRC could be jeopardised if the situation was not brought under control.32 

                                                           
25 Interview B with a Member State diplomat, 27 June 2006.   
26 Ingram, Adam, UK Secretary of State for Defence, Written Answers to Questions, House of Commons, 
Hansard, Column 698W, 8 July 2003.  
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-
office.com/pa/cm200203/cmhansrd/vo030708/text/30708w09.htm Accessed on 3 May 2012. 
27 Interview C with a Member State diplomat, 17 March 2006; Stephen Castle, “Military Mission to Africa is 
First for the EU,” The Independent, 5 June 2003, p. 14. 
28 Catherine Gegout, “Causes and Consequences of the EU’s Military Intervention in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo: A Realist Explanation.” European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol 10, 2005, p. 438; Fernanda 
Faria, “Crisis-Management in Sub-Saharan Africa: The Role of the European Union” Occassional Papers 51, 
Paris, Institute for Security Studies, April 2004, p. 47. 
29 Patrick Smith, “This is the Worst War in the World,” The Guardian, 20 May 2003; Donald Rothchild, “The 
US Foreign Policy Trajectory on Africa,” SAIS Review, Vol XXI, No 1, Winter-Spring 2001, p. 190-192; 
Interview D with a Member State diplomat, 27 June 2006. 
30 Joschka Fischer, German Federal Minister for Foreign Affairs, Speech at the German Bundestag Debate, 
18 June 2003. 
31 Interview E with a Member State diplomat, 17 March 2006. 
32 Petar Petrov, “Early Institutionalisation of the ESDP Governance Arrangements: Insights From the 
Operations Concordia and Artemis”, Sophie Vanhoonacker, et al. (eds.), Understanding the Role of 

http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.com/pa/cm200203/cmhansrd/vo030708/text/30708w09.htm
http://www.parliament.the-stationery-office.com/pa/cm200203/cmhansrd/vo030708/text/30708w09.htm


Ulisa: Uluslararası Çalışmalar Dergisi                                                                                                Cilt 2, Sayı 1, s. 1-16 

9 
 

Therefore, the mission became possible mostly due to the commitments of the EU member 

states to demonstrate that the EU is a credible security actor that can take action,33 although of 

course this action was not contested by other actors at the international level. After the UN 

Security Council’s authorization in June 2003, the EU launched its first fully autonomous military 

crisis management mission outside Europe, with France as the Framework Nation that provided 

the operation headquarters.34  

To sum up, although Africa was identified as an area where Britain and France could 

cooperate both bilaterally and within the EU framework, these EU member states reached a firm 

and clear agreement on the region as the ground where the EU should launch crisis management 

missions after the deployment of Operation Artemis to the DRC in 2003. When the issue came to 

the EU agenda, member state preferences were shaped by concerns of proving that the EU is a 

credible security actor able to assist the UN, although one may cite additional concerns on the 

part of France. Therefore, in order to answer why and how the EU crisis management missions 

become possible there is a need to pay attention to how the national level of preference 

formation is influenced by both the institutional context of the EU and the international level. 

The EU member states’ collective decision on deploying this mission in order to improve the 

EU’s international standing has been possible under permissive conditions at the international 

level. The analysis of a context wider than the EU’s institutional context shows that the EU action 

in this case became possible thanks to the indifference (NATO and the USA), weakness of other 

international actors (the UN) to take action and the unwillingness of regional actors to see 

individual actions of former colonial powers. Regional actors’ preferences were also influential 

on the mission’s mandate. Therefore, this case draws attention to the importance of approval of 

or external recognition by relevant actors in the international arena for the EU to launch crisis 

management missions. In other words, in order to reach a full account of the dynamics behind 

the launch of crisis management missions, not only the interaction between the member state 

and the EU levels, but also between these and relevant international or regional actors has to be 

taken into consideration.  

 

The Interaction between the Three-Levels: The EU Action and Inaction after Operation 

Artemis 

Operation Artemis led to a process whereby an institutional interest in Africa developed 

under the EU’s security and defence policy. In the DRC, EU activities continued by civilian crisis 

management missions, which are far less controversial than the military missions at the member 

state and international levels. The Commission’s support for a police training project was 

followed by the deployment of the EU Police Mission in Kinshasa (EUPOL Kinshasa) in 2004 and 

a security sector reform mission, EUSEC RD Congo in 2005.35  

In view of these EU commitments and activities in the DRC and Africa between 2003 and 

2005, it seems surprising that it took almost three months for the EU member states to 

positively respond to another UN request for crisis management forces for the DRC’s 2006 

elections. This case also draws attention to the need to analyse the interaction between three 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
Bureaucracy in the ESDP, European Integration Online Papers (EIOP), Special Issue, Vol 14, No 1, 2010, p. 
201. 
33 Ian Black, “Europe Tests Its Military Wings,” The Guardian, 13 June 2003, p. 20. 
34 Council Decision 2003/432/CFSP of 12 June 2003 on the launching of the EU military operation in the 
DRC, Official Journal of the European Communities, L147/42, 14 June 2003. 
35 Council Joint Action 2004/847/CFSP on the EU Police Mission in Kinshasa (DRC) regarding the 
Integrated Police Unit (EUPOL Kinshasa), 9 December 2004; Council Joint Action 2005/355/CFSP on the 
EU mission to provide advice and assistance for security sector reform in the DRC, 2 May 2005. 
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levels in order to understand which missions are launched under the EU umbrella. After the UN 

request in December 2005, EU military planners became embroiled in disputes over the 

mandate, the logistics, and in which country the military planning would be prepared.36 Internal 

debates within member states questioned its rationale and potential risks and which member 

states would contribute to the force. France argued that it had already taken the lead of Artemis, 

Britain pointed to its engagement in Afghanistan and Iraq and Germany to the domestic pressure 

not to use military power in Africa. Although Africa was not Germany’s priority, French policy-

makers convinced their German counterparts to lead this mission at their high-level bilateral 

meetings, pointing to the need to take responsibility within ESDP and arguing that it is their turn 

to take the lead, as Artemis was French-led and Althea in Bosnia has been British-led.37 An 

agreement to launch another EU military operation (EUFOR RD Congo) under German 

leadership with a big French contribution was reached eventually in April 2006.38  

During this process, actual reality on the ground in Congo appeared to be only secondary 

to the concerns of domestic repercussions of contributions to the EU force, reflected by the 

mission’s limited and risk-averse mandate in terms of geography and duration. Of the 780-

strong German contingent, only about 100 soldiers were to be deployed in Kinshasa and the 

overwhelming majority of them were to be on standby in the neighbouring Gabon. While 

domestic repercussions of contributing to this mission limited the scope of the EU action, a 

common member state interest to bolster the ESDP’s credibility has been influential in bringing 

forth the approval of the mission, similar to the launch of Operation Artemis. Member states 

were prompted to send a message to the international arena on the EU capability for common 

action after the rejection of the EU constitution in the French and Dutch referenda in 2005.39 As 

can be seen, the EU’s collective decisions on the crisis management missions are not only a 

function of considerations either at the member state or the EU levels. Put differently, member 

state preferences are influenced not only by concerns at the domestic level and the EU’s 

institutional context, but also by considerations about the international level.  

The EU managed to launch another mission for security sector reform (EUPOL RD 

Congo) in 2007 in order to replace EUPOL Kinshasa.40 However, it failed to respond to the 

official UN request for another military mission a year later. Germany and the UK, whose 

battlegroups were on standby for an EU mission, opposed an EU action. The UK argued that the 

UN had to be more effective. In fact, the British troops which were in name its battlegroups for 

the EU were actually resting between their deployment to Iraq and Afghanistan. Germany raised 

concerns about being used as a cover for ‘certain partners’ to legitimize intervention in their 

former colonies and rejected to be influenced by factors that led to its participation in previous 

EU missions in Africa.41 It is interesting that, on this issue even the French argued that the UN 

should reshuffle 17.000 soldiers who were based in various parts of the DRC in order to 

                                                           
36 Judy Dempsey, “Merkel under fire over the Congo mission,” International Herald Tribune, 20 March 
2006.  
37 Eva Gross, The Europeanization, p. 58; Interview B with a Member State diplomat, 27 June 2006. 
38 Council Joint Action 2006/319/CFSP on the EU military operation in support of the UN Organisation 
Mission in the DRC (MONUC) during the election process, 27 April 2006. 
39 Jean-Yves Haine and Bastian Giegerich, “In Congo, a Cosmetic EU Operation,” International Herald 
Tribune, 12 June 2006; Marc Young, “EU Congo Mission: Europe’s Heart of Darkness”, Spiegel Online, 8 
March 2006,  http://www.spiegel.de/international/0,1518,404976,00.html Accessed on 8 May 2012. 
40 Council Joint Action 2007/405/CFSP on the EU police mission undertaken in the framework of reform 
of the security sector reform and its interface with the system of justice in the DRC (EUPOL RD Congo), 12 
June 2007. 
41 Menon, Empowering, p. 236 

http://www.spiegel.de/international/0,1518,404976,00.html
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reinforce the weak existence of 800 soldiers in Goma (eastern Congo), where violence 

escalated.42 Arguably, another explanation for this EU inaction is the possibility that these EU 

member states waited for the ongoing secret talks between the DRC and Rwanda43 to bear fruit 

against the rebel leader who wreaked havoc in eastern Congo at the time. Therefore, this case 

shows that the impact of the EU goal to implement multilateralism by working in cooperation 

with the UN fades into the background depending on the situation on the ground.  

Developments in or preferences of the target country and regional actors as well as the 

member states’ domestic reservations based on these also explain why the EU member states 

decided not to extend the security sector reform mission they launched in Guinea-Bissau in 

2008. This mission was compromised by the lack of available personnel and the inability of the 

host country in laying down the necessary conditions for its work. Increasing risks after an 

attempted coup in the country led the EU to end its involvement in Guinea-Bissau through this 

mission and leave the area to the UN.44  

The next EU military mission to Africa, EUFOR Tchad/RCA aimed to contribute to the 

protection of the UN personnel, facilities and equipment as well as the refugees and displaced 

persons that mostly fleed Sudan.45 The mission once again reveals that the EU crisis 

management missions take place within the room for manoeuvre that the member state, the EU 

and the international levels (including the target country preferences) allow. While France 

pushed the EU to take action, many member states, including the UK, shared the concern “about 

the refugee crisis and the possibility that genocide might be occurring in Darfur, which gave rise 

to a diffuse sense that the EU needed to be seen ‘doing something’”.46 However, the member 

states insisted that the force should operate in an impartial manner, since they did not want to 

be associated with the French support to the regime of Idris Déby in Chad, which was under 

threat by the rebels that were supported by the Sudanese regime. The inscription of neutrality to 

the mission made it possible for Ireland (a neutral EU member state) to take its command, 

although the French had to provide much of the personnel after five force-generation 

conferences within the EU did not produce sufficient troops. Besides, the mission’s mandate was 

limited at the Chadian President Idris Déby’s insistence that he would not accept a mission on 

the border between Chad and Sudan. Moreover, despite the UN estimates for an adequate force 

to be much higher, the EU member states could only afford 3700 troops, given the simultaneous 

NATO requests for increased contributions in Afghanistan.47  

Another EU military mission, EUNAVFOR ATALANTA (Somalia) has been a response to 

the UN Security Council’s calls for protecting the delivery of UN humanitarian assistance through 

                                                           
42 M. Bernard Kouchner, Minister of Foreign and European Affairs of France, Statements at the Joint Press 
Conference with Javier Solana, High Representative for the CFSP and Benita Ferrero-Waldner, European 
Commissioner for External Relations, Marseille, 3 November 2008.  
http://www.ambafrance-uk.org/Bernard-Kouchner-on-Congo Accessed on 3 May 2012. 
43 Richard Gowan, “From Rapid Reaction to Delayed Inaction? Congo, the UN and the EU, International 
Peacekeeping, Vol 18, No 5, 2011, p. 602. 
44 Reinhardt Rummel, “In Search of a Trademark: EU Civilian Operations in Africa”, Contemporary Security 
Policy, Vol 32, No 3, 2011, p. 611-612. 
45 Council Joint Action 2007/677/CFSP on the EU military operation in the Republic of Chad and in the 
Central African Republic, 15 October 2007. 
46 Tony Chafer, “Anglo-French Cooperation in Africa since Saint-Malo”, Tony Chafer and Gordon Cumming 
(eds.), From Rivalry to Partnership? New Approaches to the Challenges of Africa, Surrey, Ashgate, 2011, p. 
80.  
47 Haine, The Failure, p. 594-595. 
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the World Food Programme to Somalia.48 As usual, France advocated an EU operation, since this 

would help its own anti-piracy policy and improve the EU’s security policy. Germany’s 

preference for an EU mission was a result of the government’s concern to avoid public criticisms 

against participation in another ‘controversial’ NATO or US-led operation, as in Afghanistan. For 

Britain, NATO would have been the first choice. However, since NATO was overstretched, an EU 

mission was useful in order to relieve the burden on the US and NATO for other activities.49 

Moreover, the British permanent representation to the EU saw this as an opportunity to defy 

arguments that the UK was not sufficiently contributing to the ESDP. The UK’s positive response 

was also motivated by the “lobbying by private sector actors keen to maintain London’s status as 

the city that hosts the International Maritime Organisation and a major international hub for 

commercial shipping”.50 It is also notable that the secretary-general of the European Community 

Ship-owners Association (ECSA), which claims to speak for 41 percent of the global merchant 

fleet, was calling on the EU member states to take more forceful action in the area.51 As a result, 

the mission’s operational headquarters has been Northword, UK. This military/naval operation 

was followed by an EU Training Mission (EUTM Somalia) in 2010, which aimed at training of 

Somali soldiers in Uganda, a secure environment that avoids domestic repercussions.52  

As can be seen, there is a pattern that shapes the EU’s decisions on crisis management 

missions, despite the fact that the EU does not have a programme or agreement that guides its 

choices of missions, as many scholars point out.53 While member states’ preferences are clearly 

under the influence of a common interest to improve the credibility of the EU as a security actor, 

domestic reservations about risks and costs, considerations about other actors, such as the US, 

the UN, NATO but also the target country and regional actors exert simultaneous pressure on 

these. The need to engage in an extended three-level analysis that includes these could not be 

clearer in the example of recent Libyan crisis. Britain and France cooperated with the USA and 

the Arab League and eventually NATO has provided the organizational framework for the 

enforcement of a no-fly zone. Germany abstained during the UN Security Council vote on the 

resolution which made this action possible. The EU member states were divided over the 

appropriate response to the situation in Libya and they lacked the collective capability to sustain 

such a military operation without American support. Had the EU’s institutional goals and 

interests been the only effects on its member state preferences, these should have prompted 

action under the EU umbrella in order to prevent a humanitarian crisis in a neighbouring 

country.   

 

Conclusion 

This article has also shown that the impact of the EU’s institutional context on member 

state preferences is not an inevitable dynamic when it comes to launching crisis management 

missions. Dynamics at the international or member state level may work to undermine the 

influence of the EU’s institutional context and result in its inaction, as shown by the failure to 

                                                           
48 Council Joint Action 2008/851/CFSP on a European Union military operation to contibute to the 
deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy and armed robbery off the Somali coast, 10 
November 2008. 
49 Germond and E. Smith, Re-Thinking, p. 584-585. 
50 Chafer, Anglo-French, p. 80.  
51 Germond and E. Smith, Re-Thinking, p. 580. 
52 Council Decision 2010/197/CFSP of 31 March 2010  on the launch of a European Union military mission 
to contribute to the training of Somali security forces (EUTM Somalia), Official Journal of the European 
Communities, L87/33, 7 April 2010. 
53 Rummel, In Search, p. 612. 
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launch a military crisis management mission to the DRC in 2008, despite the UN request. What 

makes Africa the most convenient area for the EU actions are the permissive conditions at the 

international level, including the indifference (NATO, the USA) or weakness (the UN) of other 

international actors and the relative ease of approval for these missions by the actors in the 

region who would prefer the EU’s action to individual actions of former colonial powers.  

 As the section on Operation Artemis has been shown, even a prior agreement between 

Britain and France on jointly addressing African security problems was not a guarantee that this 

EU mission was going to be launched. Above mentioned permissive conditions at the 

international level facilitated the impact of the EU’s institutional context, which calls for fulfilling 

the common goal of projecting an EU image as a credible security actor. For instance, German 

decisions in favour of the EU crisis management missions in Africa have been results of the 

member state, the EU and international level dynamics, although military intervention in Africa 

has not traditionally been part of German foreign policy. These decisions were limited by 

domestic reservations about neutrality, casualty avoidance, early exit and costs. However, 

through these Germany tried to fulfil its commitments to improve the Franco-German 

cooperation, multilateralism with the UN and the ESDP/CSDP.54 

In addition to these, cases of inaction or limited action by the EU in Africa strengthen the 

relevance of an analysis that highlights the interaction between three levels for explaining the 

deployment of EU crisis management missions. Developments or preferences of actors at the 

international level influence member state decisions on the EU crisis management missions. For 

instance, in all the EU missions launched in Africa, British preferences have been shaped under 

the influence of the US and NATO positions. The British priorities to act through NATO in order 

support the African Union in Sudan and to enforce a no-fly zone in Libya exemplify this. 

Moreover, the EU member states seek endorsement from the target country or regional actors 

and this not only factors in the decisions about the scope of the mission but also whether there is 

going to be a mission or not. The EU failed to launch a mission to Sudan partly because of this 

and geographical limits to the operation mandates of Artemis (2003) and EUFOR TChad (2008) 

were shaped under the influence of preferences of the target country or regional actors.  

To conclude, in order to arrive at a full understanding of why certain EU missions to 

Africa materialize, whilst others fail a three-level analysis is needed. While member states’ 

preferences are under the influence of a common concern to develop the EU’s security and 

defence policy by addressing Africa’s security problems, domestic reservations and 

considerations about other actors at the international arena, particularly the UN, the US and 

NATO, as well as the responses of the target country or regional actors influence these 

preferences simultaneously. To reiterate, the EU crisis management missions to Africa and, 

possibly other areas take place within the room for manoeuvre that the member state, the EU 

and international levels allow. 
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