contents
Vol 12 Issue 1
Summer 2013

RACO Opinion:
By RACO General Secretary, Colonel
Brian O’Keeffe

07

International Cooperation European Union: The Case for
Cooperation in Crisis Management
Mr Richard Gowan writes that the EU
should make CSDP missions more
flexible and integrate them into the
efforts of other organisations

08

International Cooperation A Global Presence: The European
External Action Service
SIGNAL looks at the work of this
increasingly active organisation
and speaks to the Depuity General
Secretary of the Service, Mr Matiej
Popowski

17

International Cooperation:
Stabilising The Sahel
The European External Action Service
outlines EU policy toward providing
security, stability and assistance in
this desperately poor region of Africa,
particularly in light
of the situation in Mali.

21

International Cooperation:
EUTM Mali
We look at the background to the
crisis in Mali and the EU training
mission, to which the Defence Forces
has contributed personnel.

27

International Cooperation:
Ensuring Operational Effectiveness
Major General Ralph James, Deputy
Chief of Staff (Operations), tells
SIGNAL that the Defence Forces
are determined to maintain their
valued contributions to missions
overseas and will remain a committed
international partner.

29

International Cooperation:
UK Military Attaché to Ireland
Colonel Seán English talks about
Anglo-Irish military cooperation
towards common goals and also
discusses the challenges and
changes within the British Armed
Forces.

32

International Cooperation:
The French Perspective
French Military Attaché, Colonel Alain
Bayle speaks to SIGNAL about the
French military’s relationship with the
Defence Forces and of his nation’s
determination to maintain its place on
the international stage.

35

International Cooperation:
The African Union
Joseph O’Connor examines the
role and the challenges facing the
Union, who’s effectiveness in crisis
management has been questioned.

38

| SUMMER ‘13 |

|

contents
Vol 12 Issue 1
Summer 2013

|

| SUMMER ‘13 |

International Cooperation Building Common Security and Stability:
The OSCE
As the Organisation For Security and
Cooperation in Europe prepares to
celebrate its 40th anniversary in 2015,
SIGNAL looks back at its foundation in the
divided Europe of the 1970s and traces its
progress to becoming the world’s largest
regional security organisation.

40

Global Justice:
The International Criminal Tribunals
International cooperation also extends to
the administration of justice. Lt Col (Ret’d)
Paul Allen, examines the structure of the
various organs of international justice, the
background to their establishment and their
respective successes and challenges.

45

NATO and Security Sector Reform
Commandant Conor Bates analyses the
challenges of the concept of security sector
reform in a NATO/EU context, in particular
its application in Kosovo.

50

The Price Of Extreme Austerity
Senan Hogan reports for SIGNAL from the
streets of Athens, where civil unrest has
been met by a beleaguered police force
who have also been accused of excessive
force. Meanwhile, the country’s 90,000
strong military remain in barracks due to
historical associations with the military
junta which ruled the country in the late
sixties and early seventies.

58

Genesis: From The Irish Volunteers To The
Defence Forces
Mr Lar Joye of the National Museum of
Ireland examines a decade of war and the
formation of Óglaigh Na hÉireann, The Irish
Defence Forces.

60

CBRNe World 2013
Lt Col Ray Lane of the Ordnance Corps
explains the background to this major
international conference, held in Dublin last
April.

65

A History of Cooperation
SIGNAL reports from a recent exhibition
commemorating joint peacekeeping
missions between the Irish and Finnish
Defence Forces.

67

The Far East: Tangled Relationships
Sandeep Chakravorty of the Observer
Research Foundation provides an indepth
analysis of the relationships between
Japan, China and North and South
Korea and the consequential geopolitical
implications.

69

editor’s letter
Dear Readers,
Welcome to the Summer 2013 edition of SIGNAL
Earlier this year, radical Islamist factions surged across Mali, leading to reports of severe
repression of the population and destruction of some of the country’s ancient treasures,
France acted unilaterally to engage and defeat the insurgency. In the aftermath, an EU Training
Mission was established to rebuild the emasculated Malian army to help stabilise the country
and prevent further insecurity in the desperately poor Sahel region of Africa.
Adding to the Irish Command of the pioneering EU Training Mission to Somalia, the Government
and the Defence Forces followed this up with a modest but important commitment to the Mali
mission. In addition to making an operational contribution, the Defence Forces commitment is
also symbolic in a positive way. This is the first mission in which Irish Defence Forces personnel
will operate within a British command structure, deploying on the training mission alongside
members of the Royal Irish Regiment. It is an important and notable further step in the
continuing process of normalising relations between the UK and the Republic of Ireland.
In this edition of SIGNAL we speak to the French and British military attachés to Ireland, about
their views on the challenges facing their military forces and how their relationship with the
Irish Defence Forces can continue. We also hear from the Defence Forces Deputy Chief of Staff
Operations, Major General Ralph James, on his vision for Defence Forces involvement in EUTM
Mali and other similar missions.
We have carried a broad theme on international cooperation through this edition. We examine
the work of the increasingly active European External Action Service, the diplomatic arm of the
European Union, who also contribute a policy document on EU strategy in the Sahel region and
we speak to the Deputy General Secretary of the Service, Mr Matiej Popowski.
Elsewhere, we discuss the possible basis for future EU involvement in crisis management with
regular contributor Richard Gowan and Commandant Conor Bates analyses NATO Security
Sector Reform through the prism of the situation in Kosovo.
We also analyse tensions in the Far East, report from Greece on the security implications of
extreme austerity and look at the work of the OSCE and the International Criminal Tribunals.
We also look at a recent exhibition on Finnish and Irish military cooperation.
I would like to thank all who assisted with this edition, including; Colonel Seán English (UK
Armed Forces), Sarah Levick (UK Embassy Dublin), Colonel Alain Bayle (French Armed Forces),
Lieutenant Colonel Dan Harvey (United Nations Training School Ireland), Eamonn Prendergast
and Mr Matiej Popwski (EEAS), Colonel Patrick McDaniel (OSCE Military Adviser) and
Commandant Denis Hanly of the Defence Forces Press Office.
As this is his last edition as consulting editor, I would like to thank Lieutenant Colonel (Ret’d)
Paul Allen for all his assistance over recent years with SIGNAL.
As always, we would very much like to hear any feedback on this issue and any suggestions or
contributions for future editions of SIGNAL.
Yours sincerely,

Ruairi Kavanagh
Editor
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RACO
OPINION

Dear Readers,
The terms of the LRC’s proposals for a Public Service Stability Agreement 2013 – 2016, “The Haddington Road
Agreement”, are currently being balloted upon by the membership of RACO. The Association’s National Executive
Committee has recommended acceptance of the proposals. The National Executive did not take the decision to
make this recommendation lightly. It did so only in the face of an alternative - cuts imposed by legislation – that
would mean even greater hardship for members.
However, Government should be under no illusion – acceptance of these proposals does not equate to agreement
with the action it has taken in this regard. This was not a “renegotiation” of the Croke Park Agreement. That
agreement was scheduled to run to 2014, but Government made it clear that it was walking away from it. Unions/
Associations were presented with a stark alternative – “make a new “agreement” giving us what we want or we will
simply impose measures that will achieve our aims”. Why did unions/associations, including RACO, engage in such
circumstances – with a gun to their heads? We did so in order to influence the shape of the package and by doing
so to mitigate the negative impact on members as much as possible. Events have shown that this was the right
approach. The measures proposed in the Haddington Road Agreement are significantly less punitive than those that
the published legislation promises for those groups that do not accept the latest proposals.
Since the introduction of representation in 1990 the Defence Force have had eight strategic reviews and
reorganisations, personnel numbers have been reduced by more than a quarter and 16 major installations have
been closed. Even during the so-called Celtic Tiger times the Defence Forces, uniquely amongst public sector
organisations, was downsized. This continuous reduction in headcount has provided the funding for the
re-equipping of the Defence Forces, including the new ships currently being built for the Naval Service. None of this
could have been done without the hard work, dedication and commitment of the members of the Forces, of all ranks.
A positive aspect of the recent discussions was that there has been some tangible recognition of what has been
achieved by the Defence Forces in the form of a reduction in the quantity of savings demanded from our sector. This
is well deserved and long overdue, but is nevertheless appreciated.
Notwithstanding this, however, officers, like all public servants, have every right to feel angry that although we have
already had two pay cuts, in 2009 (the so-called pension levy) and in 2010, the Government has chosen to come
back to the well once more and attack our pay and pensions again. But that anger should not blind officers to the
reality that what is currently proposed is the “least worst option” and that a vote in favour of acceptance is the only
way to minimise the negative impact on our remuneration.

Colonel Brian O’Keeffe,
RACO General Secretary
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THE CASE FOR COOPERATION
IN CRISIS MANAGEMENT.
BY RICHARD GOWAN

As a series of crises break out across North Africa and the Middle East and the
financial crisis puts Western defence budgets under strain, it is becoming increasingly
important for the European Union (EU) to pursue a joined-up approach to crisis
management operations and in particular to work with other organisations. The EU
already relies on the United Nations and the African Union to manage civil wars in
cases such as Somalia and there are also new potential partners such as the Arab
League and ASEAN. Although the EU has devoted time and effort to building up its
own security structures over the last decade, it may now find it more cost-effective
and politically expedient to prioritise helping others manage looming threats. The
EU should make CSDP missions more flexible and integrate them into the efforts of
other organisations. The new European External Action Service (EEAS) should think
about how to utilise the network of EU delegations to get help to the UN and other
partners more effectively. Finally, European officials should consider making strategic
investments in sharing ideas and lessons from the EU’s past experience in crisis
management with organisations like the Arab League that have begun to experiment
with crisis management but still struggle to mount effective interventions.
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A

new generation of civil wars and humanitarian crises
is emerging along Europe’s southern flank. In the last
six months, the Syrian crisis has claimed thousands
of lives, rebels linked to Al-Qaeda have seized northern Mali,
necessitating an EU response, and Sudan and South Sudan have
stumbled towards civil war. Meanwhile, post-war Libya remains
fragile and Islamist forces control large parts of Somalia, while
pirates continue to operate from Somali waters as far as India
and the Seychelles. Civil disorder persists in Egypt and Yemen.
It is not clear that the European Union (EU) has the resources or
political energy to handle all of these crises at a time when its
leaders are absorbed in economic issues and NATO is focused
on exiting Afghanistan. None of them presents a conventional
threat to Europe but each could damage Europe’s security and
interests.
An Islamist bridgehead in Somalia or Mali offers a base for
terrorists and the pirates in the Indian Ocean have disrupted
busy trade routes. If Syria collapses or President Bashar alAssad holds on to power, the EU’s tenuous influence in the
Middle East will be severely damaged. Conflicts in North Africa
not only create the risk of mass atrocities but can also drive
refugees across the Mediterranean into Europe. European
governments’ financial preoccupations have not rendered them
completely impotent in the face of these challenges, as the
Libyan campaign demonstrated. EU and NATO vessels have
had some success in combating Somali piracy. In Brussels, the
European External Action Service (EEAS) has pulled together
detailed regional strategies for dealing with security challenges
in the Horn of Africa and the Sahel states (Mali, Mauritania
and Niger). In this context the EU is preparing civilian Common
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) missions to guide police
reform in the Sahel and boost the coast guards of East African
states. It has even approved a CSDP mission “to support airport
security in South Sudan”. But getting these missions off the
ground has dragged out painfully: while EU planners have taken
months refining their options in the Sahel, Islamists consolidated
their grip on the north of Mali while the army mounted a coup in
the south.
Europe’s ambitions are limited by economic pressures and
intervention fatigue. While the EU restricts itself to small CSDP
missions, other organisations are putting far greater numbers
of personnel on the front line in emerging conflicts. The UN has
nearly 40,000 personnel in the two Sudans (including Darfur).
The African Union (AU) has 15,000 troops in Somalia: its
forces have engaged in street-to-street fighting with Islamists in
Mogadishu, and won. The Economic Community of West African
States (ECOWAS) has proposed sending 3,000 troops to Mali.
First the Arab League and more recently the UN have deployed
observers to Syria, if with very limited effect on the growing
chaos there.
So while Europe confronts a multitude of threats along its
southern flank, it also has a multitude of potential partners.
Although these partners lack advanced military capabilities that
come as standard in NATO and EU operations, Europe may have
to rely on the UN and African and Arab soldiers and diplomats
to contain the current wave of crises. The EU has always cooperated closely with other multilateral organisations – and the
UN in particular – on crisis management, and played a crucial
role in funding their efforts. But Europe’s contributions have
often been treated as altruistic, largely humanitarian gestures.

Now, however, the case for Cooperation
is more clearly rooted in Europe’s own
interests – and the EU should improve
its mechanisms for working with others
accordingly. This paper focuses on how
the new European External Action Service
(EEAS), and CSDP mechanisms in particular,
can be harnessed more effectively to assist
other organisations. It argues that three
trends will define Europe’s contribution to
crisis management in the next decade:
1. The rise of “plug-and-play” peace
operations: in future, military and civilian
crisis management will not involve largescale, centralised operations like that in
Afghanistan. Instead, loose coalitions of
international and regional organisations
– including the EU – will bring their different
assets together on an ad hoc basis with
decentralised command structures, as is
currently the case in Somalia.
2. A focus on “good enough” stability and
security: whereas the EU has often aimed
to instill long-term stability in cases such
as Bosnia and Kosovo through justice
and police reform, financial and strategic
pressures will lead to lower ambitions. In
future crises, as now in Syria, the goal will
be to create short-term calm and open up
sufficient political space for local power
brokers to negotiate, not to transform whole
societies.
3. Unashamed “leading from behind”: given
the economic strains inside the EU, and the
growing challenges to its legitimacy as an
actor in regions including Africa and Asia,
European policy will increasingly focus on
helping other actors manage conflicts rather
than trying to deploy an EU-flagged crisis
management mission every time.
Although the EU’s current focus is on North
Africa and the Middle East, it may also
become necessary to develop security
partnerships with regional organisations
in other strategically sensitive areas, such
as ASEAN in South-East Asia. While EU
Member States have devoted time and
energy to developing a European security
identity over the last decade – an effort that
remains politically contentious – the EU’s
major contributions to security in the next
five years may be channelled through others
as international power dynamics and threats
shift and evolve.
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The EU’s dual challenge
The EU’s contributions to conflict prevention,
crisis management and post-conflict
reconstruction have long been closely
connected to the operations and diplomacy
of other organisations. More than two
thirds of EU peacekeepers have been
deployed alongside a UN or NATO mission
or peacekeepers authorised by a regional
organisation such as the AU. The European
Commission and EU member states are
leading humanitarian donors to the UN, the
International Committee of the Red Cross
and NGOs – and nearly 75 percent of all
humanitarian aid goes to countries affected
by conflict.1
The EU also provides funding for peacebuilding projects and – through the African
Peace Facility (APF) – has played a central
role in enabling the AU to take on peace
operations in the last decade. As the
European Council on Foreign Affairs’ (ECFR)
recent Foreign Policy Scorecard notes,
many of the EU’s most effective conflict
management policies involve Cooperation
with the UN and other multilateral bodies,
or “indirect support to peace operations
run by other organisations rather than
direct interventions”.2 But the nature of the
global framework for conflict management
is changing as the US revises its security
posture – with a greater emphasis on air
and sea operations in the Pacific – and new
actors take on increasing responsibility.
The last year has seen the Arab League
launch its first peace operation since the
1970s in Syria, while ASEAN mandated
Indonesian observers to patrol the ThaiCambodian border.3 Yet these new actors in
crisis management often lack mechanisms
to launch effective operations. The Arab
League’s mission in Syria was a widely-
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Above: The EUPOL
mission to Afghanistan

derided mess while the deployment of ASEAN’s monitors
has repeatedly been delayed. Meanwhile, some of the EU’s
established partners in crisis management – the UN and the AU
– are facing resource constraints despite continuing to run largescale operations, while NATO is trying to work out how to retreat
from its role in Afghanistan without leaving chaos in its wake.4
The EU has a huge amount to offer other organisations
dealing with crisis management. Yet interactions with these
partners have often been hampered by the complexity of the
EU’s institutions. The problem of “stove-piping” that affects
the EU’s ability to craft coherent strategies of its own, with
multiple chains of command and decision making mechanisms,
is reflected in its dealings with others over specific crises.
The consolidation of the EEAS – and especially its delegations
in countries affected by conflict – offers opportunities to
strengthen the EU’s partnerships, although persistent gaps
between the new service and the European Commission continue
to complicate matters.
The EU now faces a dual challenge. It must develop strategies
and concepts that allow it to work better with others in a
changing international environment; and it needs to ensure
that its own structures and rules of procedure allow it to meet
its strategic commitments, especially when put to the test by
intense crises.
The changing nature of crisis management
This effort to reposition EU crisis management needs to reflect
broader changes in how other organisations respond to crises.
Since the launch of the European Security and Defence Policy
(ESDP) in 1999, the EU has deployed relatively small military
and civilian missions in support of (or to take over from)
large-scale operations mounted by other organisations. These
larger framework operations have included the NATO forces in
Afghanistan and Bosnia and the UN mission in the Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC). They have also provided a framework
for broader European projects in support of security, good
governance and democracy. In the 2000s, for example, the
European Commission played an important role working with the
UN to mount post-conflict elections in cases including not only
the DRC but also Iraq.
In this context, EU missions have contributed to a grand
narrative of stabilisation and state-building, accepted in most
Western capitals at least, by which crisis management has
involved (i) significant international security forces acting
as platforms for (ii) democratisation processes and (iii) the
utilisation of development aid to build up state structures and
stop post-conflict countries returning to violence. The EU and
its member states have contributed to this model of crisis
management in many ways. The EU’s contributions have often
followed the “Bosnia template”, by which the union deploys
police or civilian missions to manage the long-term reform of a
country’s security structures after NATO or the UN have managed
to create at least minimal stability.5
Where military CSDP missions have deployed, they have often
followed the “Artemis model” (based on a rapid and effective
EU deployment to the DRC in 2003) of discrete short-term
assistance to back up UN forces.6
In some cases, however, the EU has provided a more
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sophisticated mix of support, as when it deployed a military
mission to Chad in 2008 and the European Commission launched
a package of financial aid to help the UN build up Chadian police
capacities and maximise humanitarian relief efforts. Operation
Atalanta off the coast of Somalia is a third example of a complex,
multi-pronged intervention which involves the protection of World
Food Programme convoys and is co-ordinated with support to the
African Union’s military mission to Somalia (AMISOM).
However, the grand narrative of state-building is now breaking
down for three reasons. Firstly, experience in cases including
Afghanistan and the DRC has bred pessimism about whether
states can be built at all. Secondly, the financial crisis has
placed constraints on all organisations’ ability to sustain largescale operations. Thirdly, growing political differences between
organisations (such as EU–AU splits over how to deal with Côte
d’Ivoire and Libya in 2011) and within them (as in recent UN
Security Council debates over Syria) may place limits on what
large-scale missions will be able to achieve in future. In this
context, an alternative model for crisis management is emerging.
In contrast to the old paradigm, there is a growing emphasis on
exploring what can be achieved with (i) limited commitments of
ground forces; (ii) a focus on achieving “good enough” political
compromises and institutional reforms in conflict-affected states;
and (iii) a more flexible approach to the design, sustainment and
command of crisis management operations.

Above left: The
European Union have
spearheaded the
relatively successful
EU NAVFOR mission to
protect shipping from
piracy off the Horn of
Africa.

Examples of the new era of crisis management include:
• Somalia, where AU ground forces are supported by a UN
logistics operation and a separate UN political mission, while an
EU CSDP mission trains Somali forces outside the country. EU,
NATO and other vessels conduct anti-piracy operations offshore
and a further EU presence (euphoniously entitled “Nestor”) is
being prepared to help Somalia and its neighbours combat piracy
more effectively themselves.

• Syria, where the Arab League deployed an
ill-conceived observer mission in December
2011 (while UN human right officials
separately monitored the situation), prior
to the deployment of the UN Supervision
Mission in Syria (UNSMIS) in April 2012.
The EU has used sanctions to put pressure
on Damascus, and there is recurrent talk
of some sort of UN–Arab League hybrid
peacekeeping force in the future. These
cases do not prove (contrary to some
analyses) that large-scale, centralised
peacekeeping operations are obsolete.
There are cases in which significant military
forces remain crucial, such as Liberia and
the DRC. Had the UN not already had troops
in Côte d’Ivoire in 2010, the crisis there
could have been uncontrollable. In the case
of South Sudan, the Security Council has
arguably erred by approving far too small a
UN force to keep order in a very weak state.
However, in the near term, the EU will need
to adapt to increasingly complex and fluid
security environments. It will be necessary
to deploy CSDP missions in conditions
complicated by three factors. These are (i)
a proliferation of organisational presences,
many of them authorised by entities with
limited experience of crisis management
(such as the Arab League); (ii) the absence
of consistent or clear grand narratives
around state-building and democratisation;
and (iii) continued financial constraints on
the EU’s efforts.

• Libya, where the NATO military campaign was accompanied by
AU and UN mediation efforts, and the UN deployed a political
mission to assist the postwar transition. The EU has been
working on a civilian mission to help secure Libya’s borders,
although this has repeatedly been held up by security concerns.

Where will crisis management
operations be needed?
Given this confusing global context, it is
hard to predict exactly what types of crisis
management activities will be required in

Above right: Brig
Gen Gerald Aherne
Commander of the EU
Training Mission to
Somalia (EUTM).
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what regions in the years ahead. However, it
is probable that at least three regions will be
priorities for crisis management operations
as a whole in the next five to ten years.
In Africa, as this paper has already
argued, there will be a continued emphasis
on ongoing crises (i.e. Somalia and both
Sudans). But there will also be “legacy”
state-building projects in post-conflict states
that have been stabilised by the UN and
AU, sometimes with EU help over the last
decade (i.e. the DRC, West African States
and Burundi). There is also an outside risk
that a large African state (i.e. Nigeria or
Egypt) will face state collapse.
The Middle East presents an
unpredictable set of crisis management
challenges. It is probable that countries
such as Libya and Syria may require
extended support in the years ahead. Other
countries in the region (i.e. Yemen and Iraq)
will also need help, as will the Occupied
Palestinian Territories.
The future shape of crisis management in
Asia and the Pacific is uncertain, not least
because China, India and other powers in
the region are suspicious of multilateral
engagement on their peripheries. However,
there may be crises in cases from Nepal
and Fiji (fairly “classic” small fragile
states) to North Korea and Pakistan (cases
that overawe the hardest-headed statebuilding experts). It should be added that
the EU will likely remain committed to
maintaining stability in two cases which
it has prioritised previously: the Balkans
– where recent disturbances in Kosovo
have emphasised the potential for further
trouble – and Afghanistan. Although NATO
and the EU are committed to continue
operations in Afghanistan until 2014, there
will be persistent calls for European powers
to maintain civilian (or at least financial
support) to Kabul for a much longer period
of time.
This is a divisive issue among European
governments, many – perhaps most – of
which fear that Afghanistan is already lost.
If these are probable priorities for crisis
management, who will the crisis managers
be? It is probable that, apart from the EU,
the UN and the AU will continue to be major
players. The UN is currently the most widely
deployed peacekeeping organisation, with
100,000 troops and police worldwide, and it
will face the challenge of guiding countries
such as Côte d’Ivoire towards long-term
stability for many years yet. However, the
UN will have to adapt to meet the new
model of “good enough” state-building
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described above: the organisation is already addressing ways
of balancing “heavy” blue helmet operations like that in Liberia
with lighterweight political missions such as that in Libya. The
UN Secretariat has been working hard to retool its capacities
to mount both heavy and light missions, developing not only
a new global logistics strategy but also systems for recruiting
and deploying civilian crisis managers in a more timely and
rapid manner. NATO is also undergoing profound changes as it
readies itself to withdraw from Afghanistan. Its engagements in
Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan were symptomatic of the grand
narrative about nation-building described above. Yet the Libyan
campaign saw the alliance use force in a more calibrated – if
extended – manner and avoid becoming drawn into a long-term
ground operation. It is not clear whether future NATO operations
(inevitably affected by European military cuts) will follow the
Balkan template or the Libyan model.
The AU’s future trajectory is also unclear. In Darfur the
organisation’s well-intentioned effort at military peacekeeping
went badly awry. But in Somalia it has turned round an
apparently doomed mission – with a great deal of external
assistance – but only because AU forces have been ready to
fight a war against Islamist forces. It is not clear how long the
organisation will tolerate such risks.
Meanwhile, AU officials have begun to highlight their
preference for mediation over peacekeeping. In West Africa
by contrast, ECOWAS – which launched a series of peace
operations to countries including Sierra Leone and Liberia in the
1990s and early 2000s – is moving towards a new era of military
deployments. It considered deploying forces to Côte d’Ivoire in
2011, and has declared its readiness to send troops to Mali and
Guinea-Bissau this year. Nigeria, the regional leader, has often
favoured a tough military approach to crisis management. While
the AU, the UN and ECOWAS have established track records in
peace operations, other potential future players in the field have
to define their role in crisis management in an ad hoc fashion.
ASEAN, for example, has been very cautious about engaging in
peace operations – although ASEAN members co-operated with
the EU in Aceh in 2005–2006 – but the organisation was drawn
into monitoring the Thai- Cambodian border dispute.
A few years ago, it seemed unlikely that the Arab League
would deploy a crisis management operation, yet it was
compelled to do so in Syria. It is possible that there will be other
strategic surprises for multilateral and regional organisations
in the near future. Qatar and Saudi Arabia have, for example,
suggested deploying Arab troops to Syria and it is conceivable
that the Arab League could find itself in charge of a military
deployment long before it is ready to do so. Meanwhile, the
Collective Security Treaty Organisation – which failed to act
during the 2010 Kyrgyz crisis – has agreed to set up a 4,000strong peacekeeping force for regional and UN mandated
missions.7 The landscape of international crisis management
could look very different indeed five years from now.
THE EU’s LIMITATIONS
In responding to this proliferation of crises and partners, there
is a temptation for the EU to try to be every other organisation’s
best friend, but it will need to be selective in how it applies its
tools if it is to maintain its resources effectively. Yet while many
factors will push the EU to be cautious in its use of resources,
it should also be ambitious in its efforts to assist new players
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become more effective crisis managers while sustaining
established allies. Just as EU support was instrumental in
developing AU peacekeeping, the EU could play a role in
building up new actors such as the Arab League and ASEAN.
Simultaneously, it can recalibrate its interactions with actors
such as the UN, NATO and the AU as they reform themselves
– especially as they can take on crises that the EU cannot handle
alone. In outlining the future of EU crisis management, it is
necessary to distinguish between “demand” factors and “supply”
factors. Demand factors include basic operational issues: where
do organisations such as the UN lack specialised assets and
personnel, such as helicopters and engineering companies,
that the EU’s members can offer? But there is also a political
dimension: where is the EU a welcome and legitimate partner?
In recent years, for example, African governments have been
increasingly frank about their doubts about European policy on
the continent (especially over issues such as the role of the
International Criminal Court in pursuing African leaders) and it
is conceivable that this opposition will delegitimise future CSDP
missions in Africa.
Similarly, the proposal for an EU operation in Libya last year
was clearly complicated by NATO’s ongoing campaign there, and
there was never any suggestion that EU rather than Arab League
and UN observers should deploy to Syria. In spite of the EU
mission in Aceh, there are few parts of Asia and the Pacific where
the EU could lead a mission with full legitimacy. However, supply
factors also place significant limits on what the EU can achieve.
Since the start of the financial crisis, proposals for CSDP
missions have received a tough hearing from the European
Council. As Nick Witney has underlined, the liberal interventionist
logic for European crisis management has lost momentum.8
In this context, it is likely that three considerations will affect
decision making on future EU policy: (i) a clearer definition of
where crisis management meets specific European interests;
(ii) the availability of credible international partners with which
to manage the crisis; and (iii) a judgment on whether the cost
of the initiative is affordable, and whether other actors will help
bear the expenses. These considerations have already resulted
in a marginalisation of CSDP in European policy debates.
And there will be an emphasis within the EU on harnessing
existing resources – not least the development budget – to
cover the costs of building up security. Politically, the EU’s
limited legitimacy means that it will often make sense to (in
a phrase that has become politically poisonous in the US but
still has merit) “lead from behind” and focus on helping other
organisations rather than insisting on mounting autonomous EU
responses to new crises.
How to strengthen the EU’s role in multilateral
crisis management
With these limitations in mind, the EU can co-operate with
partners in crisis management in three ways: (i) civilian
crisis management, including both CSDP-based options and
alternatives; (ii) military crisis management; and (iii) support to
help other actors improve their own capacities.
Civilian Crisis Management
The EU’s options for collaborative civilian crisis management
involve both CSDP-based options and alternatives making use
of new EEAS structures. EU civilian crisis management never

Above: Officers with
the EULEX mission in
Kosovo.

solely relied on autonomous ESDP/CSDP
missions. The European Commission
previously provided the economic pillar on
the UN-led Interim Administration in Kosovo,
and took on oversight of police training in
Albania and the Former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia (in the latter case as a followon to an ESDP presence) in addition to
managing significant quantities of conflictrelated programming in cases such as
Afghanistan. There is no reason that the
EEAS and the European Commission should
not continue to build upon this tradition of
conflict-related activities in tandem with
other actors (if, that is, they can overcome
the institutional divisions that continue to
undermine cooperation in Brussels).
As noted above, even where autonomous
civilian CSDP missions have deployed
they have often worked very closely with
organisations such as the UN to achieve
their goals. In the DRC case, small civilian
teams have dealt with police training
and security sector reform under the
UN security umbrella, and often making
use of UN assets such as helicopters. In
Darfur, a contingent of EU police personnel
– plus some military staff – worked within
AU structures. In the case of the Aceh
monitoring mission, the EU oversaw a
civilian presence partly staffed by personnel
from ASEAN member states – while the EU
offered sound administrative structures, the
Asian personnel added their legitimacy and
knowledge. There is now a growing emphasis
on further developing this “plug-and-play”
approach to civilian crisis management,
by which the EU either plugs distinct EU
modules into operations run by others or
provides an EU framework for a mission to
which others can play a significant role.
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For example:
• a team of governance or border
management experts could be deployed
in a UN operation for a fixed term, with a
clear EU mandate, identity and funding,
while answering to the UN head of mission.
This option could allow the EU to achieve
targeted goals: EU member states could
deploy experts on organised crime in a
region such as West Africa under the UN’s
political aegis.

adapting military CSDP deployments to meet current realities
is of necessity harder. In the past, European militaries have
distinguished between EU contingents deployed to operate under
UN command (as in Lebanon) and those under EU command
working alongside the UN (as in the DRC in 2003 and 2006).
Blurring the distinction between these two types of deployment
is extremely complicated, and not necessarily conducive to
effective operations.
However, there are cases in which specialised “CSDP military
modules” could deploy to assist the UN or another organisation
achieve fixed goals, but with a separate chain of command.

• a team of EU specialists could provide
logistics or administrative support to
political staff deployed by a less wellprepared organisation such as the Arab
League in a new mission. In this case the EU
would have overall technical responsibility
but might share political responsibility.

For example:
• in a case where the UN or the AU is deploying a new operation,
the EU could send an autonomous engineering mission with
orders to construct necessary camps and other military
infrastructure. This would be a time-limited operation with a
sharply defined set of tasks, reducing worries about costs and
mission creep. The EU could also deploy distinct assets, such as
a field hospital, to assist a UN, AU or other force.

• parallel, organisationally autonomous
civilian missions by the EU and another
organisation, such as NATO, could be
overseen by a joint strategic cell that could
agree on the division of responsibilities.
Options for modular EU support to the
UN have already been discussed by the
Political and Security Committee, while the
EEAS is currently exploring better ways to
align its civilian capacities with NATO’s.
However, as the EU’s previous experience
with the AU and ASEAN suggests, potential
future arrangements with a full range
of organisational partners need to be
considered. It is also necessary for the
EEAS and the European Commission to
consider how they can provide support to
other organisations in the absence of a
CSDP mission.
Would it be possible, for example, for
a UN mission to request an existing EU
delegation in a country where peacekeepers
are deployed to provide advice on a range of
specific security and/or governance issues
to a government or to act as a conduit
and hub for security-related programming
based on an overall UN strategy? Might
it be possible to attach short-term police
or security sector reform teams to EU
delegations? Could the head of a delegation
be designated as the primary liaison and
broker between the UN and the Brussels
institutions, centralising discussions of how
European funding can support UN activities?
Military Crisis Management
While deploying civilian CSDP modules and
adapting EU delegations to support other
organisations both involve complications,
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• in a case where – as, recently, in Libya – the presence of
chemical or biological weapons is a concern for the UN, the EU
could send a dedicated team of military WMD specialists to help
secure and disarm the stockpiles. Again, they could maintain
their own chain of command.

Below: Latvian troops
training as part of the
Nordic Battlegroup.

• although the debate about how to utilise the EU Battlegroups
is ongoing, one option would be to use them to provide
temporary security to UN, AU or other civilian political staff
deploying into unstable environments. The EU mandated a
mission of this type to assist humanitarian workers in Libya last
year, although it was never deployed. One obstacle to the EU
deploying military CSDP modules would be the complexity of
getting clearance from the European Council in a timely fashion
– many of the tasks described above require rapid response.
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But such mandates are not always necessary.
The EU Movement Planning Cell (EUMPC, part
of the EU Military Staff) has previously played
a useful co-ordinating role in identifying and
co-ordinating member states’ military assets
to help UN humanitarian operations in cases
such as the 2010 Pakistan floods. This was, of
course, justified by co-ordination with European
Commission humanitarian officials. Could the
European Council agree to let the EUMPC play
a similar role in, for example, co-ordinating
the rapid transport of personnel and basic
equipment of a UN political team or a regional
organisation’s human rights observers into
theatre?
Increasing The Readiness Of Others
While there are many ways that the EU can
use its military and civilian tools to assist
partner organisations, it is also important that
it continues to transfer knowledge and lessons
learned to others. As noted above, the EU has
a potentially important role to play in assisting
organisations such as ASEAN and the Arab League to develop
their crisis management capacities, just as it has helped
the AU before. It should work closely with the UN and other
organisations that are also providing this sort of
support. Options for Cooperation run from simple
mechanisms to build expertise to much larger investments.
For example:
• the EEAS could run a “Crisis Management Scholarship”
scheme, by which EEAS staff in Arab and Asian countries
could identify potential leaders of future missions for training
in Europe. The EU Security and Defence College has already
devoted time to working with partners, which can be increased.
• European personnel with experience of CSDP operations in
cases such as Afghanistan and Kosovo could organise training
and operational simulations in Jakarta, Qatar and other centres.
• the EU could develop a basic stockpile of equipment – 4x4
vehicles, basic communications kit, etc. – to loan to other
organisations undertaking rapid civilian deployments in
emergencies.
• following the model of the African Peace Facility, the EU could
set aside a fund to support non-military crisis management
operations and associated training by regional organisations,
either in general or with a specific focus (an Arab Peace Facility,
for example) to help new crisis managers emerge. Ultimately,
such Cooperation may lead to networks of crisis managers
better-equipped to handle future crises with the EU. Such
networks may offer a framework for a new era of innovative
CSDP operations.
CONCRETE STEPS
What concrete steps can the EEAS, the European Commission
and EU member states take to strengthen cooperation with their
partners in crisis management? There is a need for a mix of

Above: HR of the
European Union
for Foreign Affairs
and Security Policy,
Baroness Catherine
Ashton.

conceptual steps – to build consensus for
Cooperation – and “learning by doing”, to
see what will work on the ground.
For example:
• the European Council’s Political and
Security Committee (PSC) should request
the officials responsible for CSDP, along with
other relevant elements of the EEAS and the
European Commission to undertake a global
assessment of partner organisations’ gaps
and needs in civilian crisis management,
and how the CSDP “modules” could
address these. Much of the assessment
could take place on the basis of existing
studies conducted by partner organisations
themselves – such as the UN’s recent review
of its civilian deployment mechanisms – with
added analysis on concrete options for
EU/CSDP support.
• in co-ordination with the relevant European
Commissioners, the High Representative
for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy
should identify three or four “test cases”
for boosting EU delegations’ support to UN
and other peace operations. In these test
cases, the heads of delegation should be
tasked with playing an enhanced broker role,
identifying ways in which the delegation can
work on governance/security issues with
a government, thereby taking pressure off
a UN/other peace operation in fulfilling its
mandate.
• the PSC should request the EUMPC to
conduct a study on options for co-ordinating
emergency lift support to peace operations
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mounted by other organisations. This
could draw on the EUMPC’s experience in
coordinating humanitarian lift, as well as
earlier lift support for the AU in Darfur.
• in order to identify options for support to
emerging crisis management actors, EEAS
officials dealing with CSDP issues should
offer to organise lessons-learning exercises
with the Arab League and ASEAN on recent
crises. To reduce potential sensitivities
around these sessions, UN peacekeeping
officials could co-host, or a third-party thinktank (such as the Centre for International
Peace Operations (ZIF) in Berlin) could take
formal responsibility for the discussions.
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• the High Representative should
commission a scoping study on options for
an “Arab Peace Facility” as a counterpart
to the African Peace Facility, and possible
alternatives. This study could also cover
other options noted above, such as an EUmanaged stockpile of equipment available to
crisis management operations launched by
other organisations.
• The European Security and Defence
College should work with the relevant
regional directorates of the EEAS to discuss
the possibility of a “crisis management
scholarship scheme” backed by EU
delegations in Asia, Africa and elsewhere.

Footnotes:
1 European support to UN humanitarian and peacebuilding efforts is
discussed at greater length in Sven Biscop and Richard Whitman, “The

The proposals outlined above are all
deliberately limited and careful steps. The
EU’s financial and political constraints mean
that this is not the time to launch grandiose
new security initiatives. But by strengthening
the EU’s web of partnerships with the UN
and regional organisations, the EEAS can
help bring resources to bear on crises that
directly threaten European interests. If the
EU cannot manage all these crises alone,
it can at least play a significant role in
enabling others to take the lead in doing so.
This inevitably involves compromises and
frictions: European officials will sometimes
disagree with the strategies that the UN
or the AU takes, for example, and African
and Arab leaders will not take orders from
Brussels. But with new dangers emerging
along Europe’s southern flank and further
afield, perfectionism is not an option.
Instead, the EU has to do what it can with
its constrained resources to manage crises
as they arise through whatever channels are
available. In crisis management – as in many
other policy areas – the EU needs all the
friends it can get.

16 |

| SUMMER ‘13 |

UN and European Strategy”, in The Routledge Handbook of European
Security (London: Routledge, 2012). Many of this paper’s references
to previous EU missions are derived from Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly
and Daniel Keohane (eds.), “European Security and Defence Policy:
The First 10 Years”, EUISS, 2009, and from Daniel Korski and Richard
Gowan, “Can the EU Rebuild Failing States? A Review of Europe’s Civilian
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3 The Arab League mission was deployed in December 2011 and was
suspended at the end of January. In the 1970s the League deployed a
(largely Syrian) peacekeeping force in Lebanon.
4 The Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe, a regular
partner for the EU in the Balkans and Central Asia, is also increasingly
hamstrung by political differences between Russia and the West.
5 Daniel Korski and Richard Gowan, “Can the EU Rebuild Failing
States? A Review of Europe’s Civilian Capacities”, European Council on
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A Global Presence: The European External Action Service
SIGNAL looks at the establishment and construct of the European External Action
Service (EEAS) and how it is contributing to the EU having a more purposeful and unified
voice on foreign policy on the world stage. We also speak to Mr Matiej Popowski,
Deputy General Secretary of the Service, about its successes and challenges to date.

T

he European External
Action Service (EEAS) is a
Department of the European
Union and was officially launched
on the 1st January 2011. The
EEAS was originally included in the
European Constitution as a single
external relations department.
Following the rejection of the
Constitution, the concept was
revived in the Treaty of Lisbon in
2009. It is under the authority of the
High Representative of the Union for
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy
(an office also created by the Treaty of Lisbon) and is, in effect,
the European Unions diplomatic arm.
The High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs
and Security Policy1 exercises, in foreign affairs, the functions
previously held by the six-monthly rotating Presidency, the High
Representative for Common Foreign and Security Policy and the
European Commissioner for External Relations.
The EEAS assists the High Representative (HR) in ensuring
the consistency and coordination of the Union’s external action
as well as by preparing policy proposals and implementing them
after their approval by the Council. It also assists the President
of the European Council and the President as well as the
Members of the Commission in their respective functions in the
area of external relations and ensures close cooperation with the
Member States. The network of EU delegations around the world
is part of the EEAS structure.
It is functionally autonomous from other EU bodies – but
has a legal responsibility to ensure its policies are consistent
with other EU policies. To facilitate this, the HR is also a
Vice-President of the European Commission, and President of
the Foreign Affairs Council. The EEAS diplomatic service also
supports the HR in these areas.  
The EEAS has responsibility for EU foreign relations, security
and defence policies and it controls the EU Intelligence Analysis
Centre2. However, although the HR and the EEAS can prepare
initiatives, Member States make the final policy decisions.
The day to day management of the EEAS is the responsibility
of the Executive Secretary-General who operates under the
authority of the HR. He is assisted in his role by two Deputy
Secretary-Generals, a Chief Operating Officer and six Managing
Directors. One of the Deputies is responsible for Political Affairs
and the second for Inter-institutional Affairs. The Chief Operating
Officer is responsible for the budget and administration. The
EEAS has six geographical sections each headed by a managing
director.

The current senior office
holders are:
• HR of the Union for Foreign Affairs
and Security Policy:
Baroness Catherine Ashton of Upholland
• Executive Secretary General:
Pierre Vimont (France)
• Deputy Secretary General for
Political Affairs:
Helga Schmid (Germany)  
• Deputy Secretary General for
Inter-institutional Affairs:
Maciej Popowski (Poland)
• Chief Operating Officer:
David
• O’Sullivan (Ireland)
• Managing Directors
• Africa: 			
Nicholas Westcott (United Kingdom)
• Asia: 			
Viorel Isticioaia Budura (Romania)
• Americas: 		
Christian Leffler (Sweeden)
• Middle East and Southern
Neighbourhood:
Hugues Mingarelli (France)
• Europe and Central Asia:
Luis Felipe Fernández de la Peña (Spain)
• Global and Multilateral Issues:
Maria Marinaki (Greece)

Footnotes:
1. The post is held by Catherine Ashton,
Baroness Ashton of Upholland, who in 2009
became the first High Representative for Foreign
Affairs and Security Policy for the European Union.
Under the Treaty of Lisbon, this post is combined
with the post of Vice-President of the European
Commission.
2. EU INTCEN is an intelligence body of the
European Union. Since January 2011 it is part of
the European External Action Service
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“The EEAS Combines Features of Foreign Policy, Defence and Development.”
Deputy Secretary General of The European External Action Service, Mr Maciej Popowski,
talks exclusively to SIGNAL about the work of the Service and what the EEAS
provides to the European Union in terms of a foreign policy presence.
What are the core functions of the EEAS and where does it
stand in the organisational chart of the European Union?
It’s not what we usually call it but the EEAS is essentially a
European diplomatic service. Its main asset is the network of
more than 140 Delegations of the Union around the word. The
EEAS provides a service to the Member States and to the other
European institutions. But it also needs to lead, by putting ideas
and proposals on the table, and rally the Member States around
these proposals.
The most straightforward comparison is to that of a
department of foreign affairs in a Member State. However, it
does have some peculiarities: The Presidency function has
become permanent, and in particular when it comes to Common
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) the EEAS has structures
one would rather find in other departments, such as the EU
military staff. So we are also essentially a Department of
Defence, with our own planning capability and military expertise.
Finally, we also deal with development issues, in particular when
it comes to programming. So the EEAS combines features of
foreign, defence and development ministries.
How does the EEAS function as part of CSDP and was its
establishment a direct effort to give a more tangible face to
the CSDP concept?

Could you give a brief description of your
role at the EEAS and your career to date?

Above: Dep Gen Sec
of the EEAS, Mr Matiej
Popowski.

I am a member of the Corporate Board of
the EEAS. My portfolio is very diverse: in
addition to coordinating issues relating
to the Common Security and Defence
Policy and security generally, I also handle
development issues, human rights and
relations with the European Parliament. Prior
to my current job I was the head of cabinet
of the President of the European Parliament,
a director at the European Commission and
the first Polish Ambassador to the Political
and Security Committee. So my background
is in Polish diplomacy.
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The EEAS chairs the different committees and groups that deal
with CSDP, and produces the largest portion of the planning
documents in that area. The creation of the EEAS was very
much linked to the idea of bringing more coherence and
consistency to European foreign policy. That is our key task and
of course it includes CSDP as perhaps the most operational tool
of the EU. The tangible face of CSDP is certainly not the EEAS,
but the missions and operations we deploy. Currently we have
more than 7000 civilian and/or military personnel deployed
under CSDP.
How successful do you think the EU has been at creating a
singular voice in terms of foreign policy and what have the
major challenges been to creating such a singular voice
for the EU?
The Common Foreign and Security Policy is itself a fairly recent
component of the EU. It has been, and remains, a work in
progress. But we have come a long way to date. Incidentally,
a singular voice is not our aim, rather “one message, many
voices”.
Of course there will always be obstacles, national
sensitivities, diverging interests, different threat perceptions
etc. But if you take the example of Kosovo, which five of our
Member States do not recognise as an independent state, we
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Left: High
Representative for
EU Foreign Affairs
and Security Policy,
Baroness Catherine
Ashton.

Of course we feel the crisis first of all in
terms of our own budget. In terms of CSDP,
the appetite of Member States to deploy
has been affected, both in the military
and on the civilian side. Also of course the
fact that the European Council has had
to manage the euro-crisis has taken the
attention away from foreign policy issues.
Last but not least, one could argue that
it has affected our standing in the world.
G20 Summits used not to be dominated
by European financial issues, in the past
couple of year they have been.
How would you categories the Irish
contribution to EU led-missions and its
commitment to involvement is CSDP as a
non-NATO member?

found common purpose to deploy our biggest civilian mission EULEX Kosovo - there. Member States come together when they
see a joint interest, and they increasingly do. Still on Kosovo,
the recent breakthrough in the Kosovo-Serbia dialogue, through
the personal involvement of the High Representative, is certainly
one of the EEAS’s greatest successes.
What are the main geopolitical challenges facing the EU
at present and how is the EEAS set up to deal with these
challenges?
We are faced with increased instability in the southern
neighbourhood in particular. There has been war in Libya,
and war is ongoing in Syria. Beyond the immediate southern
neighbours there is also quite some instability, the most recent
and most prominent example being Mali. The world overall is
becoming increasingly multipolar, with State and non-State
actors wanting to be heard, exercising power. I believe the
creation of the EEAS was part of the overall response of the
Member States to this developing multi-polarity.
How does the EEAS cooperate with EU military operations?
What sort of support/capabilities can the organisation
provide?

Ireland has been and remains very engaged
in CSDP. We have had excellent experiences
with Irish Defence Forces leadership in
particular, General Nash in EUFOR Chad,
and Colonel Beary in EUTM Somalia.
Currently EUTM Somalia, one of our most
successful operations, is led by General
Ahern of the Irish Defence Forces.
How would you like to see the EEAS
develop over the short to medium term
and what objectives has the organisation
identified?
The EEAS is composed of three different
sources: staff from the national diplomatic
services, former Commission staff and
former Council staff. We still need to do a
fair bit of blending; we still need to develop
a genuine corporate culture. But we are
getting there. For me the main challenge
in the short term is consolidate what was
achieved during the start-up and buildup phase. The upcoming review of the
EEAS, which is to start this summer, is an
opportunity to take stock.

We do not have our own capabilities, all are provided by the
Member States. Also we do not have an activated military
conduct capacity. But the consensus-building, planning work,
legal set-up, organisation of force generation conferences and
many other issues relating to EU military operations are all
done by the EEAS. In addition, the political control and strategic
direction of CSDP operations are exercised by the Political and
Security Committee, a body chaired by the EEAS.
How has the Eurozone financial crisis, impacted on the work
of organisations such as the EEAS and how has it impacted on
the prioritisation of foreign policy and CSDP?
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STABILISING THE SAHEL
With the entire North African Maghreb region affected by the events of the ‘Arab Spring’ and its
geopolitical implications for countries such as Egypt and Libya, the region to the south east of
these countries, known as the Sahel, has also been affected by continuing instability.
Mauritania, Mali and Niger all face considerable challenges, exemplified by the recent
Al-Qaida fuelled insurgency in Mali. Here the European External Action Service
outlines the EU strategy towards stabilisation in the region. Courtesy of the EEAS.

ISSUES AND CONTExT
The Sahel is one of the poorest regions
of the world. It faces simultaneously the
challenges of extreme poverty, the effects
of climate change, frequent food crises,
rapid population growth, fragile governance,
corruption, unresolved internal tensions, the
risk of violent extremism and
radicalisation, illicit trafficking and terroristlinked security threats. The states of
the region have to face these challenges
directly. The three core Sahelian states,
and the focus of this Strategy, are
Mauritania, Mali and Niger, though the
geographical conditions – and therefore
challenges – also affect parts of Burkina
Faso and Chad. Many of the challenges

Above:Map of the
Sahel Region of
Africa.

impact on neighbouring countries, including Algeria, Libya,
Morocco and even Nigeria, whose engagement is necessary to
help resolve them. The current political
developments in the Maghreb have consequences for the
situation in the Sahel, taking into account the close relations
between the countries of the two regions, a significant presence
of citizens of Sahel countries in the Maghreb and the risks that
arise from the proliferation of arms in the region. The problems
facing the Sahel not only affect the local populations but
increasingly impact directly on the interests of European
citizens.
In few areas is the inter-dependence of security and
development more clear. The fragility of governments impacts on
the stability of the region and the ability to combat both poverty
and security threats, which are on the rise. Poverty creates
inherent instability that can impact on uncontrolled migratory
flows. The security threat from terrorist activity by Al-Qaida
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in the Maghreb (AQIM), which has found a sanctuary in
Northern Mali, is focussed on Western targets and has
evolved from taking money to taking life, discouraging
investment in the region. AQIM resources and operational
capacities are significant and growing. Deteriorating security
conditions pose a challenge to development cooperation
and restrict the delivery of humanitarian assistance and
development aid, which in turn exacerbates the vulnerability
of the region and its population. The EU’s development policy
in the Sahel, drawn up in partnership with the countries
concerned, is geared towards tackling the root causes of
the extreme poverty and towards creating the grass-root
conditions for economic opportunity and human development
to flourish. But it will be hard for this policy to achieve a high
impact unless security challenges are also tackled.
The problems in the Sahel are cross-border and closely
intertwined. Only a regional, integrated and holistic strategy
will enable us to make progress on any of the specific
problems. A reinforced security and law enforcement capacity
must go hand-in-hand with more robust public institutions and
more accountable governments, capable of providing basic
development services to the populations and of appeasing
internal tensions. Development processes, promotion of good
governance and improvement of the security situation need to
be carried out in appropriate sequence and in a coordinated
manner in order to create sustainable stability in the region.
This Strategy therefore proposes a framework for the
coordination of the EU’s current and future engagement in the
region with the common objective of reinforcing security and
development, thereby strengthening also the EU’s own
security. Building on work done up to now, the Strategy points
to a number of specific actions that could be taken, drawing
on all the instruments that the EU has at its disposal1. The
Strategy is also intended to encourage EU Member States and
other partners with similar interests in the region to play an
integrated part therein.
Challenges
The challenges identified by the EU fact-finding missions to
Mali, Mauritania and Niger (and a further visit to Algeria) are
at four levels:
1) Governance, development and conflict
resolution:
The remote and isolated character of this sensitive region
and the difficulties faced by the Sahel countries in providing
protection, assistance, development and public services to
local populations, the insufficiently decentralised decision
making and the inequitable sharing of revenues of capitalintensive
economic activities pose serious challenges. Lack of
education and employment opportunities for young people
contributes to tensions and makes them prone to cooperate
with AQIM or
organised crime for financial reasons or to be radicalised and
recruited by AQIM. Weak governance, in particular in the area
of justice, social exclusion and a still insufficient level of
development, together with remaining internal conflicts and
recurrent rebellions in regions affected by insecurity, render
the Sahel countries and their populations vulnerable to the
activities of AQIM and organised crime networks. The desert
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regions of all three countries have a
history of de facto autonomy which makes
government control hard to exert.
Corruption also hinders the effectiveness in
the fight against AQIM and the development
of an effective security sector. Carrying out
development assistance projects has also
become
more dangerous.
2) Regional political level challenges of coordination:
The security threats in the Sahel - as well as
their solution - are of a transnational nature,
yet differ in intensity from one country
to another. The sometimes differing
perception of the threats and solutions
by the three Sahel States and their three
Maghreb neighbours (Algeria, Libya and
Morocco) and the absence of a
sub-regional organisation encompassing
all the Sahel and Maghreb states, lead
to unilateral or poorly coordinated action
and hamper credible and effective regional
initiatives. At the level of the international
community (including the EU), coherent
and systematic action linking political,
security and development aspects is also
insufficient.
3) Security and the rule of law:
These states have insufficient operational
and strategic capacities in the wider
security, law enforcement and judicial
sectors (military, police, justice, border
management, customs) to control the
territory, to ensure human security, to
prevent and to respond to the various
security threats, and to enforce the law
(conduct investigations, trials etc.) with due
respect to human rights. This is notably
reflected in the insufficiency of
legal frameworks and law enforcement
capacity at all levels, ineffective border
management, lack of modern investigation
techniques and methods of gathering,
transmitting and exchanging information,
as well as obsolete or inexistent equipment
and infrastructure. State control of the
desert regions in the North of Mali and
Niger is fragile. Available resources are
insufficiently used to target terrorism and
illegal activities.
4) Fight against and prevention of
violent extremism and radicalisation:
In the Sahel region the simultaneous
interaction between various factors such as
poverty, social exclusion, unmet economic
needs and radical preaching bears the risk
of development of extremism. The situation
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Mutual interests in improving the
security and development situation
in the Sahel.
There is a clear and longstanding interest
both for the countries of the regions
and for the EU in reducing insecurity
and improving development in the Sahel
region. Strengthening governance and
stability within the Sahel countries through
the promotion of the rule of law and
human rights as well as socio-economic
development, in particular for the benefit
of the vulnerable local populations of these
countries, is crucial. An urgent and a more
recent priority is to prevent AQIM attacks in
the Sahel region and its potential to carry
out attacks on EU territory, to reduce and
contain drug and other criminal trafficking
destined for Europe, to secure lawful trade
and communication links (roads, pipelines)
across the Sahel, North-South and EastWest, and to protect existing economic
interests and create the basis for trade
and EU investment. Improving security
and development in Sahel has an obvious
and direct impact on protecting European
citizens and interests and on the EU internal
security situation. It is therefore important
to ensure and strengthen coherence and
complementarity between internal and
external aspects of EU
security.
Objectives of the Strategy
5/10 years perspective:
enhancing political stability, security,
good governance, social cohesion in the
Sahel states and economic and education
opportunities, thus setting the conditions
for local and national sustainable
development so that the Sahel region can
prosper and no longer be a potential safe
haven for AQIM and criminal networks;
assisting at national level in mitigating
internal tensions, including the challenges
posed by violent extremism on which AQIM
and other criminal groups feed.
3 years perspective:
improving access of populations in the
contested zones to basic services
(roads, livelihoods, education, social
services) as well as to economic and
education opportunities, while improving
their relations with their parent states;
reducing terrorist attacks and kidnappings
in the Sahel countries, limiting the
capabilities of AQIM and criminal networks,
improving security in the contested zones of
Sahel as States’ administration and

Above: Stability
and security in
the Sahel is an EU
priority, necessitating
humanitarian,
political and military
intervention.

services redeploy effectively and are in line with the principles
of good governance, while their security capabilities to fight
terrorism and criminal trafficking across the region are
improved; contributing to the fight against corruption, supporting
the implementation of peace settlements, raising awareness
and training the local traditional elites to better understand and
react to the threats of terrorism and organised crime; increasing
confidence between local and state authorities. In pursuing
these objectives, the EU will need to promote and encourage
actively African responsibility and ownership, particularly of
the African Union (AU) and the Economic Community of West
African States (ECOWAS) to demonstrate focus, urgency,
pragmatism and political engagement, along with flexibility and
a requirement to coordinate with other players, such as the Arab
League and the Arab Maghreb Union (AMU), as well as other
bilateral and multilateral partners with an interest in the region,
including the UN, the USA, Canada, Japan and the Maghreb
countries (Algeria, Libya and Morocco).
Building on and supporting existing initiatives at the
national and regional and international level
To ensure ownership, coherence, and long-term impact, the EU
has to build on and support the existing political and operational
initiatives for security and development in the Sahel, both at
national and regional levels, and take account of other planned
initiatives of the international community.
Mali has set up, in the framework of the national policy to fight
insecurity and terrorism, the Programme spécial pour la paix,
la sécurité et le développement dans le nord du Mali (PSPSDN)
to combat insecurity and terrorism in northern Mali. In parallel,
Mali’s former President Amadou Tamani Touré had, since 2007,
intended to organise a Conference of Heads of State, for
which the political conditions (political will, threat perceptions,
common vision and interests) have yet to be met. In addition,
Mali has initiated a new office to fight against drug trafficking.
In Mauritania, a comprehensive national strategy to fight
terrorism is being implemented with the following components:
i) doctrinal and religious, ii) cultural and academic, iii)
communication, iv) political, v) justice, defence and security.
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long-term peace-building, conflict resolution
and postconflict reconstruction, linked to
governance and sustainable development,
with a view to addressing the root causes
of conflict. The EU holds enhanced dialogue
on the continental, regional and national
level in the area of peace and security,
good governance and democratisation. The
AU will be a privileged EU’s partner in the
implementation of the Sahel Strategy.

A Counter Terrorism law was adopted in 2010 providing a
comprehensive legal framework for the judicial fight against
terrorism.
In Niger, while a specific strategy to fight insecurity and
terrorism is still under preparation, there is a strategy and
action plan for the reform of the justice system, which foresees
inter alia the creation of a specialised chamber responsible
for dealing with terrorism and trafficking which has been
established recently in the Superior Court of Niger (Tribunal
de Grande Instance).
Burkina Faso has been relatively successful in pursuing
economic development and has a role in several of the
anti-terrorist activities in the region.
For the Maghreb countries, the advanced political dialogue and
legal structures existing between these partners and the EU in
the framework of European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) Action
Plans (for Morocco), the Roadmap (for Algeria), Association
Agreements (for Algeria and Morocco) could serve as a basis
to develop tailor-made and coordinated actions regarding the
Sahel-Sahara region. The ongoing developments in Northern
Africa, especially in Libya, should be monitored closely.
Developments in Libya will determine the basis for the future
Cooperation in these matters.
At the initiative of Algeria and following a meeting of army chiefs
of Algeria, Niger, Mali and Mauritania in August 2009, a joint
military command was set up on 20 April 2010 in
Tamanrasset (Algeria) to coordinate operations against terrorist
groups in the Sahel, followed in September 2010 by a joint
intelligence cell to monitor AQIM’s activities. Although this
structure has yet to produce tangible operational results,
initiatives of coordinating activities among the countries of
Sahel should be encouraged.
The Joint EU-Africa Strategy, adopted in December 2007,
provides the overall platform guiding the EU relations with the
continent. Mali, Mauritania and Niger are concerned by this
Strategy, which emphasises the need to promote holistic
approaches to security, encompassing conflict prevention and
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ECOWAS has developed a comprehensive
regional framework for promoting good
Governance, Peace and Security, based on
the ECOWAS Conflict Prevention Framework.
It has also adopted a Common Position
on Migration and a Strategy for the fight
against drug trafficking and organised
crime, completed with an Action Plan (Praia
Action Plan), which provides a framework for
regulatory and operational action by West
Africa States. The UN Office on Drugs and
Crime (UNODC) is working with the Sahel
countries on regional law enforcement
cooperation, including through the Sahel
judicial platform. All these strategies
are supported by the EU through
geographical and thematic cooperation
instruments. EU’s strong political relations
and operational cooperation with ECOWAS,
the privileged regional actor, should be
beneficial to the implementation of the
Sahel Strategy.
Operational Challenges
There are a number of more concrete
difficulties to overcome: The proposed
counterterrorism cell in Mali has still to
be established, while progress on the
PSPSDN (Special Programme for peace,
security and development in the North of
Mali) lacks momentum. In Niger, the central
authority to fight against terrorism has still
to be established. Local authorities face
challenges in adequately mobilising and
using the units which have been trained
and the material that has been provided by
donors.
In Mali, the setting up of the
security and development poles in Northern
Mali should muster strong political
engagement of the central authorities while
benefiting from a higher level of dialogue
with the local civil society, in order to
consolidate trust to avoid the deployment
of security agencies in the North being
interpreted by local and traditional leaders
as undoing the engagements under the
national pact. The security of development
and humanitarian aid workers in the North
of Mali and Niger has become a crucial
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actions and programmes in the
region can be flagged. EU Member
States and the EU coordinate their
capacity building activities and
exchange operational information in the
region through the Maritime Analysis
and Operations Centre - Narcotics
(MAOC-N) and two EU cooperation
platforms in Dakar, Senegal and Accra,
Ghana. Moreover, on 23 April 2010, the
Council adopted the Action Oriented
Paper: “Strategic and concerted
action to improve cooperation in
combating organised crime, especially
drug trafficking, originating in West
Africa”7, and on 3 June 2010 the
Council endorsed the European Pact
to combat international drug trafficking
– disrupting cocaine and heroin routes8.

challenge. In Niger, the preparation of a
long-term strategy to fight against terrorism,
initiated under the transitional authorities,
will have to be pursued by the incoming
administration.
Building on existing EU engagement
in the Sahel countries
Current EU cooperation strategies under the
European Development Fund (EDF), agreed
with Mali, Mauritania, Niger and ECOWAS
focus on political and economic governance,
institutional capacity building, and regional
integration. The strategy with Mali focuses
in particular on the economic development
of the northern and Niger River inner delta
regions. Fighting terrorism, organised
crime and addressing fragile states are
priorities identified in the European Security
Strategy 2, the EU Council Conclusions on
Security and Development3, the Internal
Security Strategy4 and the Stockholm
Programme5. As outlined in the EU CounterTerrorism Strategy 6, the EU’s commitment
is to contribute through its external action
to global security and to promote the
UN Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy.
Combating illicit trafficking of cocaine
produced in Latin America and smuggled to
Europe via West Africa is a priority for the
EU, which has launched important initiatives
in this area.
Relevant progress in exchanging
information among Member States as
well as with major international partners
(such as the US) and in avoiding overlap of

Above: Islamist
insurgents caused
critical instability
in the Sahel region
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necessitating foreign
intervention.

Strategic Lines of Action
The Strategy focuses primarily on the
countries most affected by common
security challenges: Mali, Mauritania
and Niger, while being placed in a larger regional context,
reaching towards Chad, the Maghreb and West Africa. The
Strategy is articulated around four complementary lines of
action:
Development, Good Governance and Internal Conflict
Resolution:
to contribute to the general economic and social development
in the Sahel; to encourage and support the internal political
dialogue in the countries of the region in order to enable
sustainable home-grown solutions to remaining social, political
and ethnic tensions; to enhance transparent and locally
accountable governance, to promote institutional capacity; reestablish and/or reinforce the administrative presence of the
state, particularly in the north of Niger and Mali; to help create
education and economic opportunities for local communities; to
open up the regions affected by insecurity through key road and
social infrastructures; and to mitigate the impact of climate
change effects.
Political and Diplomatic:
to promote a common vision and a strategy by the relevant
countries, to tackle cross-border security threats and address
development challenges through a sustained dialogue at the
highest level; to engage with partners (including Maghreb
countries, regional organisations and wider international
community) on a reinforced dialogue on security and
development in the Sahel.
Security and The Rule Of Law:
to strengthen the capacities of the security, law enforcement
and the rule of law sectors to fight threats and handle terrorism
and organised crime in a more efficient and specialised manner
and link them to measures of good governance in order to
ensure state control.
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long term actions through the long term
component of the IfS and through EDF are
being pursued. Bilateral support from EU
Member States should be geared towards
supporting the objectives of this proposed
EU Strategy. Furthermore, possible
actions under the Security and Rule of
Law Line of Action may require additional
dedicated financial and human resources.
The reinforcement of EU Delegations with
seconded experts from Member States
may also be desirable. When implementing
the cooperation aspects of the Strategy,
the EU might activate existing derogations
to normal procedures for countries in
situations of fragility.

Fight Against and Prevention Of Violent Extremism and
Radicalisation:
to help enhance the resilience of societies to counter
extremism; to provide basic social services, economic and
employment perspectives to the marginalised social groups,
in particular the youth vulnerable to radicalisation; to support
the states and legitimate non-state actors in designing and
implementing strategies and activities aiming at countering
these phenomena. Concrete activities for each Line of Action
will be further developed.
Assumptions/risks
It is assumed that legitimate democratic institutions are
maintained in the countries concerned, and that they continue
to welcome EU involvement in tackling the problems they
face. There is no shortage of risks. The three greatest are the
weak absorptive capacity of the state structures concerned,
the fragile political consensus in some states, and therefore
their difficulty in delivering outcomes, plus the physical risk of
continued insecurity in several areas.
Resources
Political action and adequate engagement of the EU are now
vital. Activities identified in this Strategy should lead to the
commitment of adequate resources, expertise and funding by
the EU and its Member States. Contributions by third countries
in support of the Strategy should be encouraged.
Within the broader financial cooperation with these countries,
the resources already committed or in the pipeline which
specifically contribute to the objectives of this Strategy amount
to approximately e650 million (approximately e450 million in
the three Sahel countries and at the West Africa regional level
and approximately e200 million in the Maghreb countries).
On the basis of the Mid-Term Review of the 10th EDF and the
identification made on the ground, an additional amount of
approximately e150 million may be mobilised in the three Sahel
countries until the end of 10th EDF in support to the Strategy.
Moreover, funding through the Instrument for Stability (IfS)
should be pursued as appropriate, taking into account the
possibility to resort to the crisis response component of the
Instrument for Stability to take some immediate initiatives, while
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Footnotes:
1
The EU has been advocating a comprehensive
security and development approach to respond
to the complexity of the challenges in the Sahel
since 2008. A joint paper (14361/10) on the
security and development in the Sahel was
drafted by the Commission and the Council
Secretariat General, following the options paper
(COREU SEC 750/09 of 7 April 2009), and
joint fact finding missions to Mauritania, Mali
and Niger, at the political and technical level.
Following the rapid and serious deterioration of
the security situation in the Sahel and notably
the kidnapping of European nationals, the Foreign
Affairs Council of 25 October 2010 invited the
High Representative to draw up, in association
with the Commission, a strategy on the Sahel, in
response to which a Joint Communication by the
Commission and the HR was presented on 08
March 2011 (COM(2011)331).
2
A Secure Europe in a Better World, European
Security Strategy, 12 December 2003
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/
cmsUpload/78367.pdf, 2008 Report on the
Implementation of the European Security
Strategy, Providing Security in a Changing World
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_
data/docs/pressdata/en/reports/104630.pdf
3
2831st EXTERNAL RELATIONS Council
meeting, Brussels, 19-20 November 2007,
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_
Data/docs/pressdata/en/gena/97157.pdf
4
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/
en/10/st05/st05842-re02.en10.pdf
5
The Stockholm Programme – an open and
secure Europe serving and protecting citizens
(2010/C 115/01)
6
http://register.consilium.eu.int/pdf/en/05/
st14/st14469-re04.en05.pdf
7
Approved at the JHA Council of 10-11 May
2010
8
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/
cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/jha/114889.pdf
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EU TRAINING MISSION TO MALI
THE EUROPEAN UNION TRAINING MISSION TO MALI IS ONE OF THE ELEMENTS OF A GLOBAL APPROACH
ORGANISED BY THE EU AND DEFINED WITHIN ITS STRATEGY FOR SECURITY AND DEVELOPMENT IN
THE SAHEL. SIGNAL LOOKS AT THE BACKGROUND TO THE SECURITY SITUATION IN THE COUNTRY AND
TALKS TO LT COL DAN HARVEY OF THE UNITED NATIONS TRAINING SCHOOL IRELAND ABOUT THE
PRE-OPERATIONAL DEPLOYMENT TRAINING FOR IRISH PERSONNEL SELECTED FOR THE MISSION.
The Republic of Mali is a landlocked state
in West Africa, bordered to the North by
Algeria, to the South by Burkina Faso and
Cote d’Ivoire, to the East by Niger and to the
West by Senegal and Mauritania. It is about
480,000 square miles, has a population of
14.5 million and its capital is Bamako. The
northern regions of Mali reach deep into
the Sahara desert while its southern areas
include the Senegal and Niger rivers. The
economy is based mainly on agriculture,
fishing, gold mining and salt production.
Mali is one of the poorest countries in the
world with about 50% of the population
living below the poverty line.
In the late 19th century, during
the European Scramble for Africa, France
gained control of Mali, making it a part
of the French Sudanese Republic. In 1959,
the French Sudanese Republic was joined
with Senegal forming the Mali Federation,
which became fully independent within the
French Community on 20 June 1960. The
federation collapsed two months later when
Senegal seceded. On 22 September, French
Sudan proclaimed itself the independent
Republic of Mali and withdrew from the
French Community.
After 30 years of one-party rule, a
1991 coup led to the drafting of a new
constitution and the establishment of Mali
as a democratic, multi-party state, holding
its first democratic elections in 1992.
In the late 1990s and the early years of
the 21 Century Mali began to experience
economic growth, coupled with a flourishing
democracy and relative social stability. It
was, in fact, regarded as one of the most
politically and socially stable countries in
Africa

President Touré blaming him for the failures in quelling the
rebellion. The MNLA quickly took control of the north capturing
the three cities of Kidal, Gao and Timbuktu, and declared
independence as Azawad. However, Islamist groups including
Ansar Dine and Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb, who had
assisted in the MNLA defeat of the government, turned on the
Tuareg and took control of the North with the aim of forming
an Islamic sharia state in Northern Mali. On 11 January 2013,
the French Armed Forces intervened at the request of the
Mali government. Within a month the French-Malian force
had crushed the rebellion. Presidential elections have been
scheduled for 7 July and legislative elections for 21 July.
On 17 January 2013, less than a week after the French
intervention, EU foreign ministers agreed to immediately start
a European Union Training Mission (EUTM) for the Malian
military. The Training Mission is one of the elements of a global
approach organised by the EU and defined within its Strategy for
Security and Development in the Sahel
EUTM Mali is a European Union multinational military training
mission headquartered in Bamako, which is training and
advising the Malian military. It is mandated under UN Resolution
2071. EUTM Mali will not be involved in combat operations
in the north of the country and does not have an executive
mandate. Twenty two European nations are engaged in this
mission and have deployed soldiers to the Republic of Mali. Its
purpose is the improvement of the Malian Armed Forces military
capacities in order to enable them, under civil political control,
to re-establish their country’s territorial integrity.

The country, both before and since
independence, has suffered regular
rebellions involving the Tuareg1 people of
the northern parts of Mali and Niger. In
January 2012 a Tuareg rebellion began
in Northern Mali, led by the National
Movement for the Liberation of Azawad
(MNLA) 2. In March, a military coup ousted
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This is not the first such EU Mission. On 31 March 2010 the
EU launched a Training Mission for Somalia3 in support of
United Nations Security Council Resolution 1872 (2009). This
mission is one element of the EU’s comprehensive approach
to challenges in the Horn of Africa, which includes efforts to
promote political progress, improved governance, strengthening
the rule of law, and responses to development and
humanitarian needs. EUTM Somalia is commanded by Defence
Forces Brigadier General Gerald Aherne

as mine awareness and the identification
in Improvised Explosive Devices. Medical
and first aid training was given by advanced
paramedics and all personnel were trained
to be proficient in the use of the full suite
of communications equipment carried by
Defence Forces personnel abroad.”
“The contingent, based with their British
colloges at Koulikoro Training Camp,
80 km east of the capital Bamako, are
tasked with training the Malian Armed
Forces in a range of skills from
advanced soldiering techniques to the
fundamental concepts of Human Rights and
International Humanitarian Law. They will
serve a five month tour of duty in Mali,” Lt
Col Harvey adds.

On 03 February the Minister for Defence Alan Shatter TD
announced that Defence Forces personnel would participate
in EUTM Mali as part of a British- Irish Training Platoon. For
the first time the Defence Forces and the UK Forces would
participate in Peace Support Operations as a joint deployment.
The combined British-Irish Training Platoon consisting of 21
members of the First Battalion, Royal Irish Regiment and 8
members of the Defence Forces was formed and deployed
with EUTM Mali in mid March. The Officer Commanding,
UN Training School Ireland, Lt Col Dan Harvey explains;
“The United Nations Training School Ireland (UNTSI) based
in the Military College, Curragh Camp provided focused
operational and background training for the Defence Forces
personnel prior to their deployment. The training comprised
of instruction and lectures on Human Rights, Humanitarian
Law and Gender and Cultural Awareness. Additional instruction
and training was completed in force protection measures such
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Footnotes:
Tuareg are a Berber people with a traditionally
nomadic pastoralist lifestyle. They are the
principal inhabitants of the Saharan interior of
Niger, Mali, and Algeria.
2.
Mouvement National de Libération de
l’Azawad(National Movement
for the Liberation of Azawad).
3.
See SIGNAL Volume 10 Issue 1. Winter 2011.
1.

Below: Preoperational training
for DF personnel who
deployed to EUTM
Mali in March.
Photos: Cpl C.Lawlor
(105 Sqn, AC)
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ENSURING OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
Interview with Deputy Chief of Staff Operations (DCOS Ops), Major General Ralph James.

W

ith Irish personnel serving
alongside peacekeepers from
other nations in Lebanon,
Kosovo, Somalia and now Mali, the
concept of cooperation as a tool in building
mission capability is now a reality. Major
General James talks to SIGNAL about the
capabilities that the Defence Forces bring
to multinational missions and why the
joint deployment with UK Forces in Mali is
built upon decades of experience serving
alongside other nations on missions around
the globe.
The Mali mission is the second such
operation that the Defence Forces have
contributed to in recent years – EUTM
Somalia and now Mali. Is this a completely
new concept of peace support by the EU
and if so what are the policy drivers?
The ongoing UN Mandated Training Missions
in Somalia and Mali are indicative of the
EU’s integration of military capabilities
into the comprehensive approaches being
taken by the EU towards the Horn of Africa
and the Sahel. This reflects the EU’s (and

Below: Major
General Ralph
James, Deputy
Chief of Staff
Operations

indeed NATO’s) increasing reliance on the ‘Comprehensive
Approach’ in the development of regional strategies. In the case
of EUTM Somalia, for example, the establishment of a military
training mission was coherent with the EU’s political, diplomatic,
economic and developmental approaches to the region and
with the work being done by other EU missions in the area (Op
ATALANTA, EUCAP NESTOR1).
This policy is indicative of the generally accepted view that
there are no longer any purely military problems in crisis
management, and that there are certainly no purely military
solutions in these types of crises. This comprehensive approach
has been a fundamental tenet of EU foreign policy for some
years, and was at the heart of the establishment of the
European External Action Service (EEAS), following the Treaty of
Lisbon.
While the EU retains the option of deploying military forces
for crisis management missions under a robust mandate (for
example in CHAD/CAR, where the mission was to establish
a Safe and Secure Environment), the provision of training
for military forces has the advantage that it allows the EU to
facilitate the host nation to help itself; in the case of Mali, it
is intended to help the Malian authorities to reassert national
sovereignty and to develop its own military capabilities. It also
serves as a method of fostering the host nation’s efforts to
improve its human rights, gender rights and other development
capacities.
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again not placing any special emphasis
on a particular bi-lateral or multi-lateral
relationship. There are obvious benefits
and efficiencies for the Defence Forces in
co-operating with the UK Armed Forces on
possible future PSOs (Training, Logistics,
Common Language, etc.), but again it will
be a matter upon which the Government will
decide.

Considering this is the first time the Defence Forces have
deployed on a mission on a joint basis with UK Armed Forces
Personnel, and bearing in mind the modest commitment to
the mission, do you envisage that this could signal further
joint deployments with UK troops and increased levels of
cooperation?
All Defence Forces deployments to overseas missions are firstly
a policy matter and are therefore a matter for the Departments
of Defence and Foreign Affairs in consultation with the General
Staff.
The EUTM MALI mission is the first time the Defence Forces
have embarked on a mission as part of a joint contingent with
UK Armed Forces and is, as such, of historically significant,
but the Defence Forces have deployed abroad on a range of
such missions with other partner nations in the past. In East
Timor (UNTAET), an Irish Platoon served with a New Zealand
Battalion. In Liberia (UNIMIL) we had a joint Irish-Swedish
Battalion, in EUFOR (Chad) we had a joint Irish-Finnish Unit,
and a joint Irish-Dutch Unit. Again in Lebanon we have had 2
separate joint Irish-Finnish Units in UNIFIL since 2006. So for
a small Defence Forces these joint Units allow us to operate
more readily in Peace Support Operations. In the case of the EU
Battlegroups, the Defence Forces have contributed to Units with
five and sometimes six other EU Member States contingents
in the one Battlegroup. With regard to future joint missions
with the UK, all Defence Forces Missions are approached on
a case-by-case basis, and never from a purely geopolitical or
national relationships position. In the first case the nature of
the Mission, National Defence Policy requirements and the
Military requirements must be assessed, before the issue of
contingent partnerships (or not) are considered. The Defence
Forces will approach and plan for each potential mission as
a separate entity, taking into account proposed partnerships
where appropriate, and would not exclude any realistic
partnerships with military from another EU Member State. In the
end such arrangements are as always a matter for Government
decision. In the matter of potential enhanced military/security
Cooperation between Ireland and the UK in future PSOs, our
defence Cooperation is largely framed within the EU Pooling
and Sharing Programme and structure, and any initiatives or
synergies are progressed with our EU partners in general,
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Do you think that any benefits could be
had from standardising equipment and
procedures between both military forces?
There is already a significant degree of
interoperability in terms of equipment,
ammunition natures, operational procedures
and training between the Defence Forces
and the British Army. This has arisen
primarily out of our membership of
NATO/Partnership for Peace (PfP) and
our participation in Common Security and
Defence Policy (CSDP). Defence Forces
personnel routinely participate in courses in
UK institutions and this is reciprocated.
In the context of the procurement of
operational equipment, the Defence Forces
are guided by the 10-Year Equipment
Development Plan, which is an agreed
basis between the Defence Forces and
Department of Defence for procurement
of major items of defensive equipment for
the period 2009–2018. While this plan
is subject to constant review given the
changing nature of the security environment
and the availability of adequate funding,
the fundamental aspiration of acquiring,
maintaining and managing equipment,
weapons and ammunition for the Defence
Forces at the appropriate level of
operational readiness remains paramount.
Within this principle lies the necessity to
maintain interoperability with other EU
member states and NATO/PfP partners.
Are there opportunities within the
European Defence Agency (EDA) to
progress military capabilities and
standardisation in a more cost effective
manner?
There is no doubt that opportunities exist
for the EDA to progress military capabilities
and standardisation in the context of its
various projects. Given the constraints
on the EDA’s own budget and those of
the Member States, the issue of cost
effectiveness remains a high priority. This
aspect is one of the main drivers in the EU’s
Pooling and Sharing (P and S) initiative, in
which the EDA is heavily involved. While the
recent financial crisis has placed particular
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Occasionally, a Government decision to commit
a large troop deployment to a mission such as
MINURCAT (Chad/CAR) can draw significantly
on domestic resources. However, the Defence
Forces inventory of equipment and supplies has
been capable of committing and sustaining such
deployments, while maintaining a sufficient degree
of preparedness for domestic tasks.
How would you categorise the nature of the
transformation that the Defence Forces has
undergone over recent years and what effect has
this reorganisation had on the military?
The Defence Forces reorganisation and
transformation reflects a pragmatic and considered
approach to the current fiscal environment. It
is founded on the realities of our mission, our
military teaching and our capabilities. Through this
reorganisation and ongoing transformation we are
fit for purpose and poised to develop our readiness
and capabilities levels.

emphasis on this area, the idea of saving
costs by working together at the European
level is not new. Even before the financial
crisis, the EDA was working together
with the Members States, its European
Institutional partners and the European
Defence Industry to develop effective
and cost-efficient solutions to Europe’s
capability requirements. Once again, there
are similarities with work being done by the
North Atlantic Alliance, where the P and
S process is matched by NATO’s ongoing
‘Smart Defence’ and ‘Connected Forces’
initiatives.
In terms of the Defence Forces current
overseas commitments, what effect/
impact in terms of resources do these
missions have on the Defence Forces?
The Defence Forces development of
capabilities follow the tasks as laid out
in the White Paper on Defence (2000),
part of which is a commitment to serving
in UN-mandated PSO missions abroad.
While it has always been the experience
(and aspiration) to have a major unit
deployed on an overseas mission, most of
the overseas missions consist of military
observers or staff appointments in mission
HQs. Therefore, it could be argued that the
greatest resource that the Defence Forces
contribute is its personnel.

Above: Irish and
Finnish personnel
together on duty
with UNIFIL.

Considering the current financial situation, are
small scale training missions likely to be more
common for the Defence Forces in future?
As stated, certainly there are indications that the
EU currently favours military operations of this type,
and with its long experience in crisis management,
Ireland is particularly suited to this type of mission.
The relatively small size of training contingents and
the low equipment footprint also suits our current
financial constraints.
What capabilities could the Defence Forces
contribute to the suggested follow-on peace
support force in Mali?
The Defence Forces have considerable experience
of deployments in Africa, both in the context of
deployment as part of an EU led Force as in EUFOR
CHAD/CAR, and in UN missions as in UNMIL. In
both of these missions the Defence Forces has
provided a mechanised infantry unit, with ISTAR2
and limited direct and indirect fire support. Given
the nature of these assets, and assuming a UN
context, the Defence Forces are particularly suited
to roles where we can provide mobile, flexible and
effective support to ground holding formations.

FOOTNOTES:
1. EUCAP NESTOR is a regional training mission under
preparation, which aims at strengthening the maritime
capacities of eight countries in the Horn of Africa and the
Western Indian Ocean.
Op ATALANTA: Operation Atalanta, also known as
European Union Naval Force Somalia (EU-NAVFORATALANTA), is a current military operation undertaken by
the European Naval Force to combat acts of piracy off the
coast of Somalia.
2. Intelligence, Surveillance, Targeting and
Reconnaissance
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BUILDING COOPERATION:
INTERVIEW WITH UK MILITARY ATTACHÉ
TO IRELAND, COLONEL SEÁN ENGLISH.
With Defence Forces personnel working alongside their British Army
counterparts in EUTM Mali, the extent to which the two military
organisations can cooperate on an operational level is increasingly
evident. Speaking to SIGNAL, Colonel English talks about AngloIrish military cooperation towards common goals and also discusses
the challenges and changes within the British Armed Forces.

T

he current British Military Attaché to
Ireland, Colonel (Col) Seán English
was commissioned into the British
Army in 1986. He has commanded at
Troop, Squadron and Regimental level.
He has seen operational service in the
Gulf region, Sierra Leone, Balkans, Iraq
and Afghanistan. Colonel English
has amassed extensive service with
multinational partners, Joint Forces and
within the Ministry of Defence. He has also
served as a Divisional Director at Staff
College and within the Army Manning Agency
as a career manager. Col English’s key roles
as non-resident military attaché to Ireland
include supporting the British Ambassador
in the normal discharge of Embassy duties.
His Specific duties as a Chief of the British
Defence Staff’s representative in Ireland
include representing the UK military at
appropriate National and Defence Forces
events. Essentially the role exists to provide
a linkage between the Irish and UK Defence
Forces, to enable mutually authorised
training and operational activities and to
foster and increase cooperation between
both forces.
The European financial crisis has placed
military organisations under considerable
financial strain. How would you
categorise the level of reorganisation and
transformation that the UK military has
undergone in recent years?
”The UK Defence Forces are undoubtedly
undergoing a period of change. The
adjustments to the UK’s Defence posture
are part of the normal Government activity
and are reflective of the changing Defence
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General Seán
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Armed Forces are
undergoing a period
of considerable
transformation.
Photo Courtesy of UK
Ministry of Defence.

need as the era of combat operations in Afghanistan comes to a
close. The process of 5 yearly Defence Reviews being formally
established through a National Security Council will ensure
that structure, posture and capability are matched and remain
within the planned resources available. The ‘Future Force 2020
programme is designed to return the British Army to a Global
Contingency posture at the end of 13 years of Campaigning in
both Iraq and Afghanistan. At its heart is an adaptive brigade
structure, greater defence engagement and a closer working
integration of the Reserve Forces.”
With continuing engagement in Afghanistan, in addition to
other international commitments what impact in terms of
resources do these missions have on the British Army?
The net additional costs of current overseas combat operations
in Afghanistan are resourced nationally by the Treasury. They
have little effect, financially, on the Army’s core annual financial
allocation. These missions do, however, provide a focus for
manning, training and equipping the Army in order to sustain our
mission capabilities.
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The profile of the Territorial Army (TA) has increased
significantly recently. How is their contribution, particularly in
terms of overseas mission, viewed by the professional ranks?
The majority of regular soldiers and officers recognise the value
and contribution of their reserve colleagues; accepting that
after mission specific training, reservists are as well prepared
as their regular counterparts for the tasks they are mobilised
and deployed to undertake. The Whole Force Concept, which
is being adopted by all Services, sees a far greater integration
of reservists with regular troops; for instance, TA units will
train alongside those regular units they will deploy with. This
will further highlight the value of the TA contribution. Many
reservists, by dint of their civilian experience, hold a wide
portfolio of skills not held by regulars, and there are now areas
of defence such as medical and media, that could not operate
effectively without reservists.
What military education/training would a TA officer have to
undergo to reach the rank of Major, for example, and how can
this be organised around his/her civilian career?
Reserve forces training is modularised to ensure that even
when not mobilised a reservist can undertake training either as
distance learning, during weekend training or during the 2 week
period of annual continuous training. Following commissioning, a
TA officer will undergo ‘Special to Arm’ training which will depend
on their trade or speciality. TA officers then attend weeks two
and three of the four week long Junior Officers’ Tactics Course
which is a course for regular officers. The TA officer will then
continue to train depending on their chosen career path. The
next mandatory course is the TA Intermediate Staff Course
which lasts 2 weeks and is run at the Defence Academy. This
course will qualify them for Major.
Throughout their career, TA Officers will undertake the Military
Knowledge (Volunteer) course, which is done via distance
learning. We make every effort to allow TA officers the flexibility

Above: British Army
on patrol in Southern
Afghanistan.
Photo Courtesy of UK
Ministry of Defence.

to manage these courses around their
civilian career.
What procedures if any are in place
to ensure that a TA member on active
service, for example in Afghanistan, can
return to his/her job after deployment?
Primary legislation, Reserve Forces
(Safeguards of Employment) Act 1985
ensures that an employer must offer a
reservist their previous or an equivalent
appointment on their return from mobilised
service. The MOD provides guidance for
reservists returning to civilian employment
during the mobilisation and demobilisation process. We have set up the
SaBRE organisation – Support for Britain’s
Reservists and Employers - and a helpline
is provided by SaBRE Central with regional
advice provided by the Chain of Command
supported by the Regional SaBRE
Campaign Director’s. Reservists are
encouraged to maintain communications
with their employer while mobilised and
upon their return exercise their rights
laid down in the Act by contacting their
employer.
If the Reservist is not offered
their job back, or not happy with the
terms of the job, they can apply to a
Reinstatement Committee which is an
independent tribunal with the powers
to instruct the former employer to reemploy the reservists or award financial
compensation. In addition an employer
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can claim a training award under the
secondary legislation, Statutory Instrument
859, The Reserve Forces (Call-out and
Recall) (Financial Assistance) Regulations
2005, to retrain the reservist if that is
deemed necessary.

deployed as a single unit. Accepting the modest scale of
the Mission, how would you categorise the significance
of this joint deployment to Mali and would you see similar
deployments in the future?
The Mali Mission is viewed as being substantially significant
in the continuing normalisation of UK and Irish Defence
cooperation. Whilst the two Defence Forces have worked
together in the past as part of a wider coalition force, this
deployment, with Irish Defence Force personnel, working
alongside and within the Royal Irish Regiment of the British
Army, is exceptionally notable. In terms of future deployments,
it is of course difficult to predict with accuracy, but I see no
reason why similar deployments could not be undertaken in the
future. Our shared language, culture and values all play into an
enhanced level of interoperability and we’re already seen that
demonstrated within the Joint Training Team in Mali. It would
therefore certainly seem logical to take advantage of the ease
in which our forces operate alongside each other in future Peace
Support Operations.

What are the challenges facing junior
officers in the Army today, in terms of
promotional opportunities and available
opportunities?
Promotion opportunities remain as vibrant
as ever in the Armed Forces. Force
reductions have been delivered structurally
to ensure that manning and career
progression have not been disrupted. A
full range of opportunities for officers will
appear in the Post-Campaigning era.
What is your perception of the Defence
Forces to date and their contribution to
International Peace Support Operations?
The Irish Defence Forces (DF) contribution
to Peace Support Operations (PSO) has
been considerable. The DF is considered
by many as a world leader in this sphere.
I am keen to exploit all opportunities that
exist for both the UK and Irish military
organisations, to learn from one another
given our mutual PSO experiences.
Although both forces have deployed
alongside each other on Peace Support
Missions in the past (UNFICYP, EUFOR
BiH, and in Kosovo with KFOR) the Mali
mission is the first time that they have
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Below: British troops
loading a French
APC bound for Mali.
Photo Courtesy of UK
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The Defence Forces, in the past, were generally equipped
with British made equipments e.g. Vehicles, Light Artillery,
rifles and light support weapons. This has change over the
last 20-30 years and now very little of the Defence Forces
equipment is British sourced. If additional joint deployments
in the Peace Support area were to be undertaken would it be
mutually beneficial if equipments and procedures could be
standardised?
Defence Force equipment procurement sits very much within
national and industrial policy. International standardisation
of ammunition, fuel and operating procedures creates an
environment which surpasses the need for Defence Equipment
to be procured to deliver bilateral Irish / UK Defence
standardisation. As recent experiences in Afghanistan and Mali
have demonstrated, the Irish Defence Force and UK forces
operate together in a constructive and effective manner.
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“NO NATION CAN AFFORD TO DO EVERYTHING ALONE.”
COLONEL ALAIN BAYLE IS THE CURRENT (NON-RESIDENT)
FRENCH MILITARY ATTACHÉ TO IRELAND. HERE HE
SPEAKS TO SIGNAL ABOUT THE FRENCH MILITARY’S
RELATIONSHIP WITH THE IRISH DEFENCE FORCES,
OF FRANCE’S DETERMINATION TO MAINTAIN ITS
PLACE ON THE INTERNATIONAL STAGE, THE IMPACT
OF THE EUROZONE CRISIS AND WHY FRENCH
INTERVENTION IN MALI WAS NECESSARY.
Could you provide a brief background to
your military career and the key roles you
perform as military attaché to Ireland?
I graduated from Saint Cyr Academy in
1986. My background was with Infantry
initially, then Army Aviation from 1989. I
have had a series of command and staff
posts in France, Germany and Great Britain,
including operational tours in Iraq, Kosovo,
Chad, Afghanistan and Libya.
The key role of a defence attaché is
essentially a role of go-between. I am
supported by a Navy Attaché, Captain
Yves Le Corre who brings his expertise on
naval matters. Together, we act as the link
between the Irish Defence Forces and the
French Armed Forces in every aspect of
collaboration and cooperation, including
operational tasks, primarily focusing on the
question of interoperability.
Being a non-resident Attaché is less of
an issue these days because of modern
technology and the good transport links
between London and Dublin. Captain Le
Corre or I come to Ireland every month
and I am always available if required by
my Irish counterparts. Also, the French
Embassy staff in Dublin are always
available and provide a permanent
link. This has been particularly important
this year with Ireland holding the Presidency
of the European Council.
French policy has, in the past, greatly
assisted developing nations in maintaining
stability through educating their military
(e.g. Command and Staff courses for Mali
military officers), post Mali crisis where
does this policy stand now?
France, like some other nations, has a long
experience of cooperation with countries
which may have some difficulties with

Top: Colonel Alain
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has commanded
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implementing their own national policies. This is particularly true
in Africa where we know by experience that conflict must come
to an end as soon as possible so that countries themselves can
assume their own responsibilities. This means that any solution
is not only military and the reconstruction must also be political
and economic. Military force has never solved problems in the
long run and, though it may be necessary for a time, it must be
strictly limited to the period necessary in order to attain a level
of security that allows civil administrations to deliver for their
citizens.
The reference to the situation in Mail is good because it is
following exactly this process, with an initial military intervention
by France and ECOWAS (Economic Community of West African
States) forces that prevented the collapse of the Malian
government and defeated Islamic insurgents. These operations
were aimed at providing the time for the European Union Training
Mission (EUTM) Mali to assist in the reconstruction of the
Malian Security Forces which, supported by the United Nations
Mission, will assume control throughout Mali as soon as they
have regained their capacities. At this stage, we must stress
how effective and quick the UN have been to make their decision
to implement the African Union’s follow-on force (AFISMA). But
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this will only work if the Malian political process works. That
is why the elections scheduled in late July are so important to
strengthen the central government’s legitimacy. These elections
are a decisive point to win the peace after having won the war.
The French Armed Forces are possibly the EU’s only strategic
expeditionary capability. How likely are you to continue funding
this capability or should smaller nations front up?
The Malian case is an interesting case-study because it shows
the necessity to have effective European capabilities in place,
able to take a mission over from a force that has acted in a
firefighting capacity to quell a situation. Once the situation is
under control, you need a long term strategic view and capability.
The EU can provide this in the broad spectrum from security to
political and economic fields. The International Community has
been very supportive of the French intervention in Mali. France
has always fulfilled its responsibilities and there are no signs it
will not continue to do so as it is confirmed in the Livre Blanc
(White Paper). But this must not prevent other partners from
building a collective first-entry capacity. As well, this must
not prevent bilateral initiatives - such as the Franco-British
Combined Joint Expeditionary Force which will be Fully Operation
Capable in 2016 - which are considered by France as pioneer
missions that could be open to other countries when they can
prove their capability.
The European financial crisis has placed military organisations
under considerable financial strain. What impact has it had on
the French Forces?
France has just published the conclusions of our Livre Blanc.
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Its ambitions and capabilities for the ten
years to come have not changed. It is
in the public domain that it will continue
to face its responsibilities as a EU
and NATO member in the framework of
national and international legitimacy. The
impact of budget pressure just reminds
us that in terms of military capabilities
and political will, it must be more of a
collective effort. It is my personal view
that the coming years will see some
efforts towards more interoperability and
maybe interdependences between the
countries ready to assume international
responsibilities, because it is clear that no
nation can afford anymore to do everything
alone.
The French Armed Forces are currently
engaged in a number of operations, yet
there is a drive to down size and restructure, what will the priorities be within
a reduced resource envelope? And how
will these affect operations?
That is a challenging question because it is
very difficult to imagine how the world will
be, even in the short term. It is a common
view that it is uncertainty that will be the
certain factor of international affairs. The
difficulty is to retain the capacity to react
with reduced capabilities. That means
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that we must do better with less. That
is why France will primarily focus on the
capabilities that have the best added value,
keeping concentrated highly reactive and
capable forces. At the same time, it will
retain long term capacities for enduring
operations, possibly made as part of
coalitions, while France’s ambition remains
to be capable of being lead-nation.
The French Armed Forces are undergoing
major changes, is it likely that the
French Armed Forces will experience the
shrinkage of strategic capabilities? How
will NATO’s smart defence and the EU’s
Pooling and Sharing assist in overcoming
capability gaps? Or is it policy for France
to retain the full spectrum of capabilities?
The French President reminded recently:
‘It is France’s destiny to be a world power
and it is our duty to assume not only
our own security but that of our Allies
and partners as well’. His message is
crystal clear in terms of French strategic
ambitions, and you can read in our Livre
Blanc, that France’s ambition remains to
keep its strategic autonomy. On the other
hand, it is true we intend to give way to a
pragmatic approach in terms of cooperation,
‘based on concrete projects, on a political
approach and on a concern for optimising
the management of our resources’ as our
Defence Minister wrote recently.
When focusing on capability development,
are scenarios simply aimed at affordable
threats? In the EU context the EDA
have focused on non-conventional
capability development. What priority has
France given to conventional capability
development?
I do not know what you mean by
‘affordable threats’. I just can say it is our
Government’s duty to protect our citizens
and fulfill our national and collective
international responsibilities. This is just a
question of international credibility.
I do not understand what you mean by
‘conventional capabilities’ either but if you
mean the capability to react swiftly and
decisively against a threat, the answer is:
yes, France is eager to retain this capability
throughout the full spectrum and will
confirm that all means, whether financial or
technical, are available to fulfill these aims.

Above: Lt Gen
Pat Nash, who
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on that mission.

What are the unintended consequences for the French Armed
Forces/France from France’s engagement in operations in the
Sahel and elsewhere?
When engaging in an operation like Mali, you must have a clear
view of what the risks are and what your desired outcome is. For
historical and strategic reasons, France has such a knowledge
of the region, she assumed the risks she took and did it with
a clear understanding of the situation. That is why if there are
some unintended consequences, I do think they lie in adressing
the complexity of the concrete international involvement in
Sahel.
The French and Irish Military Forces have worked together
in the past, most recently in Chad. Do you consider that
this working relationship has been mutually beneficial and is
there scope for further closer Cooperation in Peace Support
Operations with the EU or UN?
I can bear witness of the quality of our relations during the
EUFOR Chad operation under General Nash’s command and
it has been a tremendous experience to be deployed with
the Irish Defence Forces. Lebanon has been another good
example of our cooperation in the field during the last couple
of years. Honestly, I do not see any military reason why our
level of cooperation would not be as good as it currently is for
the foreseeable future. Ireland is there when we need her and
its presence at our side and our European allies’ side in the
EUTM Mali in Bamako and Koulikouro is fantastic evidence of
the political will that exists when it is needed. I wish all the Irish
soldiers all the best for this challenging and demanding mission,
the legitimacy of which rests in the sole aim of giving a country
the national military capability to realise its own sovereignty.
I must also remind readers that a fantastic exhibition
- “Ireland and France. Three Centuries of Military Relations”
- has been inaugurated in the National Museum of Ireland
in Dublin by Jimmy Deenihan TD, the Irish Minister for Arts,
Heritage and the Gaeltacht, and H.E. Emmanuelle d’Achon, the
French Ambassador in Ireland.
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THE AFRICAN UNION:
CHALLENGES OF A PAN-AFRICAN PROJECT

THIS YEAR MARKS THE FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE ORGANISATION OF
AFRICAN UNITY (OAU), A PAN-AFRICAN ORGANISATION, REPLACED IN 2002
BY THE AFRICAN UNION (AU). AS PLANS EMERGE FOR AN EVENT THIS JULY
TO MARK THE OCCASION, QUESTIONS REMAIN OVER THE COMPETENCE,
EFFICIENCY AND INTEGRITY OF THE AU. BY JOSEPH O’CONNOR.

W

ith an African-led international
support mission being deployed to
Mali to aid the French presence,
response from the African Union is once
again under the spotlight. To date, its
frailties in such predicaments have been
glaringly visible.
The AU is made up of 54 African member
states with a vision of “an integrated,
prosperous, and peaceful Africa, driven by
its own citizens and representing a dynamic
force in the global arena.”
The inaugural launch of the OAU in 1963
was met with a very different fanfare to
that of the AU in 2002. There was a feeling
of confident optimism, as many African
nations were tasting independence for
the first time. In contrast, the launch of
the AU was a somewhat muted affair. The
consensus was that the OAU had become a
mere ‘toothless talking shop’, which failed
to deliver on many levels.
PROMOTING PEACE
The structure of the African Union is loosely
modelled on that of the European Union
(EU), with an Assembly of the 54 Heads
of State; the Administrative Commission;
and the Pan-African Parliament – made
up of 235 representatives. Some have
questioned whether adopting the EU model
was the correct decision, given that the two
continents face very different challenges,
but there is still much they can learn from
Europe.
For example, the EU’s strict entry
requirements, known as conditionality, cover
areas of human rights, economics and
corruption among others, whilst seemingly
the only criterion for AU membership is
geography. The AU would likely benefit from
adopting tighter conditions, though perhaps
some of the EU’s stringent measures would
prove far too draconian if applied to African
states.
Article 30 of the Constitutive Act of the
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African Union, however, suggests that there are criteria for
membership. It states that any “government which shall come
to power through unconstitutional means shall not be allowed
to participate in the activities of the union” but the rule is only
enforced in high-profile coup d’états, such as in Madagascar.
It is sometimes difficult to take the political will of a Union
promoting pan-African democracy seriously, when some AU
nations are run by autocrats themselves.
For the promotion of “peace, security, and stability on the
continent”, the AU allows for intervention, however, they have
had very limited success in doing so. One of their few successes
was in the deployment of troops to Somalia in 2007, and some
analysts believe the AU, along with Kenyan and Ethiopian forces,
to have done a better job of pacifying Mogadishu than any other
outside force.
More recently, however, the AU came in for criticism for its
failure to intervene earlier in the civil war in Libya, as well as its
delay in recognising the new Libyan leaders. It is understandable
that the AU would be reluctant to recognise the rebels who
overthrew a man who did much to found the union, but it was
also a failure to act decisively at a time when intervention of
some form was needed.
CHALLENGES
A major challenge facing the African Union is funding. The
Union’s 2013 budget was approved at a summit in July 2012
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and totalled $278m, of which 44% comes from member nations,
while the remainder comes from development partners. Of
the amount being contributed by members, a mere $5.3m
goes towards programmes of the AU while 96 per cent funds
operational costs. This means that programme costs for key
institutions such as the Pan African Parliament, the Human
Rights Commission and the Anti-Corruption Board are being paid
for by donors. Some have even started to ask: ‘Who is driving
the true African agenda?’
It also highlights the need for some of the bigger and more
developed AU states to take a lead in the Continent’s affairs.
Currently, only five countries contribute two-thirds of the portion
from AU member states. From the so-called ‘Big Five’—South
Africa, Nigeria, Libya, Egypt and Algeria—only two were paid
up by mid-2012. In 2011, Libya’s Muammar Gaddafi withheld
his country’s contribution, voicing displeasure at what he
believed to be a lack of progress in a move towards a ‘United
States of Africa’. Meanwhile, only eleven of the 54 member
states had fully paid their contributions by mid-2012. With such
shortcomings as these in the area of funding, it is inevitable that
the AU will fail to operate effectively.
One important place to start in addressing this problem is to
deal with corruption and the illicit flow of money from Africa. The
Continent possesses great wealth in its resources, but little of
this wealth is used in the development of the Continent. It has
been estimated that Africa is losing close to $50bn annually
with a large portion of this from the extractive industries, such
as oil and gas exploration. The Centre for Citizens’ Participation
on the African Union (CCP-AU) reports that Nigeria alone has
been losing $5bn of oil money per year. Former South African
President Thabo Mbeki is currently leading a High Level Panel
looking at the illicit flow of finances from Africa. More work in
this area needs to be carried out.
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stage consider providing sufficient time,
capabilities and tools to implement and
assess the impact of the decisions we have
taken?”
Ms Dlamini-Zuma’s comments are a
positive sign that there is recognition of
the need for change with how the African
Union operates. She appealed to Member
States to ratify the treaties they approve
at summits, to pay their subscriptions
and to stop establishing new pan-African
organisations when the existing ones
are unaffordable. Time will tell if a new
approach is taken, or whether Ms DlaminiZuma’s words are merely rhetoric.
It is too early to declare the AU a failure
after a mere eleven years in existence.
After all, questions remain today over the
future of the EU as it attempts to cope
with its dilapidating currency and financial
crisis long after the pan-European project
was created. It could be argued that
African countries have been remarkably
successful in maintaining Africa’s colonially
demarcated borders, which has brought
a degree of harmony to inter-continental
foreign relations. Perhaps we are asking for
too much too soon from a Continent still
trying to come to terms with its colonial
past.
The existence of the AU is crucial.
However, a greater effort is needed to show
its relevancy and ensure the Continent has
a stronger voice in the global arena rather
than a mere whisper drowned out by other
stronger players.

Joseph O’ Connor is a magazine editor
based in Dublin. He holds an MA in
International Relations from Dublin City
University, where he specialised in African
Politics and the Development and Politics
of the European Union.

Looking ahead
The stark realities facing the AU were addressed at the
AU Summit at the end of January. The Commission’s
chairwoman Nkosazana Dlamini-Zuma was straightforward
when highlighting the AU’s shortcomings to date. She said
the AU needs to take a hard look at its activities, accepting
fewer tasks but carrying them out more efficiently and
economically. Ms Dlamini-Zuma said the organisation and its
predecessor had taken a number of decisions over the past
50 years. She told the AU Executive Council: “The challenge
that the Union and the Commission face is the capacity
to implement all these decisions. Should we not at this
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BUILDING COMMON SECURITY AND STABILITY: THE OSCE
Multinational Cooperation is not a recent development, as the Organisation For
Security and Cooperation in Europe prepares to celebrate its 40th anniversary in
2015, SIGNAL looks back on its foundation in the divided Europe of the 1970s and
traces its progress to becoming the world’s largest regional security organisation.

S

ince the 1950s the concept of a European Security
Group had been suggested but the realities of Cold
War politics prevented any progress until November
1972, when, at the request of the Soviet Union talks began in
Helsinki1. These preparatory talks lasting for about six months
produced a set of Final Recommendations – The ‘Blue Book’
– establishing the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE). Meeting over a two years period in Helsinki and
Geneva, the CSCE reached an agreement known as the Helsinki
Final Act, which was signed on 1 August 1975 by the 35
participating States. This document contained a number of key
commitments on politico-military, economic and environmental
and human rights issues that became central to the so-called
‘Helsinki Process’. The Helsinki Final Act encompasses three
main sets of recommendations, which are often referred to as
‘baskets’. These three baskets are:
• Questions relating to security in Europe.
• Cooperation in the fields of economics,
of science and technology, and of the
environment.
• Cooperation in humanitarian and other
fields.
OSCE ORIGINAL MEMBERSHIP
Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Denmark, Finland, France, German Democratic Republic,
Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Holy See, Hungary,
Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta,
Monaco, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, San
Marino, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, United States of America,
Yugoslavia
The first of the Final Act’s three baskets outlines ten principles
guiding relations between the participating States. These
principles, known as the ‘Helsinki Decalogue’, are:
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· Sovereign equality, respect for the rights
inherent in
sovereignty
· Refraining from the threat or use of force
· Inviolability of frontiers
· Territorial integrity of States
· Peaceful settlement of disputes
· Non-intervention in internal affairs
· Respect for human rights and fundamental
freedoms, including the freedom of thought,
conscience, religion or belief
· Equal rights and self-determination of peoples
· Cooperation among States
· Fulfilment in good faith of obligations under
international law
In the 15 years immediately following the
signing of the Act, the CSCE provided
the mechanisms enabling better mutual
understanding in what was still a politically,
economically and ideologically divided Europe.
The concepts of improving relations and
implementing the Act were developed over a
series of follow-up meeting – Belgrade 77/
78; Madrid 80/83; Stockholm 84/862
and Vienna 86/89.3
Until 1990, the CSCE functioned mainly as
a continuous series of conferences that built
on and extended the participating States’
commitments, while periodically reviewing their
implementation. The fall of the Berlin Wall on
9 November 1989 symbolised the end of the
Cold War - but far from being over, Europe’s
security problems were only just beginning. The
CSCE recognising the seismic changes in the
security landscape in Europe held its second
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of a functional state in that country.
The OSCE considers ‘security’ to
encompass much more than the absence
of conflict inter or intra state. It sees it
in a much more comprehensive spectrum
covering what it classifies as three
“dimensions”: the politico-military; the
economic and environmental; and the
human. The OSCE’s activities cover
all three of these dimensions, from
conflict prevention to fostering economic
development, ensuring the sustainable
use of natural resources, and promoting
the full respect of human rights and
fundamental freedoms5.

Summit in Paris in November 1990 and agreed ‘The Charter of
Paris for a new Europe.’ This summit attended by 34 4 States
was a turning point in the history of the Conference marking its
transition from a forum for negotiation and dialogue to an active
operational structure. One of the key decisions of the Charter
was that the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the participating
States would meet annually as a Council. The preparatory work
for these meetings would be carried out by a Committee of
Senior Officials (CSO). Also established was the Parliamentary
Assembly of the CSCE which contributes to the policy-making
process. The Charter also established the first of the CSCE’s
institutions:
• A Secretariat, to provide administrative support for meetings
of the Council, the CSO and other high-level consultations.
• An Office for Free Elections; this later became the Office for
Democratic Institutions and Human Rights (ODIHR).
· A Conflict Prevention Centre, to assist the Council in reducing
the risk of conflict.
The transformation process begun in Paris continued with the
appointment of a General Secretary in 1992 and a renaming
of the CSCE to the OSCE (Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe) at the 1994 Summit in Budapest. The
transition from conference to institution was complete.
The OSCE is a political commitment by the participating States
and not a formal treaty. The unique advantage of this is that
the process can remain flexible and focused on improving
cooperation and not be distracted by disputes and sanctions
over aspects of implementation. Also the participating States
accept that internal issues involving citizens can be subject to
legitimate international concern.
What does the OSCE Actually Do?
The perceived failure of the United Nations in BosniaHerzegovina, in a way, propelled the OSCE centre stage in that
country’s pacification and reconstruction after the appalling
conflict of the early 1990s. The international community drew on
the OSCE to conduct elections, design rule of law procedures,
address human rights issues and to establish the foundations
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Politico-Military Dimension
The OSCE takes a comprehensive
approach to the politico-military dimension
of security, which includes a commitment
by participating States to procedures
for conflict prevention and resolution
and confidence building measures. A
comprehensive set of confidence and
security-building measures (CSBMs)
has evolved since 1975. The Vienna
Document6, which requires participating
States to share information on their
military forces, equipment and defence
planning, is one of the main CSBMs. In
addition to information-sharing obligations,
the Document provides for inspections and
evaluation visits that can be conducted on
the territory of any participating State that
has armed forces. The Vienna Document
also contains mechanisms to prevent
or decrease tensions and to reduce the
risk of unusual military situations that
could cause tensions. To facilitate the
implementation of this Document, the
participating States have established a
“Communications Network” to provide a
reliable and secure means of transferring
military information. The Network is
maintained by the OSCE. This co-operative
approach among States helps to avoid
misunderstandings and contributes to
stability and security. The CSBMs also
serve as early warning indicators of
potential conflict situations.
The OSCE is directly involved in the
following politico-military activities:
• Arms control
• Border management.
• Combating terrorism.
• Conflict prevention.
• Military reform.
• Policing.
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Economic and Environmental
Dimension
Activities in this dimension include
monitoring of economic and environmental
security in participating States, with the
aim of identifying any threat of conflict; and
assisting Member States in the creation
of economic and environmental policies,
legislation and institutions to promote
security in the region.
The OSCE activities in the environmental
sphere are aimed at addressing ecologic
threats to security in its participating States
such as hazardous waste management,
water management and access to
information under the Aarhus Convention.7
Human Dimension
Member States commitments in this
dimension are centred on the rule
of law, respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms, the promotion of
democratic principles and the promotion
of tolerance throughout the OSCE region.
Programmes include:
• Human rights
• Combating Trafficking in Human Beings
• Democratisation.
• Election Assistance.
• Gender equality.
• Media freedom.
• Minority rights.
Ireland’s Participation
Ireland was one of the original signatories
to the Helsinki Final Act in 1975 and has
been an active member since. Like all 57
participating States, the Irish government
maintains a permanent delegation to the
OSCE, at Ambassador level. As a member
of the Permanent Council, Ireland’s
Ambassador negotiates and takes decisions
on the deployment of field operations,
appointments to senior posts, the budget
and all other measures relevant to the work
of the organisation. The Mission monitors
and actively participates in the work of the
OSCE’s various committees and Institutions
represents the governments’ position
in multilateral negotiations on all OSCE
matters. In addition, the Irish Delegation
tracks all issues related to the freedom of
the media in the OSCE area on behalf of the
European Union.8
Chairmanship of the OSCE is held by a
member state on a calendar-year basis,
with the minister for foreign affairs of that
state designated as Chairman-in-Office.
During Ireland’s Chairmanship in 2012,
Tánaiste and Minister for Foreign Affairs
and Trade Eamon Gilmore T.D. held the
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Chair. The culminating event of the Chairmanship year was the
OSCE Ministerial Council, which was hosted by the Tánaiste at
the RDS from 6-7 December. This the largest ever Ministerial
to take place in Ireland was attended by over fifty Ministers,
including the then US Secretary of State, Hilary Clinton, Russian
Foreign Minister, Sergei Lavrov, United Kingdom Foreign
Secretary William Hague and the EU’s High Representative,
Catherine Ashton.It is a particular achievement of the OSCE
Ministerial that agreement was reached on the Helsinki +40
process. On the initiative of the Irish Chairmanship, a strategic
roadmap has now been agreed for a process of reflection on the
work of the OSCE, to be undertaken between now and 2015, the
40th anniversary of the signing of the Helsinki Final Act.
Other significant agreements included, for the first time in
ten years, a joint statement on the Transdniestrian9 settlement
process; a declaration on strengthening good governance; and a
decision on transnational threats, which consolidates work over
the past year.10
Ireland’s Permanent Mission to the OSCE is staffed by:
• Ambassador, Permanent Representative:
His Excellency Eoin O’Leary
• Deputy Head of Mission
Martina Feeney
• Military Advisor		
Col. Patrick McDaniel
• First Secretary
Patrick O’Reilly
• Second Secretary
Robert Hull
• Attaché		
Simon Deignan
Maryse Chureau
• Intern
Eduard Aleksandrov
In addition to the Military Advisor in the Permanent Mission,
Defence Forces officers are also deployed on a number of other
OSCE field missions:
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• Lt Col Michael Dolan –
High Level Planning Group (HLPG)
Nagorno-Karabakh
• Lt Col Patrick Farrelly –
OSCE Mission to Serbia
• Comdt Ernan Naughton –
OSCE Mission Bosnia-Herzegovina.
• Capt Niamh O’Mahony –
OSCE Mission Bosnia-Herzegovina.

OSCE CURRENT MEMBERSHIP
The OSCE has 57 participating States from Europe,
Central Asia and North America:
Albania		
Andorra			
Armenia
Austria		
Azerbaijan		
Belarus
Belgium		
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Bulgaria
Canada		
Croatia			
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark			
Estonia
Finland		
France			
Georgia
Germany		
Greece			
Holy See
Hungary		
Iceland			
Ireland
Italy		
Kazakhstan		
Kyrgyzstan
Latvia		
Liechtenstein		
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta			
Moldova
Monaco		
Montenegro		
Mongolia
Norway		
Netherlands		
Poland
Portugal 		
Romania			
Russian 		
					
Federation
Serbia		
Slovakia			
San Marino
Spain		
Sweden			
Slovenia
Switzerland
Tajikistan			
The Former
					
Yugoslav
					
Republic of
					
Macedonia
Turkey 		
Turkmenistan		
Ukraine
United States
United Kingdom		
Uzbeki

Mediterranean Partners for Cooperation
Algeria		
Egypt			
Jordan		
Morocco			

Israel
Tunisia

Asian Partners for Cooperation		
Japan					
South Korea				
Thailand					
Afghanistan				
Australia					

Year Joined
1992
1994
2000
2003
2009

With fifty seven Member States, six Mediterranean Partners and
five Asian Partners the OSCE can truthfully live up to its claim of
been the world’s largest regional security organisation, whose
activities promote peace and stability from Vancouver through
Vienna to Vladivostok.

Footnotes:
1. The Soviet Union saw these talks as a means to
maintaining its control over the communist States
in Eastern Europe while Western Europe viewed
them as a way of reducing tensions in the region,
furthering economic cooperation and obtaining
humanitarian improvements for the populations of
the Communist Block.
2. Conference on Confidence and Security-Building
Measures (CSBMs) and Disarmament in Europe.
3. www.osce.org date accessed 09 April 2013.
4. The reunification of Germany had taken place just
a few weeks prior to the Summit
5. www.osce.org date accessed 19 April 2013
6. The Vienna Document first agreed in 1990 was
most recently updated in 2011.
7. The Aarhus Convention was adopted on 25th June
1998 in the Danish city of Aarhus at the Fourth
Ministerial Conference in the ‘Environment for
Europe’ process. It lays down a set of basic rules to
promote the involvement of citizens in environmental
matters and improve enforcement of environmental
law.
8. www.dfa.ie
9. Transdniestria is a breakaway region of Moldova.
It has close ties with Russia and sees itself as
independent.
10. www.dfa.ie

Irish Military Adviser:
Colonel Patrick McDaniel
“The principle function of the Irish Military Adviser is to give
advice on military matters to the Irish ambassador to the
OSCE. The Military Adviser deals in the Politico-Military
dimension and usually represents the Irish OSCE delegation
at the Forum for Security Cooperation (FSC), the decision
making body for Pol-Mil dimension. The FSC normally meets
weekly and is responsible for negotiations and decisions
on arms control, disarmament and confidence and security
building measures. There are regular discussions on matters
related to security, the reduction of the risks of conflict and the
implementation of agreed measures. The Military Adviser also
attends the Security Committee which discusses transnational
threats, borders and policing. There are a number of EU
coordination meetings to attend and, as Ireland now holds the
EU presidency, the Military Adviser chairs EU FSC co-ordination
meetings and represent the EU at the FSC and at bilateral
meetings with other FSC delegations.

| SUMMER ‘13 |

| 43

| International Criminal Tribunals |

GLOBAL JUSTICE

International cooperation also extends to the administration of justice. Here consulting editor of SIGNAL,
Lt Col (Ret’d) Paul Allen, examines the structure of the various organs of international justice,
the background to their establishment and their respective successes and challenges.

S

ince the end of the Nuremberg and
Tokyo Tribunals after World War 2,
some leaders believed that they
could act against their own citizens with
impunity, safe in the knowledge that the
Cold War divide rendered accountability
unlikely. Few, if any, despotic leaders where
ever held accountable for their actions
even after their overthrow. In fact the
politics of the era at times supported and
protected them – Idi Amin Dada1 is one
such case in point. That changed with the
fall of communism and the normalisation
of relationships between East and West.
The development of OSCE and Partnership
for Peace (PfP) heralded a new era that
enabled the international community to
at last hold political leaders, security
commanders and civilians accountable for
serious crimes within and between states.
The break-up of Yugoslavia in 1991
and its rapid decent into internecine
conflicts with mass atrocities taking place
particularly in Croatia and Bosnia and
Herzegovina, caused the United Nations
to establish, in 1993, its first war crimes
court and the first international war crimes
tribunal since the Nuremberg and Tokyo
tribunals. Its establishment and subsequent
work shows that an individual’s senior
position can no longer protect them from
prosecution and that those suspected
of bearing the greatest responsibility for
atrocities, can be called to account.

It is planned that the Tribunal (Court) will complete it work by 31
December 2014 and its responsibilities will be transferred to
the International Residual Mechanism for Criminal Tribunals (see
Box Article). ICTY will conduct and complete all outstanding first
instance trials and all appeal proceedings of which the notice
of appeal is filed before 1 July 2013. Any appeals for which
notice is filed after that date will be handled by the Residual
Mechanism. To date the ICTY has dealt with 161 individuals.
The ICTY was the first war crimes court created by the UN
since World War 2. It is made up of three main branches: the
Chambers, the Office of the Prosecutor and the Registry.

Below: Accounting
for the atrocities of
Srebrenica is one of
the principle missions
of the ICTY.

Chambers:
The judges constitute one of the Tribunal’s three main branches
– The Chambers. This branch is organised into three Trial
Chambers and an Appeals Chamber. Each Trial Chambers is
composed of three permanent judges and a maximum of six ad
litem judges3. Three judges are assigned to hear each case, and
at least one judge per case must be a permanent judge. Trial
Chamber may be divided into sections of three judges each,
composed of both permanent and ad litem judges. Individual
sections have the same powers and responsibilities as a Trial
Chamber.
The Appeals Chamber acts for both ICTY and the International
Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) and consists of seven
permanent Judges, five of whom are permanent judges of the
ICTY and two of whom are permanent judges of the ICTR. Each
appeal is heard and decided by a bench of five judges of the
Appeals Chamber.

THE INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL TRIBUNAL
FOR THE FORMER YUGOSLAVIA
The International Tribunal for the
Prosecution of Persons Responsible
for Serious Violations of International
Humanitarian Law Committed in the
Territory of the Former Yugoslavia since
1991, commonly referred to as The
International Criminal Tribunal for the former
Yugoslavia (ICTY) was established by United
Nations Resolution 827 in May 1993 as
a court of law. Located in The Hague the
Tribunal’s scope is confined in both time
and space to serious crimes committed
during the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia
from 19912.
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Office Of The Prosecutor:
The Office of the Prosecutor (OTP) is, along with the Chambers
and Registry, one of the Tribunal’s three branches. Its mandate
is twofold - to investigate crimes and to prosecute persons
responsible for such crimes. The OTP is headed by a Prosecutor,
who is appointed by the Security Council for a renewable fouryear term. The Prosecutor is independent and does not seek
or receive instructions from external agencies such as any
government or international organisation, or from either of
the Tribunal’s other two organs. UN member-states are under
an obligation to cooperate with the OTP’s investigations and
prosecutions. Over the years, the focus of the OTP’s work has
shifted from investigations to prosecutions.
The Registry:
The Registry, in addition to its Court Management and
administrative duties, also assumes responsibilities normally
reserved for national systems in the administration of justice.
Unlike in national systems, where detention matters are
generally overseen by the Ministry of Justice, the UN Detention
Unit (UNDU) in The Hague is supervised by the Registry. It
also provides a diplomatic function as a contact between the
Tribunal and the International Community, addressing a host of
issues including cooperation of member states, enforcement
of sentences and the relationship with the authorities of the
Netherlands, the host country of both the Tribunal and the
UNDU.
The International Criminal Tribunal For Rwanda
Meanwhile on another continent around the same time as ICTY
was established the stage was been set for what would be the
worlds worst genocide since Pol Pot’s dictatorship in Cambodia
during the mid 1970s. In an orgy of violence a genocidal mass
slaughter of the Tutsis by the Hutus erupted in Rwanda. It is
estimated that somewhere between 500,000 and 1 million
people, about 20% of the population, died in that 100 days
between April and July 1994.
The tension between the Hutu and Tutsi in Rwanda had
its origin in European colonialism. Both the German and
subsequently the Belgian overlords promoted Tutsi supremacy,
considering the Hutu and Tutsi different races. In 1935,
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Belgium introduced identity cards labelling
each individual as Tutsi, Hutu or Twa4
thus reinforcing the division between the
groups. The Rwandan Revolution began
in November 1959, following the assault
of a Hutu politician. Groups of Hutus
attacked the Tutsi. It changed the power
structure of Rwanda by dissolving the Tutsi
led monarchy, and establishing a Hutuled republic supported by Belgium. Up to
100,000 Tutsi died in this the State’s first
ethnic conflict. Many more Tutsi fled to
semi-permanent refugee settlements in
neighbouring countries. In 1965, in was
estimated that up to 130,000 lived in
exile in Zaire (DRC), Uganda, Tanzania and
Burundi. These exile communities later gave
rise to Tutsi rebel movements, one of which
was the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). On
Independence in 1962 the majority Hutu
had complete political power to the total
exclusion of the minority Tutsis. Cycles of
violence followed independence, with the
exiled Tutsi attacking from neighbouring
countries and the Hutu retaliating with largescale slaughter and repression of the Tutsi.
In 1973, Juvénal Habyarimana, the Hutu
Army Chief of Staff, took power in a military
coup. Pro-Hutu discrimination continued, but
with less violence against Tutsi. In 1990,
the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) invaded
northern Rwanda, starting the Rwandan
Civil War which ended with the August 1993
Arusha Accords which opened government
positions to both Hutu and Tutsi. The
catalyst for the genocide that followed was
the assassination of President Habyarimana
on 6 April 1994 when his plane was shot
down near Kigali Airport. The terror began
within a few hours. Over the course of
approximately 100 days, between 500,000
and 1,000,000 Tutsi were killed in wellplanned attacks on the orders of the interim
government. The Tutsi RPF restarted their
offensive and by July controlled the country.
United Nations involvement in Rwanda
dates from the deployment of the 81 strong
United Nations Observer Mission Uganda–
Rwanda (UNOMUR) along the UgandaRwanda border in June 1993. Following the
Arusha Accords the 2,500 strong United
Nations Assistance Mission For Rwanda
(UNAMIR) was deployed in Oct 1993. “Its
mandate included ensuring the security
of the capital city of Kigali; monitoring the
ceasefire agreement, establishment of
demobilisation procedures; monitoring the
security situation during the final period
of the transitional Government’s mandate
leading up to elections; assisting with mine-
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clearance and assisting in the coordination
of humanitarian assistance activities in
conjunction with relief operations. It was
never envisaged that UNAMIR would be
other than a monitoring force and its
mandate and strenght reflected this.
Even though the speed and extent of
the genocide shocked the International
Community, reaction was slow with the
major powers reluctant to strengthen
the already overstretched and weakly
mandated UNAMIR. It was not until the
8th of November that the United Nations
Security Council approved Resolution 955
establishing the International Criminal
Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR).
The ICTR was established for the
prosecution of persons responsible for
genocide and other serious violations of
international humanitarian law committed in
the territory of Rwanda between 1 January
1994 and 31 December 1994. It also
deals with the prosecution of Rwandan
citizens responsible for genocide and other
violations of international law committed
in the territory of neighbouring States
during the same period. The model for
such a Court was already established in
the ICTY and this was followed in the ICTR.
The Tribunal consists of three organs:
the Chambers and the Appeals Chamber;
the Office of the Prosecutor, in charge of
investigations and prosecutions; and the
Registry, responsible for providing overall
judicial and administrative support to the
Chambers and the Prosecutor. The Court is
based in Arusha, Tanzania.
The Court has dealt with 75 cases and
has referred four to national jurisdiction. It
has also named nine accused who are still
at large. The ICTR began the transfer of
its functions to the International Residual
Mechanism for Criminal Tribunals during
2012. It has completed all trial activities
and all appeal judgements should be
concluded by the end of 2014 when all
responsibilities will be transferred to the
International Residual Mechanism for
Criminal Tribunals.

Above: ICTY in the
Netherlands.

In the 1990s after the end of the Cold War, tribunals like
the International Criminal Tribunals for the former Yugoslavia
and for Rwanda were the result of consensus that impunity
is unacceptable. However, because they were established to
try crimes committed only within a specific time-frame and
during a specific conflict, there was general agreement that an
independent, permanent criminal court was needed.
The Rome Statute, adopted on 17 July 1998, is the treaty
that established the International Criminal Court (ICC) and it
is effective from 1 July 2002. Currently 122 states (including
Ireland) are States Parties5 to the Statute. A further 31 have
signed but not ratified the Statute. Three of these states (Israel,
Sudan, and the United States of America) have unsigned the
Rome Statute and having indicated that they no longer intend to
become states parties have no legal obligations to the Statute.
The ICC is the first permanent, treaty based, independent,
International criminal court established to help end impunity for
the perpetrators of the most serious crimes of concern to the
International Community. It is based in The Hague and is funded
mainly by the States Parties. It may also receive voluntary
contributions from governments, International organisations,
individuals, corporations and other entities.
The Rome Statute established four core international crimes:
genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes and the crime
of aggression. Under the Statute, the ICC can automatically
exercise jurisdiction over the four core international crimes
committed on the territory of a State Party or by a national
of a State Party only in situations where states are unable or
unwilling to do so themselves. The Court States Parties must
co-operate with the Court, including surrendering suspects when
requested to do so by the Court. ICC may also have jurisdiction
over crimes if its jurisdiction is authorised by the United Nations
Security Council.
The Court is organised similarly to the ICTY and the ICTR.

The International Criminal Court
The International Community has long
aspired to the creation of a permanent
international court, and, in the 20th century,
it reached consensus on definitions of
genocide, crimes against humanity and war
crimes. The Nuremberg and Tokyo trials
addressed war crimes, crimes against
peace, and crimes against humanity
committed during the Second World War.

Judicial Division:
The Judicial Divisions consist of the 18 judges and is organised
into three chambers – the Pre-Trial Chamber, the Trial Chamber
and the Appeals Chamber. Judges are elected to the Court by
the Assembly of States Parties and may serve a nine-year term.
They are not generally eligible for re-election. The Presidency
– consisting of a President and two Vice Presidents – is elected
from judges of the Court by their fellow judges. They may serve
for a maximum of two, three-year terms.
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Office Of The Prosecutor:
The Office of the Prosecutor is responsible for
conducting investigations and prosecutions.
The Rome Statute provides that the Office of
the Prosecutor shall act independently and may
open an investigation under the following three
instances:
• A situation is referred by a State Party.
• A situation is referred by the United Nations
Security Council, acting to address a threat to
international peace and security;
• The Pre-Trial Chamber authorises an investigation
on the basis of information received from other
sources, such as individuals or non-governmental
organisations.
Registry:
The Registry, similar to the ICTY and the ICTR,
is responsible for the non-judicial aspects of the
administration and servicing of the Court.
To date 18 cases in 8 situations have been
brought before the ICC. Four States Parties –
Uganda, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, the
Central African Republic and Mali – have referred
situations occurring on their territories to the Court.
The United Nations Security Council has referred
the situation in Darfur, Sudan, and the situation
in Libya – both non-States Parties. The Pre-Trial
Chamber authorised an investigation into the
situations of Kenya and in Côte d’Ivoire.

Above: The International Criminal Court at The Hague.

The INTERNATIONAL RESIDUAL Mechanism for Criminal
Tribunals
The Mechanism for International Criminal Tribunals (the MICT) was
established by United Nations Security Council Resolution 1966,
on 22 December 2010 to carry out a number of essential functions
of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) and the
International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) after
the completion of their respective mandates.
The establishment of the Mechanism is a key step of the
completion strategies of the two Tribunals. It is a new small,
temporary and efficient body, tasked with continuing the
“jurisdiction, rights and obligations and essential functions” (UNSC
Resolution 1966) of the ICTR and the ICTY; and maintaining the
legacy of both institutions.
The MICT comprises two branches. One branch covers functions
inherited from the ICTR and is located in Arusha, Tanzania. It
commenced functioning on 1 July 2012. The other branch will be
located in The Hague and will take on functions derived from the
ICTY on 1 July 2013. During the initial period of the Mechanism’s
work, there will be a certain amount of overlap with the ICTR and
the ICTY as these institutions complete outstanding work on any
trial or appeal proceedings which are pending.
While UNSCR 1966 mandates that the Mechanism will continue
to operate until it decides otherwise, it provides for a review of
work progress in 2016 and every two years thereafter. The MICT
will perform a number of essential functions currently carried out
by the ICTR and the ICTY. While securing the arrest, transfer and
prosecution of remaining fugitives still wanted for trial by the ICTR
will be a top priority, other functions include:
• Appeals Proceeding
• Retrials
• Proceedings for review of Final Judgement
• Protection of victims and witnesses
• Supervision of enforcement of sentences.
The consensus within the International Community which has
evolved since the ending of the Cold War is beginning to enforce
accountability on an individual level for serious crimes committed
during conflicts. What stared in Nuremberg and Tokyo at the end
of the Second World War is again progressing after almost half
a century lost in the politics of the Cold War. While Nuremberg
and Tokyo dealt only with the vanquished and ICTY and ICTR were
established to try crimes committed only within a specific timeframe and during a specific conflict the ICC, while not yet totally
inclusive, is a huge advance towards a world in which impunity is
unacceptable and where perpetrators of genocide, crimes against
humanity, war crimes and the crime of aggression will be held
accountable for their actions.

FOOTNOTES:
Sources: http://www.icc-ipi.int. http://www.icty.org. http://www.unictr.org.
Idi Amin Dada (1925 – 16 August 2003) was President of Uganda, from 1971 to 1979. The number of people killed as a
result of his regime is estimated at around 500,000. The Uganda–Tanzania War led to the demise of his eight-year regime.
He fled to Saudi Arabia where he lived out his days until his death in 2003.
2.
Article 8, Statute of the Tribunal: ‘The territorial jurisdiction of the International Tribunal shall extend to the territory
of the former Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, including its land surface, airspace and territorial waters. The
temporal jurisdiction of the International Tribunal shall extend to a period beginning on 1 January 1991’.
3.
Ad litem judges are appointed by the UN Secretary-General at the request of the President of the Tribunal to sit on one
or more specific trials. Article 12(1) of the Tribunal’s Statute allows the appointment of a maximum of 12 ad litem judges.
4.
Twa are a pygmy people, generally assumed to be the oldest surviving population of the Great Lakes region
5.
States Parties are those Sovereign States that have ratified or acceded to the Rome Statute
1.
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SECURITY SECTOR REFORM:

ON 12 JUNE 2008 NATO AGREED TO START IMPLEMENTING ITS NEW TASKS IN
KOSOVO WHICH CENTRED ON STANDING DOWN THE KOSOVO PROTECTION CORP
(KPC)1 AND ESTABLISHING THE KOSOVO SECURITY FORCE (KSF), WITH A CIVILIAN
STRUCTURE TO OVERSEE THE KSF. NATO DIRECTED KFOR2 TO IMPLEMENT THESE
TASKS AND THE MILITARY CIVIL ADVISORY DIVISION (MCAD) WAS ESTABLISHED IN
ORDER TO FACILITATE THIS ASPECT OF SECURITY SECTOR REFORM IN KOSOVO.3
COMMANDANT CONOR BATES SERVED WITH KFOR IN 2008/09 DURING THE
KOSOVAN DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE AND WAS SUBSEQUENTLY THE FIRST
IRISH OFFICER TO BE APPOINTED TO THE MCAD WHERE HE SERVED IN 2010/11.
HIS EXPERIENCE ENCOURAGED HIM TO FURTHER RESEARCH THE COMPLEX
CONCEPT OF SSR AFTER HIS TOUR ENDED. ALTHOUGH COMKFOR REPORTED TO
NATO THAT THE KSF WAS READY FOR FULL OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY (FOC) IN
DEC 2011, FOC IS NOT EXPECTED TO BE DECLARED UNTIL SUMMER 2013. THIS
ARTICLE EXAMINES SSR AS A CONCEPT IN A NATO/EU CONTEXT.
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CONCEPT AND CHALLENGES
IN A NATO/EU CONTEXT

Above: Commandant Conor Bates (centre) alongside members of the Kosovo Security Force.

KOSOVO 2011
“Are you telling me not to do it?” the
Kosovo Security Force (KSF) Commander
asked me. “I am advising you against it” I
answered carefully. It was the 14 January
2011. I was in the Mitrovice4, KSF Barracks,
continuing to walk the tightrope of being a
mentor/advisor to the KSF. I was a member
of the Military Civil Advisory Division
(MCAD) 5 tasked with bringing the KSF to
Full Operational Capability (FOC) 6. I was
concerned that one of the displays the Rapid
Reaction Battalion (RRBn) Commander
wished to produce during a KSF open day
would cause tensions in the area, and be
seen as an aggressive show of force by the
KSF towards the Kosovo Serbians, who lived
a short distance across the river in North
Mitrovice. The KSF had difficulties recruiting
from the Serbian minority and a ‘tactical’
display in Kosovo’s ‘hotspot’, which was
not representative of the KSF Concept of
Operations and tasks as laid down by NATO,
would not help matters. I relayed this to the
Commander who in turn replied assuredly
that the KSF had a right to train and display
in its own barracks in its own country. He
was polite and courteous and we had a
very professional relationship built up over
months of contact. I had no doubt that his
wish to carry out this display was to impress
the local dignitaries and population with
the capabilities his troops had mastered;
capabilities in which NATO had trained the
KSF.
Eventually the KSF directed that the
particular display was not to proceed. While
MCAD had the authority to direct the KSF,
the division’s preferred action was to have
the KSF arrive at their own decisions, aided
by our advice and mentoring.
This is Security Sector Reform (SSR)7 at
the practical level. Of course this example
should not be viewed in isolation, but can
be taken as a microcosm of the multitude
of quandaries faced by MCAD mentors.
The concerns of legal executive authority,
relationship between SSR donor
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and recipient, post-conflict issues, and
applying SSR in a multinational context all
occurred during the resolution of the ‘display
question’.
SSR - The Concept
SSR as a concept is decades old and
was initially an incoherent and confusing
theory which was due to it being a mix of
Civil-Military Relations and Development
Studies from the 1950s and 1960s. This
led to government donors concentrating on
reduction of military spending in developing
nations, to find money for developing other
sectors, rather than any meaningful reform
of the security sector itself. This approach
was seen as a way to save money, which
was an important objective. However, it
did not increase the democratic control or
operational effectiveness of the security
sector. The model was seen as flawed as the
other sectors’ development was threatened
if a stable security sector did not exist.8 The
modern SSR model, on which I will focus,
originated in the 1990s, from concerns that
some developing countries were failing to
achieve sustainable development, because
of conflict and insecurity.9
A distinction may be made between
SSR in general10 and SSR in post-conflict
settings. Both follow two key principles of
(re)establishing a security infrastructure
to provide public security efficiently and
doing so within a framework of democratic
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control.11 SSR post-conflict has the additional difficulty of
addressing the legacies of violent conflict. Without a secure
environment and system that ensures security after the
peacekeepers are gone, “political, economic and cultural
rebuilding are impossible”.12
SSR intersects with the operational effectiveness of security
forces, the legacy of past conflicts and democratic governance
of the security sector. There is an important distinction between
those activities that may contribute importantly to enhancing
security, and those which are specifically SSR, which “was
developed precisely to ensure that the governance related
aspects of security that have historically been ignored receive
adequate attention”.13 Therefore while areas such as DDR and
peace support operations are linked to SSR, they are not part of
the central component of SSR, but rather correlated processes
that enhance SSR implementation.
One of the more extensive definitions of SSR states that:
SSR includes all potential players, institutions, policies and
contextual factors affecting security. In this broader version, SSR
exemplifies a thrust for good governance - that is transparent,
accessible, accountable, efficient, equitable and has democratic
processes of decision-making and implementation.14

Below: Comdt Bates
with a KSF Battalion
Commander during
a KSF exercise.
Interpreter is behind.

The OECD states that SSR is a political process: Security
System Reform and international assistance to support it are
inherently political processes. The ways in which justice and
security are provided and governed by state and non-state
institutions underpin a country’s balance of power... 15
By fusing Brzoska and Law and The OECD Handbook on SSR,
a list of SSR principles that represent modern opinion on the
concept can be extracted.
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The objectives of SSR can be summarised as:
· Provision of security.
· Ensurance of certain norms in the delivery of security.
· Effective and efficient performance of security sector
institutions.
· Development of local leadership and ownership in the process
· Sustainable delivery of justice and security.
To attain these objectives three main groups of shaping
measures must be undertaken:
· Disarmament, Demobilisation, Reintegration (DDR) and
transformation of armed forces to re-establish a state
monopoly on the legal use of force.
· The creation of new security institutions where none exist and
preventing re-emergence of repressive institutions/bodies.
· Building up of accountable, efficient and effective security
forces.
Furthermore the OECD proposes five basic principles of SSR:
· People centred, locally owned, based on democratic norms and
human rights principles.
· Seen as a framework to structure thinking about how to face
diverse security challenges.
· Founded on activities with multi-sectoral strategies.
· Developed according to good governance principles such as
transparency and accountability.
· Implemented through clear processes and policies for justice to
be delivered equitably.
By using these structures together, a framework can be created
for SSR in post-conflict environments allowing greater clarity to
see how it can be practically applied. However, this framework is
incomplete as it does not account for the challenges SSR faces.
The Challenges
Two significant conceptual challenges relate to SSR
implementation. The first one stems from SSR bridging previous
discourses of security policy, peace-building, democracy
promotion and development cooperation. “These cross-sectoral
characteristics make the SSR approach innovative and promising
while simultaneously rendering it more demanding in terms of
conceptualisation and, especially its implementation.”16 The
SSR concept requires close collaboration between very different
communities - the development and conflict transformation
community on one side and the traditional, military focused
security community on the other. Both communities struggle
to reconcile their world views. Hanggi develops this further by
claiming that ‘cleavages’ exist between these communities. He
posits that the military, security community views, “SSR - with an
emphasis on security actor capacity-building - as a short-term exit
strategy”, while the conflict transformation community considers
SSR, “as a component part of longer term reconstruction and
development.” This can be criticised as an unfair generalisation.
For example, KFOR inherited various responsibilities in 1999 and
continues to this day to perform duties more suited to civilian
agencies. Also KFOR has been involved in capacity-building for
over a decade and is still engaged.
Furthermore, donor countries often provide for both
communities. The EU members provide to both KFOR (military,

security community) and to EULEX (conflict
transformation community). Therefore, if costs
or the length of the mission becomes an issue
for donors, both communities will find political
will lacking to support an SSR process.
The second challenge is that this cleavage
nurtures different approaches among
national and international donors, resulting
in an incoherent policy. “There has been a
lack of coherence in the efforts of various
interveners…due to the lack of an overarching
decision-making framework”.17 In essence
the decision-making environment has been
fragmented due to the fact that SSR issues
tend to be shared amongst international
(UN), regional (NATO, EU) and national
organisations. The communication across
these jurisdictions is sometimes weak.
SSR obviously presents more practical
challenges specifically to military
peacekeeping forces involved in postconflict SSR. The postmodern soldier is
not only expected to be a fighter but also
a peacekeeper, policeman, diplomat,
social worker and capacity-builder. Any
type of external intervention is examined
in the light of international legitimisation
and that deployments are becoming more
internationalised. “SSR entails the use of
methods and activities not generally common
to the military, this constitutes in many cases,
a stretch of the capabilities and capacities
of military organisations, in addition to
claiming territory traditionally covered by
development agencies”.18 Therefore while the
responsibility of providing a safe and secure
environment (SASE) with a multinational force
is challenging, the additional tasks of SSR can
be particularly difficult to implement.
It is apparent that the practical
implementation of SSR, where external donors
are involved, presents many challenges
which are situation dependent. These range
from overdependence of recipient countries/
organisations on donor nations/organisations
to friction between recipient and donor, when
organisational cultural issues arise, which I
personally experienced in Kosovo.
Friction may also arise when recipient, or
even donor expectations of the SSR process,
are not met. “Expecting too much from the
process can lead to the setting of unrealistic
time frames and inadequate contingency
planning, not to mention the deleterious
impact on local morale if program goals are
not met.”19 In general as the SSR concept
evolves, both recipients and donors
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require greater modesty in establishing their
goals and greater patience in seeing them
through.
There is a growing body of literature
espousing a gender-sensitive approach
to SSR often basing its foundations on
the UNSCR 1325.20 Men and women are
affected by violence and discrimination in
very different ways and to very different
degrees, so that their respective security
requirements are not identical. In regard
to the exercise of direct gender-specific
physical violence (where violence may be
directed against men or women) the focus of
this violence is predominantly on women.
Gender-specific violence affects primarily,
though not only women – a phenomenon
that can often be traced to traditional
values, norms, stereotypes and structures,
which force women into predetermined,
usually disadvantageous roles and allow
them to be made victims of physical, sexual
and psychological violence.21
Therefore another challenge of SSR is
to actively involve women, which is not
so straightforward in a sector seen as a
traditional male bastion, where men are
the major players. Figure 1 presents a
SSR conceptual framework. SSR should
be implemented over time through shaping
measures and application of principles in
order to achieve the objectives. However,
challenges exist, which can not only disrupt
the achievement of these objectives but also
disrupt the application of SSR principles.
By recognising these challenges in the SSR
structure, the conceptual framework is
complete.
NATO, EU and SSR
Most literature on the modern concept
of SSR accepts it as a constructive
development. But what if its implementation
is inconsistent? What if even some of
its basic concepts are flawed? Some
commentators call into question the
ideological pillars of post-conflict nationbuilding which, they argue, are being
exploited by Western states to justify a new
form of interventionism or promote a post
9/11 agenda of stabilisation. In this view
of SSR, NATO is seen as an instrument of
this interventionism rather than as a military
alliance.22
Some would hold that NATO has
exercised significant power to shape the
new members from Eastern and Central
Europe through, “the shared ideational
framework established via teaching [which]
also empowered subsequent persuasive
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Above: Figure 1 SSR
Framework.

appeals launched in the name of liberal-democratic norms”.23
They argue that although the NATO programmes did lead to
more transparent inclusive arrangements,24 the implementation
process was selective with NATO creating a new generation
of elites. NATO became one of the main institutions involved
in a process of “developmental democracy.” However when
describing how NATO reformed security sectors in post
communist countries you cannot disregard the fact that the EU
also carried out reforms and accepted many of these States into
an enlarged EU. NATO created security sectors under national
democratic control and that if ‘elites’ existed they were subject
to Western democratic ideals. In his address to NATO members,
Secretary General Rasmussen (2011) succinctly described
NATO’s modern role:
“Smart Defence is not about NATO imposing anything on
nations. It is about enabling them to work better, more effectively
and efficiently together. NATO’s role is to set the strategic
direction, to identify possible areas of cooperation, to act as a
clearing house, and to share best practices.”
In 2013 in Ireland he continued this theme:
“NATO, the European Union, and the Defence Forces of Ireland,
all need the right capabilities to get the job done. Yet acquiring
and developing such capabilities during a major economic crisis
represents a particular challenge. One way to overcome this
challenge is through increased multinational cooperation. This
means nations working together to deliver military capabilities
that they cannot afford to deliver on their own...because we live
in tough economic times and each of our nations only has one
budget and one set of armed forces.”
A central component of SSR is the reform or creation of
an army in the post-conflict society. “Armed forces that are
ethnically representative in their ranks and leadership can
encourage a sense of commonality across ethnic boundaries,
which can help secure a fragile peace.”25 This is not always
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possible due to various post-conflict issues, but the building
of an inclusive army, while a challenge, if done successfully,
“may contribute towards nation building that transcends ethnic
divisions, reducing their salience - and thus the risk of new armed
conflict.”26
The building or reform of an army is a huge undertaking
and multinational organisations such as NATO have a greater
capacity in this regard then one single donor. Linked to this is
the understanding that SSR requires a comprehensive approach
in order to reform all aspects of the sector. SSR needs to
be “pursued with the objective of contributing to a secure
environment conducive for development.”27 NATO is an obvious
partner to the EU and UN in this regard. In Kosovo, EULEX and
NATO run SSR projects side by side. The Berlin Plus Agreement
is a political framework designed to support the strategic
partnership between the EU and NATO and as 21 of the 27 EU
members are NATO allies, this should be a closely coordinated
relationship.
However some would argue that the USA will support the
Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) only as long as
it does not challenge NATO’s primacy as the military decision-

Above: Members of
the Kosovo Security
Force on parade.

making body in Europe. Turkey has
obstructed all developments beyond the
Berlin Plus agreement over its stance on
Cyprus. In essence, both NATO and the EU
are the sum of their member states, and if
these do not agree on how or where SSR
should be implemented, future post-conflict
SSR efforts shall be constrained. Therefore
political strategic differences may lead to
practical SSR implementation challenges.
When we consider one Balkan area,
Kosovo, currently a relatively benign
environment, even here we see serious
challenges for SSR implementation. The
basis for NATO redefining its roles in Kosovo
comes from the new NATO strategic concept
‘NATO 2020’. This document presents an
insight into its strategy in the Balkans, which
is basically that all former Yugoslav republics
will be welcome to join NATO, accepting that
one applies for membership, meets
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required standards and that it is voluntary.
Currently NATO is providing a Ministerial
Advisory Team (MAT) 28 to prospective or new
members throughout the Balkans, and one
of those teams is in Kosovo.
Figure 2 illustrates how NATO has moved
from focused engagement in 1999 through
to deterrent presence, and is now planning

to move to minimum presence as the
security situation improves. However prior to
exit, the MCAD becomes the main focus in
order to create a sustainable security sector.
Part of the problem in Kosovo, is that while
NATO is preparing for minimum presence
and implementing SSR, in order to create
a sustainable homogenous locally owned
security sector, there is no internationally
recognised government to hand over these
responsibilities to.
The SSR framework and NATO’s place in
it should fit Kosovo perfectly, and yet even
in this relatively benign environment serious
challenges remain. This may be due to the
gaps which exist in relation to Kosovo and
the KSF, perhaps due to the ‘debate’ over
Kosovo’s status, or the KSF’s formation
being relatively recent. The various theories
on SSR and how it should be applied, do not
address the international law issues Kosovo
faces. There are no theories on how SSR
should be applied in an international law
vacuum. SSR was designed for transforming
failed and post-conflict states but is
Kosovo a state? 29 NATO cannot accept a
military force in Kosovo other than itself
under UNSCR 1244, yet it is standing up
the KSF. NATO cannot accept Kosovo into
PfP because it is not a sovereign state in
international law, yet NATO has a NATO
Advisory Team (NAT) in the KSF ministry,
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Below: Figure 2.
NATO: Move from
engagement to exit.

implementing NATO standard procedures. The
EU are slowly trying to create the conditions for
agreement on the wider issues. However, the recent
EU brokered agreement between Serbia and Kosovo
in April 2013 means that although Serbia has
accepted the IiK’s authority to govern all of Kosovo,
with Kosovo granting a large part of autonomy to the
northern enclave, the KSF shall not deploy/recruit
to the northern enclave for the foreseeable future
which means that the KSF will not become ethnically
representative. Therefore we see a desired SSR end
state being thwarted by political reality.
Even recently, deficiencies are recognised at
the ‘tactical level’. “The Division (MCAD) would
be best served and have more of an impact if the
mentors were from one country only. Multinational
involvement does not help to achieve goals unless
they can work from a recognised KSF training
doctrine which does not exist in print at this time.”30
Conclusion
SSR it is a worthy concept, but it is incredibly
difficult to implement. Yet these challenges do
not undermine SSR as a concept, rather they
highlight how difficult SSR implementation is.
SSR is inherently a positive process that is worth
engaging in for both donor and recipient once
the central principles of democratisation and
recipient participation are adhered to and once the
process is seen to achieve tangible benefit. SSR
is also inherently a political process; therefore in
countries with weak institutions and persisting
tensions such as exist in Kosovo, perhaps greater
emphasis should be placed on preparing political
conditions for SSR, before encouraging ambitious
and sensitive reforms. However the reasons for
establishing the KSF in place of the KPC are varied
and compelling and are the subject for another
article.
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THE PRICE OF EXTREME AUSTERITY
Senan Hogan reports for SIGNAL from the streets of Athens, where civil unrest has been met
by a beleaguered police force who have also been accused of excessive force. Meanwhile,
the country’s 90,000 strong military remain in barracks due to historical associations
with the military junta which ruled the country in the late sixties and early seventies.
Photographs by Barry Gunning.

A

thens is the ancient birthplace of
democracy yet that hard-fought
for democracy has been severely
tested in recent times as thousands
of riot police are a regular sight on the
streets. Anti-austerity protests are almost
a weekly occurrence yet the 90,000-strong
Hellenic Army, which is one of the longestestablished military forces in the world, is
unable to aid the police due to sensitive
historical factors linked to the military junta
which ruled 40 years ago.
A total of 21,381 police officers were
deployed or were on standby for the
protests during last year, according to
the Ministry of Public Order and Citizen
Protection, which has overall authority
for the Hellenic Police. However numbers
peaked to 21,855 the previous year while
15,183 police were on duty for public
marches during 2010. Authorities have
ordered the painful tax hikes, job and
wage cuts and financial reforms in order to
receive €200 billion of loans from the EU
and the International Monetary Fund. But
the measures proscribed by its lenders have
pushed unemployment to almost 30 per
cent - Europe’s highest - and the country is
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Below: A youth is
arrested (by Athen’s
riot police) after a
protest march by
school and college
students turns
violent. Youths hurled
petrol bombs and
rocks and chanted “
cops, bastards, child
killers”

now battling its fifth year of deep recession.
Unlike the Irish Defence Forces who are assigned roles as
aids to the national police force in maintaining security, the
Hellenic Army is never seen in security related roles due to
historical factors like the military junta that ruled the country
more than 40 years ago. There are currently 90,000 Army
personnel on active duty, of which 30,000 are conscripted as
there is mandatory military service of nine months for all men
between the ages of 18 and 45.
Political commentator Costas Lakafossis explained: “There
was a military junta from 1967 to 1974 in Greece, and people
are still very sensitive about the military interfering with politics
and everyday life.
“It is common to see the army helping during floods, forest
fires or blizzards, but never in the place of the police, against
the citizens. Even when a protest invaded the Greek military HQ
in Athens a few months ago, it was the police that were called
to deal with the situation, even though the military police and
the Army had every legal right to act if they wanted to.”
Policing of the protests is led by a special division of the
Hellenic Police known as the Units for the Re-instatement of
Order, also known as the MAT, which is highly-trained in riot
control techniques.
MAT officers are issued with standard equipment such as a
helmet with visor, a plexi-glass shield, a gas mask, a baton, a
service issue sidearm, tear gas canisters, stun grenades and
handcuffs.
On a regular basis during the anti-austerity demonstrations
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the Division has to deal with protesters throwing missiles such
as stones, bottles and Molotov cocktails. In public protest
situations, the MAT is organised in a series of squads controlled
by a commanding officer who gives orders while liaising via radio
with headquarters. As is standard with such divisions, the MAT
do not bear their identification number, or any other personal
identification.
I visited Athens last December to report on the protests
marking the fourth anniversary of the shooting dead by police of
15 year old schoolboy Alexandros Grigoropolous in the inner city
area of Exarcheia.
Two police officers were later convicted and sentenced
to prison terms in 2010 for their role in the death of the
teenager. The scene of his death is now covered with antigovernment graffiti, flowers, candles, and scribbled vows to fight
the police decorate the spot where he was shot.
Observers believe the rioting - the worst since Greece became
a democracy in 1974 - was merely a trigger for widespread
frustration among young people as a result of spiralling
unemployment, simmering corruption and austerity measures
aimed at saving the country from complete economic meltdown.
The death of Alexandros Grigoropolous was the precurser to
scores of anti-austerity demonstrations in the past four years
that sometimes cripple daily life in Athens. Pupils in secondary
schools even regularly take part in protests on their lunch
breaks before returning to class again.
Commentator Mr Lakafossis explained: “The youngsters
see general uprest all around them. They see their parents
complaining and they watch the news every day, so they feel
anxious to do something about this,”
“Some chose to live the adventure of rioting because the
adrenaline rush is an added bonus, but I wouldn’t say this is the
only reason. There’s another reason for the high representation

Above: Riot police
move into the
Exarchia area of
Athens to disperse
rioters after a march
to mark the shooting
dead by police of 15year-old Alexandros
Grigoropoulos 4
years ago. The
killing sparked off 3
weeks of continuous
rioting at the time.

of teenagers at the front-line in riots, rather
than older, more hard core participants.
The police has kept records of previous
arrests and well-known troublemakers.
So recently they started by picking them
up for questioning on the day before a
demonstration, which means: ‘We know
you, we keep an eye on you, you are on
probation, so you’d better behave or else’”.
Anti-austerity graffiti is everywhere in
inner city communities - on street walls but
also daubed at night on the exteriors of
shops and businesses. Crippling general
strikes by public sector workers are a
regular feature of daily life as buses and
trains are halted, ferries are confined to
port and hospitals run on skeleton staff
while archaeological sites and museums
remained shut. Retailers generally pay a
hefty price during protests as they often
have to close early and shutter down their
premises to prevent any damage. The
spectacle of the mass demonstrations soon
fades for tourists too as many have to be in
temporary lock-down in their hotels.
Even guests at the famous five-star
Hotel Grande Bretagne, where Winston
Churchill stayed shortly after World War
II, are regularly inconvenienced because it
overlooks Constitution Square where many
marchers assemble outside the nearby
parliament buildings. The depth of the
recession is visibly evident in the number of
footwear repair shops that have sprung up
on affluent shopping streets where designer
brands outlets were forced to close down.
With a long journey back to economic
independence ahead, many observers fear
it will be a long time before Greece, with its
rich cultural and political history, resumes
its rightful place in the heart of a more
economically-stable Europe.

Senan Hogan is a journalist based in Dublin
and writes regularly for the national press.
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| The Irish Volunteers |

GENESIS: FROM THE IRISH VOLUNTEERS TO THE DEFENCE FORCES
SIGNAL examines a decade of war and the formation of Óglaigh Na hÉireann, The Irish Defence Forces.
By Lar Joye, Curator at the National Museum of Ireland and military historian.

F

rom 1914 to 1923 the Irish people
endured ten years of intense military
activity, including participation in a
World War, an urban insurrection, a Guerrilla
War and finally a bitter Civil War. The result
was a new nation bearing both the hopes of
many of its citizens, and the pain left by the
wars that had brought it into being. During
this period an Irish Army was established and
developing from a small volunteer paramilitary
force into an army of 10,000 capable of
fighting a guerrilla war from 1919-21 with its
General Headquarters based in Dublin.
THE IRISH VOLUNTEERS –
MODERN IRELANDS FIRST ARMY
Early in the 20th Century, Irish men and
women began to create paramilitary units
to support their political objectives. By
the summer of 1914 a quarter of a million
people, Ulster Volunteers and Irish Volunteers
were preparing for the confrontation they
believed to be imminent. When in January
1913 the British government started to
move towards ‘Home Rule’, a form of greater
autonomy for Ireland, northern Protestants
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Above: ‘The Birth
of The Republic’
by Walter Paget,
showing the GPO
during the British
Army assault.

created a new military force to defend their interests – the
Ulster Volunteer Force (UVF). Led by retired British Army officers
and numbering about 85,000, the Ulster Volunteers quickly
began training for possible conflict. In response to the UVF, on
25th November 1913, the Irish Volunteers were established
at a public meeting held in the Rotunda Rink in Dublin. The
founders included The O’Rahilly, a member of the governing
body of the Gaelic League, Eoin Mac Néill, Professor of Early
and Mediaeval Irish History at University College Dublin, and
Padraig Pearse, another prominent member of the Gaelic
League. The primary aim was “to secure and maintain the rights
and liberties common to the whole people of Ireland” They were
led by Professor Eoin Mac Neill and as the late Lt Col (Ret’d) J.P.
Dugan, author of A History of the Irish Army, has shown the Irish
Volunteers or, in Irish, Óglaigh na hÉireann has evolved into the
modern Irish Defence Forces.
Within seven months, with the support of the Irish
Parliamentary Party led by John Redmond MP, 150,000 Irish
men and women had joined and begun to train, even in the
absence of uniforms and weapons. It was only in August 1914
that the Irish Volunteers issued a design for a uniform and their
buttons and cap badge design are still part of Irish Defence
Forces uniforms today.
OUTBREAK OF WORLD WAR 1
While Ireland was getting ready for a civil war in the summer
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of 1914, world war broke out on 4th August and Ireland (as
part of the United Kingdom) was automatically involved. Over
the course of the war, about 200,000 Irishmen volunteered
to fight in the British Army. John Redmond MP, leader of the
Irish Parliamentary Party, argued that Irishmen should support
Britain’s war effort to ensure Home Rule and 80,000 men of
the National Volunteers1 joined the British Army in the first
nine months of the war. The British Army was quickly forced to
retreat with the French armies in what became known as the
Retreat from Mons and a stalemate ensued with all the armies
settling down to trench warfare. The Western Front was now
700 km long of which the British Army was responsible for 90
km and this is where they fought all their famous battles such
as the Somme and Ypres. The small professional British Army
was unable to cope with the demands of the World War and
new divisions of volunteers were raised, including three Irish
Divisions – the 10th (Irish), 36th (Ulster) and the 16th (Irish).
Eventually conscription was introduced in January 1916 in Great
Britain but not Ireland. Over the next 4 years 30,000 Irishmen
were to die in battle or of disease with the British Army. At
home the remainder of the Irish Volunteers continued to oppose
British rule.
The Irish Citizen Army was formed primarily to defend union
members during the Great Strike and Lockout of 1913 by Irish
Transport and General Workers Union leader Jim Larkin. After
the defeat of the Great Strike the Citizen Army was reorganised
into a small, armed and trained group under the leadership of
James Connolly. Connolly was a convinced Marxist socialist
and believed in the use of physical force to bring about political
change and by 1916 was openly calling for insurrection in his
newspapers, the Irish Worker and later the Worker’s Republic. A
small group of Irish Republican Brotherhood (IRB) 2 conspirators
within the Irish Volunteers were also planning an insurrection
and concerned that Connolly would embark on premature
military action with his small force (about 200 strong) inducted
him onto the IRB’s Supreme Council to co-ordinate their
preparations for armed rebellion. On 02 April 1914 a women’s
paramilitary organisation known as, Cumann na mBan, was
formed in Dublin as an auxiliary of the Irish Volunteers and its
executive was subordinate to that of the Volunteers.

The Easter Rising began early on Monday
morning, 24 April 1916, when about 1,200
Volunteers and Citizen Army members took
over strong-points in Dublin city centre.
The rebel headquarters was located at the
General Post Office (GPO), Sackville St (now
O’Connell Street) where James Connolly,
overall military commander and four other
members of the Military Council: Padraig
Pearse, Tom Clarke, Seán MacDiarmada
and Joseph Plunkett were located. After
occupying the Post Office, the Volunteers
hoisted the Irish Republic flag3 and Pearse
read a Proclamation of the Republic.
Elsewhere, rebel forces occupied the
following locations:
1st Battalion –
		
		
2nd Battalion –
		
		
3rd Battalion –
		
		
4th Battalion –
		
		
5th Battalion –
		
Citizen Army –
		
Citizen Army –
Below: The ruins of
the GPO after the
rising.

Citizen Army –
		

Four Courts, Church
Street, King St.
Comdt Daly.
Jacob’s factory, Kevin St,
Camden St.
Comdt MacDonagh.
Boland’s Bakery, Grand
Canal St.
Comdt de Valera.
South Dublin Union,
Marrowbone Lane.		
Comdt Eamon Ceannt.
Ashbourne. 		
Comdt Thomas Ashe.
St Stephens Green.
Comdt Michael Mallin.
City Hall.			
Capt Sean Connolly.
Mendacity Institute.
Capt Sean Heuston.

The Easter Rising
The crucial event of Ireland’s ten year ordeal was the Easter
Rising. A relatively small but determined group of Irish men and
women took the opportunity offered by Britain’s conflict with
Germany to strike a blow for Irish independence. The Rising was
organised by a small group called the Military Council which
was a subcommittee of the Supreme Council of the IRB and
included Padraig Pearse, Joseph Plunkett, Eamon Ceannt, Sean
MacDiarmada and James Connolly. Many of the Military Council
were officers in the Professor Mac Neill led Irish Volunteers. The
date was set for Easter Sunday 1916 – April 23rd. On that day
the Military Council integrated the Irish Volunteers, the Citizen
Army and Cumann na mBan into the ‘Army of the Irish Republic’.
Padraig Pearse was appointed overall Commandant-General and
James Connolly Commandant-General of the Dublin Division.
Professor Mac Neil having first supported the Rising plan later
countermanded it. The Rising eventually went ahead on Easter
Monday but the confusion resulted in the fighting been confined
mainly to Dublin.
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About 200 women participated in the Rising,
while the role of Countess Markievicz,
second-in-command at St. Stephen’s Green
is well known the contributions of many
other brave women are less familiar. Most
served as nurses, cooks and couriers but
some Citizen Army women fought alongside
the men. Doctor Kathleen Lynn, a Captain
in the Irish Citizen Army, fought with the
insurgents at City Hall. During the Rising,
on the British side, many Irish Regiments
became involved including 467 men of the
10th (Commercials) Battalion, Royal Dublin
Fusiliers who were based at Royal Barracks
(now Collins Barracks) and fought against
the insurgents at the Mendacity Institute.
The Rising took the British Administration by
surprise however reinforcements were rushed
to Dublin and after six days of fighting the
rebels surrendered.
The week of urban warfare left 450
people dead and 2,614 wounded. Over
200 buildings had been destroyed and the
damage has been estimated at £2 million (in
excess of e138 million at current values).
O’Connell Street was reduced to ruins, and
the General Post Office, one of Dublin’s
grandest buildings, was now a burnt-out shell.
Following the surrender the British Authorities
decided to execute 90 of the leaders and 14
were actually executed by firing squad, an act
that turned them into martyrs in the eyes of
much of the Irish population, both at home
and overseas. Connolly was the last to die,
shot propped up in a chair because of his
wounds from the Rising. British Politicians
realising their mistake stopped any further
executions however the course of Irish
History had changed.
The War of Independence
In the General Election of December
1918, Sinn Féin won 73 of the 105 Irish
seats and decided to establish an Irish
Parliament in Dublin instead of sitting in
the UK Parliament at Westminster. This
parliament, known as the First Dáil, met at
the Mansion House on 21 January 1919.
It reaffirmed the 1916 Declaration with the
Declaration of Independence, and issued a
Message to the Free Nations of the World,
calling for recognition for the Irish Republic.
The Irish Volunteers, reorganised in 1917,
as the ‘Irish Republican Army’ or IRA4 were
recognised as the legitimate army. The IRA
was perceived by some members of Dáil
Éireann to have a mandate to wage war on
the British administration. While it was not
clear, in the beginning of 1919, that the
Dáil ever intended to gain independence by
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military means, and war was not explicitly threatened in Sinn
Féin’s 1918 manifesto, an incident that occurred on 21 January
1919, the same day as the First Dáil convened pre-empted
any such democratic decision. Several IRA members acting
independently at Soloheadbeg, in County Tipperary, led by Seán
Treacy, Seamus Robinson, Sean Hogan and Dan Breen, attacked
and shot two Royal Irish Constabulary (RIC) officers, Constables
James McDonnell and Patrick O’Connell, who were escorting
explosives. Breen later recalled:
“...we took the action deliberately, having thought over the
matter and talked it over between us. Treacy had stated to me
that the only way of starting a war was to kill someone, and we
wanted to start a war, so we intended to kill some of the police
whom we looked upon as the foremost and most important
branch of the enemy forces.”5
This is widely regarded as the beginning of the War of
Independence. The British trained many of their opponents
without realising it. After the 1916 Rising, the British
government conveniently imprisoned many of the rebels together
at Frongoch Camp in Wales. There they exchanged ideas and
planned strategy for the struggle. At the same time, other
Irishmen were being demobilised from the British Army, having
learned the basics of military operations during World War 1.
The War of Independence (January 1919 to July 1921) remained
essentially a guerrilla war that followed a format that was to be
repeated throughout the 20th Century. The war started slowly
in 1919, developing momentum in 1920 to violent explosion in
1921.
In December 1920, in the middle of the War of Independence,
the British Government passed the Government of Ireland Act.
This proposed the partitioning Ireland into two parts, each of
which would have a separate home rule parliament. In 1921
the first elections were held to these new bodies. The general
election created the House of Commons of Northern Ireland,
and the House of Commons of Southern Ireland. Sinn Féin
nationalists participated in these elections but refused to
recognise the new home rule parliaments. Instead the Party
treated the elections as elections for all of the island of Ireland
to a Second Dáil. The general election to the Northern Ireland
House of Commons occurred on 24 May. Of 52 seats, forty
were won by Unionists, six by moderate Nationalists and six by
Sinn Féin. No actual polling took place in the Southern Ireland
constituencies, as all 128 (124 Sinn Fein and 4 Unionists)
candidates were returned unopposed. The second Dáil elected
Eamon de Valera as President of the Irish Republic.
After 30 months of guerrilla war, both the British Government
and the leaders of the IRA sought to bring this ugly conflict to an
end and a Truce was called on 12 July 1921. Following months
of negotiations Michael Collins, on behalf of the Second Dáil,
signed a treaty accepting a division of Ireland into an Irish Free
State (26 counties) and Northern Ireland (6 counties). However
peace was short-lived and within a year civil war erupted.
The Civil War
The Second Dáil formally ratified the Treaty on 7 January
1922 by 64 votes to 57. Following the Treaty’s ratification
the political consensus within Sinn Féin ruptured, de Valera
resigned as President of the Republic and a “Provisional
Government”, headed by Michael Collins and Arthur Griffith,
set about establishing the Irish Free State and organising the
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transfer of power from the British administration to that State.
The political split also extended to the IRA which broke into
pro and anti Treaty factions. Few of the IRA commanders in
the field supported the treaty, and the majority of rank and
file men followed their local commander. The anti-Treaty IRA
formed their own “Army Executive”, which they declared to be
the real government of the country, despite the result of the
1921 general election. The Provisional Government reformed the
pro-treaty IRA into The National Army. The National Army was
initially composed of men in units of the IRA that supported the
Treaty; with its original command structure closely following that
of the War of Independence period IRA. On 31 January 1922 the
first unit of the National Army, an IRA unit of the Dublin Guard,
took possession of Beggars Bush Barracks, the first British
barracks to be handed to the new State. In February 1922, the
Provisional Government began to recruit volunteers into the
National Army.
The General Election was held on 18 June 1922, Fifty-eight
Sinn Fein supporters of the Treaty were elected compared to
thirty-six Sinn Fein opponents of the Treaty. In addition, the
thirty-four non-Sinn Fein candidates, elected from parties, such
as Labour and Farmers, also favoured the Treaty. The results of
the election bestowed legitimate democratic authority upon the
Irish Free State, the Provisional Government and the National
Army. De Valera, his political followers and the anti Treaty forces
continued to oppose the wishes of the people.
On 14 April 1922, 200 anti-treaty forces led by Rory O’Connor
occupied the Four Courts and several other buildings in central
Dublin, resulting in a tense stand-off. On 27 June 1922, the
anti-treaty Four Courts garrison kidnapped General JJ “Ginger”
O’Connell, of the National Army. After giving the Four Courts
garrison a final ultimatum to leave the building, the Provisional
Government decided to end the stand-off by shelling the Four

Above: IRA members
on Grafton Street.

Courts garrison into surrender
on 28 June 1922. This was
the point of no return and is
regarded as the beginning of
the Civil War. The Provisional
Government appointed Michael
Collins as Commander-in-Chief
of the National Army.
After the capture of the Four
Courts the Civil War developed
essentially into a guerrilla war
fought mainly in Munster. On
24 May 1923 the Anti Treaty
Forces, facing defeat in the
field, decided to dump their
arms thus bringing to an end
a sad chapter in Irish history.
The short but bitter Civil War,
claimed the lives of 900 Irish
people including Michael
Collins and Liam Lynch the
commanders of the National
Army and the anti-treaty forces
respectively. The Civil War
divided friends and relatives,
and contributed to a long-lasting
schism in Irish society, which is only now
being healed.
Challenge to the democratic
foundations of the State.
On 3 August 1923 the Irish Free State
passed the Defence Forces (Temporary
Provisions) Act, raising “an armed force
to be called Óglaigh na hÉireann ....
consisting of such number of officers,
non-commissioned officers, and men as
may from time to time be provided by the
Oireachtas.” The establishment date of
Óglaigh na hÉireann was set as 01 Oct
1924. Following the General Election on 27
August 1923, the Cumann na nGaedheal
minority Government under the Presidency
of W.T. Cosgrave, quickly set about reducing
the size of the National Army from a Civil
War high of about 50,000 to a peace time
force of about 10,000.
On 7 March 1924 a group of army officers
led by Major General Liam Tobin and Colonel
Charles Dalton both members of the IRAO6
with grievances about demobilisation and
promotions demanded the removal of the
Army Council7, the immediate suspension
of Army demobilisation and the setting up
of an inquiry into army administration. The
immediate response was to order the arrest
of the two officers on a charge of mutiny.
On 8 March the Minister of Defence,
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Below: Recruiting Notice for Óglaigh na hÉireann

General Mulcahy, made an announcement
to the Army:
“Two Army officers have attempted to
involve the Army in a challenge to the
authority of the Government. This is an
outrageous departure from the spirit of the
Army. It will not be tolerated. Particularly it
will not be tolerated by the officers and men
of the Army who cherish its honour. . .”8
In the midst of this challenge Cosgrave
fell ill, and it was left to his cabinet
colleagues to deal with the crisis. Led by
Kevin O’Higgins, they defused it through
a combination of appeasement and
firmness. The Defence Minister, Richard
Mulcahy, was sacrificed, the loyal general
staff was purged, a judicial inquiry into
army administration was announced, and
although finally arrested the ringleaders
were never punished.
The so called Army Mutiny of 1924 was
in some way inevitable considering that
the Volunteers viewed themselves as a
completely independent political/military
entity. The action of General Mulcahy
and the Army Council in resigning when
demanded to do so by the Dáil was
recognition by the military of the civil
authority of the Irish Free State’s parliament
over its military forces. The so called mutiny
was perhaps the final act of the civil war.
Change Of Government 1932
On 9 March 1932, following the 16
February general election, the first change
of government in the Free State took
place. Eamon de Valera’s Fianna Fail Party,
having first entered the Dáil in 1927, won
72 of the 153 seats and with the support
of the 7 seated Labour Party formed a
minority government. This was a true test
of democracy for the 10 year old State
and many wondered if it would be possible
for the victors in the civil war only ten
years before to hand over power to their
opponents. W. T. Cosgrave acknowledging
the democratic will of the people was
determined on a peaceful transition. The
Army, despite the fact that they would now
be taking orders from the men they had
defeated in the civil war also accepted the
change of government thus following the
path set by General Mulcahy and the Army
Council in 1924. Democracy was firmly
established in the fledgling State with the
will of the people being respected and
Óglaigh na hÉireann settled in its role as
the peoples Defence Forces.
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FOOTNOTES:
1. The National Volunteers was the name taken by the majority of
the Irish Volunteers that sided with John Redmond in supporting the
Allied cause.
2. The Irish Republican Brotherhood (IRB) grew out of the Fenian
movement which was founded in the 1850s. It was a secret oathbound fraternal organisation dedicated to the establishment of an
“independent democratic republic” in Ireland during the second half of
the 19th century and the start of the 20th century
3. This flag was returned to Ireland in 1966 by the British Government
and is now on display in the Soldiers & Chiefs Exhibition.
4. The acronym IRA was first used by the IRB organisation in America
(also known as the Fenian Brotherhood). This “Irish Republican Army” of
the 1860s comprised the American Fenians’ paramilitary forces. Fenian
soldiers wearing IRA insignia fought at the Battle of Ridgeway on 2 June
1866.
5. History Ireland, May/June 2007
6. Irish Republican Army Organisation (IRAO) was founded in 1922
after the death of Collins
7. The Army Council consisted of the Army Chief of Staff, the Adjutant
General and the Quartermaster General.
8. Irish Times 10 Mar 1924
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COMMITTED TO SECURITY, CONTRIBUTING TO INDUSTRY
LIEUTENANT COLONEL RAY LANE, OFFICER COMMANDING DEFENCE FORCES ORDNANCE SCHOOL,
EXPLAINS THE BACKGROUND TO THE RECENT CBRNe CONFERENCE IN DUBLIN AND HOW THE
DEFENCE ESTABLISHMENT CAN CONTRIBUTE TO RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND INNOVATION.

C

To this end the Government gave approval to
the Minister of Defence and the Minister for
Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation for Enterprise
Ireland to become proactive in these key
areas.

BRNe World is a private company with a global footprint.
They are the leading exponents of information exchange
for the CBRNe1. community - military, civilian, scientific,
academic, health and environment. CBRNe World personnel
attended the Ordnance Corps exercise “Contained Freedom “in
Dublin Port in 2011. This was a multi-agency exercise built on
lessons identified from previous Ordnance Corps led exercises
dating back to 2006. CBRNe World formally requested to hold
the “All Hazards Response Conference 2013” in Ireland. The
conference was badged by the Defence Forces, Enterprise
Ireland and the Irish Security Research Network and was also
nominated as a “Gathering” event. This event fitted perfectly
with the Minister for Defence’s Ministerial Foreword to the
Strategy Statement for Defence 2011 - 2014, which stated:
“I am determined to further the role that Defence can play
in restoring our economy. I believe that there is potential for
private sector businesses to collaborate with our Defence
Establishment in the area of innovation, research and
development, business start ups and job creation.”

Below: Minister for
Defence, Alan Shatter
TD addressing the
Conference.

BACKGROUND
In recent years the world has witnessed
a series of devastating crises and
disasters - 9/11, the Beslan School
Siege, London and Madrid bombings
2004/7, the Asian tsunami and subsequent
explosion at the Fukushima power plant.
The ‘All Hazards’ approach is to apply a
comprehensive strategy to the problem, to
bring the necessary skills sets and materiel
together in a timely and coordinated response
to deal in a holistic manner with a crisis. The
objective of the conference was to provide a
hands on, learning experience by seeking to
demonstrate how smart CBRNe capabilities
should be deployed.
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The conference was opened by Minister of
Defence, Mr Alan Shatter TD, who detailed
the development of CBRNe expertise since
2001. He also highlighted that Ireland’s
priorities during the EU Presidency include
the development of capabilities in support
of the Common Security and Defence Policy
and to maximise opportunities for Irish
Industry.
There were many interesting and thought
provoking briefs throughout the 2 days.
Those on the explosion at the Fukushima
power plant and the brief on the Escondido
Bomb Factory were of particular interest. Lt
Col Lane briefed on the development of the
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Below Left: Lt Col Ray
Lane addressing the
Conference.
Below right and
bottom images:
The All Hazard
Multi-Agency Team
responds to the
Exercise Scenario.

Defence Forces CBRNe Improvised Device render safe
capability since 2001.
For the All Hazards Response Conference 20I3. The
Defence Forces National CBRNe response team, UK
Hazardous Area Response Team and Paris Fire Brigade
came together as “All Hazards” multi–agency response,
configured to meet the scenario developed for the
conference.
CONFERENCE EXERCISE Scenario
A realistic Exercise Scenario was presented that included
the discovery of a vehicle borne chemical agent device
in a high security area that required an All Hazard multiagency response to deal with the threat.
Footnote:
1. Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear, explosive
(CBRNe).

| Irish/Finnish Peacekeeping Missions |

CELEBRATING A HISTORY OF COOPERATION

O

n Tuesday May 28th, the Embassy of Finland and the Irish Defence Forces launched an exhibition at
Cathal Brugha Barracks which commemorated both Irish and Finnish Peacekeeping and the shared
history of deployment together. Addresses were given by Brigadier General Colm Campbell (Assistant
Chief of Staff Support), General General Paavo Kiljunen (Finnish Defence Forces) and the Ambassador of
Finland to Ireland, H.E. Mr Pertti Majanen. Brigadier General Campbell spoke of the operational experience
which overseas peacekeeping and peace enforcement missions have given to the Defence Forces and
how they have worked so well with the Finnish contingents. General Kiljunen spoke of his own personal
experiences with Irish troops and the shared understanding and values of both nations while Ambassador
Majanen welcomed the considerable diplomatic and military presence at the evening’s event, which also
included Minister of State at the Department of Defence, Mr Paul Kehoe TD. The exhibition was also open to
the public at Rathmines Library. Photographs by Peter Shaughnessy.

Above: Brigadier General Colm Campbell, General Paavo Kiljunen, Brigadier General Michael Finn, Mr Paul Kehoe TD (Minister
of State), Finnish Ambassador to Ireland H.E. Mr.Pertti Majanen, Mr Michael Howard (Secretary General, Department of
Defence), Lieutenant Colonel Joe McDonagh and Commandant Tim O’Brien.
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Above: General Paavo Kiljunen of the Finnish Armed Forces.

Above: Paul Mullally, Philip Brunkard, Michael Butler, George Kerwin, Russian
Defence Attaché Col Alexey Korkach and Tony Roe.

Above: Brigadier General Colm Campbell addressing the event.

Above: Russian Assistant Defence Attaché, Lt Col Evgeny Zakharov, Russian
Defence Attaché Col Alexey Korkach, Brigadier General Michael Finn.

Above: Lt Col Sean Cosden (US Military) and Lt Cdr Stefan
Sivaro (Finnish Navy)
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CHINA-JAPAN-KOREA:
TANGLED RELATIONSHIPS
SANDEEP CHAKRAVORTY OF THE OBSERVER RESEARCH
FOUNDATION PROVIDES AN INDEPTH ANALYSIS OF THE
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN JAPAN, CHINA AND NORTH AND
SOUTH KOREA AND HOW GROWING VOLATILITY IN THE
REGION HAS AFFECTED GEOPOLITICAL STABILITY AND
ECONOMIC PROGRESS AND COOPERATION.
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T

erritorial disputes between China and Japan over the
Senkaku/Diaoyu islands in the East China Sea and
between Japan and South Korea over the Takeshima/
Dokdo islands in the Sea of Japan have, particularly in the
second half of 2012, given rise to concerns about peace
and security in North East Asia. Because China, Japan and
South Korea are, respectively, the 2nd, 3rd and 15th largest
economies in the world, potential regional conflict assumes
great significance. Currently, the China-Japan-Korea bilateral
relationships are mired in complexities spiced by historical
baggage, emotions and strong nationalist fervour. The story
of these tangled relationships is a litany of grievances and
disputes, emerging mostly out of Japan’s colonial rule over the
Korean peninsula and China.
Despite generational change, memories of invasions and
atrocities continue to adversely affect foreign policy. Latent
feelings of slight, disrespect, and disparagement ignite, from
time-to-time, national outrage and upset the delicate regional
power equilibrium. As Fareed Zakaria points out, “Asia’s greatest
geopolitical problem is that its two great powers - with the two
largest economies and militaries - have an unresolved bitter
relationship.”1 Not surprisingly, in 2012 the convergence of
South Korea and China’s territorial disputes with Japan and
Japan’s commemorative services at the Yasukuni shrine on the
67th anniversary of the end of World War II starkly brought to
present day political consciousness deeply divisive memories of
these three nations.2
While China and South Korea blame Japan for not having done
enough to atone for its wartime atrocities and failing to offer an
apology commensurate with their expectations, Japan believes
its contribution towards the economic development of South
Korea and China has been expediently overlooked.3
At the same time, territorial disputes prevent building
enhanced strategic relations amongst these nations, which could
better address the imperative issues relating to North Korean
nuclear and missile threats.4 All three seek to back territorial
claims by upgrading military capabilities, thereby exacerbating
lingering strains.5
Hence, what could be the most powerful triangle on the
international stage is not even in the making.6 Ironically, the
country in North East Asia which has been the biggest source
of tension, i.e. North Korea, has been relatively peaceful vis-àvis immediate external relations, despite a recent changing of
guard brought about by Kim Jong-il’s death and the succession
of his son Kim Jong-un. Although there is progress, particularly
in forging strong economic and trade ties, latent tensions from
historical animosities require only a pretext to give rise to
conflict. Acquisition and testing nuclear and missile technology
by North Korea has raised the spectre of regional conflict.
Japan and South Korea have been at loggerheads with North
Korea, as it steadfastly refused to meet its commitments and
chose to opt out of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT).7
China’s reluctance to use its considerable clout with North
Korea has also created distrust within South Korea and Japan.
So far, considerable economic linkages between China, Japan
and South Korea have not allowed events to get out of hand.
However, this safeguard suffered a serious setback in 2012.
The fragile relationships acquired a shriller tone in recent times
due to China’s rise and the perceived economic benefits of
territorial possessions in regional seas. Growing confidence
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in South Korea, economic stagnation and
rising nationalism in Japan and refusal of
Asia-Pacific neighbours to toe China’s line
have all contributed to increased instability
in North East Asia. China, Japan, North
and South Korea have many complexities
in their bilateral relationships with each
other. Even the closest bilateral relationship
among the group, between China and
North Korea, has its share of uncertainties
and imponderables. China, despite its
significant clout in North Korea, cannot or
does not rein in North Korea’s nuclear and
missile programme. Similarly, the natural
relationship between the two democracies
and US allies, Japan and South Korea, has
its own frailties, exposed in the autumn of
2012. To understand these complexities, it
is useful to examine a few issues in detail
and the underlying reasons for certain
patterns of behaviour.
China-Japan Relations:
Historical context
While Japan’s long chain of invasions and
associated atrocities perpetrated in China
between 1894 and 1945 and modern
Japan’s attitude towards this past are
major issues afflicting current China-Japan
relations, the history predating Japanese
invasions reveals a very different picture.
Through the ages, China and Japan have
influenced each other through writing,
architecture, culture, religion, philosophy
and law. China and Japan never occupied
the world stage as equals.8 For most of
the past 500 years, China was the region’s
hegemon, and Japan accepted its role as a
distant satellite.9 That changed in the late
19th century, as Japan became the first
Asian country to modernise its economy
and society, catching up with the West.
With the Meiji Restoration, Japan began
viewing China as an antiquated civilization,
unable to defend itself against the West.
Japan became militarily strong, and in 1895
it defeated China’s Qing dynasty, gaining
control of Taiwan. This was seen as an
affront to China, which always felt entitled
to the mantle of regional leadership.10 The
other consequence of the war, one with
modern-day ramifications, was Japan’s
annexation of the Senkaku/Daioyu islands.
Upon the establishment of the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) in 1949,
pragmatism led to improving of relations
with Japan. They established diplomatic
relations on September 29, 1972. However,
negotiations for a Sino-Japanese peace and
friendship treaty, which began in
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1974, were broken off in September 1975.
As happened in the autumn of 2012, an
April 1978 dispute over territorial rights
to the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands flared up,
disrupting peace treaty talks. However, talks
were resumed in July 1978, and the Treaty
came into effect on October 23, 1978.
Close cooperation emerged in many areas,
particularly trade and investment. Since
normalisation of relations, both countries
have sought to prevent dispute over the
islands from taking centre stage. Despite
misgivings and lacking trust between both
sides, economic pragmatism and geopolitical considerations, including America’s
active regional role, has ensured peace. The
fine balance maintained started to fall apart
in 2010, with a series of incidents in the
South and East China Seas. These involved
China and its maritime neighbours - notably
Japan, Philippines and Vietnam - over
disputed islands and Exclusive Economic
Zones (EEZ). These disputes in some ways
reached their 2012 crescendo between
Japan and the Philippines.
Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands
The disputed Senkaku/Diaoyu11 islands
are located in an area rich in fisheries and
said to contain significant hydrocarbon
resources. When the US occupation of
Okinawa ended in 1972, the islands were
returned to Japan. However, both Taiwan and
China were quick to claim them. Japan has
laid claim to the islands since the 1800s.
China sees this claim as an initial assertion
of power by imperial Japan. Chinese claims
in the South and East China Seas, where
it believes its EEZ to extend, is seen
as a challenge to maritime neighbours.
Sovereignty over the Senkaku/Diaoyu would
allow China to extend its EEZ right up to
Japan’s territorial waters.12 While most
of the region resents China’s maritime
expansionism, China sees Japan’s maritime
designs as troublesome.13 Although, the two
nations have the same amount of coastline,
Japan by some estimates (by virtue of being
an archipelago) claims an EEZ of 4.5 million
square km, five times greater than China.14
China’s rise, which allowed it to surge
past Japan as the world’s second largest
economy, has further aggravated Japanese
sentiment.
On September 7, 2010, a Chinese fishing
trawler collided with two Japanese Coast
Guard patrol boats near the Senkaku/Diaoyu
islands. The trawler’s captain was arrested
by Japanese sailors, sparking diplomatic
tensions. China resorted to retaliatory
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action, arresting Japanese tourists on trumped-up charges. More
damagingly for Japan, China imposed restrictions on the export
of rare-earths, which are critical for Japan’s hitech industry. This
severely damaged Japanese confidence regarding China as a
reliable partner. In the face of mounting pressure from China and
US intervention, Japan released the fishing boat captain after
two weeks.15
The latest round of recriminations on the Senkaku/Diaoyu
islands began on September 11, 2012, when Japan’s Central
Government bought the three islands it did not already own.16
Ostensibly, it was a bid to foil attempts by Japanese nationalists
to acquire the islands. Shintaro Ishihara, Governor of Tokyo—a
stringent nationalist—intended to buy the islands by establishing
a Senkaku fund. Ishihara claimed his actions were made
in response to the national government’s weak reaction to
Chinese sovereignty claims. China saw Japan’s action as blatant
provocation and a means to solidify control over the disputed
islands. Subsequently, both countries have acted in a manner
that made matters worse. Violent anti-Japan protests broke out
in more than 100 cities across China in September 2012.
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Japanese car makers Toyota and Honda were forced to close
factories in China. Hundreds of Chinese fishing boats began
approaching the islands to assert Chinese claims. They were
joined by an increasing number of Chinese surveillance boats,
many coming dangerously close to Japanese coast guard ships.
Not to be over shadowed, even Taiwan sent a flotilla of
boats to attempt a landing on the islands. On September
18, the anniversary of Japan’s 1931 military invasion of
China, the Chinese blogosphere became hyper-active with
Japanese condemnation. On September 17th, China’s Foreign
Ministry spokesman Hong Lei said, [the] “gravely destructive
consequences of Japan’s illegal purchase were steadily
emerging”. Hong made another stark assessment regarding
the cancelling of a commemoration of the 40th anniversary
normalising of Chinese-Japanese diplomatic ties, which was
scheduled for September 27. Hong said,
“Previously, all concerned in China and Japan hoped that
through this anniversary they could further advance relations
between China and Japan. But due to Japan’s erroneous action
of illegally buying the Diaoyu Islands many plans have been
ruined and currently many activities have been affected. The
culpability entirely lies with Japan.”17
China and Japan: Conflict amidst Cooperation
According to Kazuko Mori of Waseda University, “The huge
contradiction at the centre of Japan-China relations is that
politics and economics are moving in completely opposite
directions”.18 In 2011, bilateral trade reached US$ 349 billion,
and Japanese investment in China reached $6.3 billion, ranking
3rd behind Hong Kong and Taiwan. China was Japan’s largest
trading partner in 2011, and Japan is China’s second- biggest
trading partner after the United States.19 Japan is also China’s
largest outside investor, with Japanese companies employing
about 10 million Chinese nationals.20 The latest round of
disputes had an adverse effect on trade, as indicated by data
from China’s General Customs Administration.21 During the first
eight months of 2012, trade fell 1.4 percent (to $218.7 billion)
after growing by 14.3 per cent in 2011.22 The role of political
tensions in this decline cannot be ignored. Growth of Japanese
investment in China also slowed, growing 16 percent in the first
eight months of 2012 compared to a 50 percent rise over the
same period in 2011.23 While the two countries are economically
tied, Japan has a higher dependence on China than vice-versa.
Japanese exports to China constitute around 50 percent of trade
volume and about 20 percent of its total exports. Consequently,
China has leverage over Japan regarding the imposition of trade
restrictions.24 Japanese automakers, electronics companies and
even supermarkets and convenience stores are heavily invested
in China, in part to escape the shrinking demand at home.
Professor Kazuo Yukawa of Asia University, Tokyo says, “China
and Japan need each other, but honestly speaking, Japan needs
China more”.25 Japanese feel strongly about sovereignty but not
at the expense of business.26 The value of the economic ties may
also explain why the Japanese reaction has been muted and why
even China worked to roll back the protests over the disputed
islands after the initial reaction. There is also a great deal of
business complementarities, as Chinese industry depends
on high technology imports from Japan. Japan’s technological
prowess continues to provide much of the production machinery
in Chinese factories and many core components in Chinese-

72 |

| SUMMER ‘13 |

Below: Former
Japanese Prime
Minister, Yoshihiko
Noda

made products, both of which helped make
China’s rise possible. Japan’s struggling
electronics industry, in turn, is dependent on
sales to China’s lower-cost manufacturers.
On the other hand, low-priced Chinese
goods have been embraced by consumers in
Japan, who are affected by declining wages
and economic stagnation.
Economic dependence between Japan
and China and China and the US is helping
to cool the dispute. However, according
to Victoria Hui of Notre Dame University,
neither China nor Japan has an easy exit
strategy from the tensions.27 For Japan,
China’s untrammelled rise is a serious threat
to its influence in the region and the world.
There is an urge to challenge China either
directly or in unison with other partners.
Consequently, Japan veers between
accommodating China and competing with
it.28 The dispute over the islands is not really
over fishing, oil and gas. Rather, Japan fears
that if it makes concessions to China, China
will sense weakness, preparing the next
demand.29 For Japan, the rising nationalistic
feeling has let a small but vocal group of
nationalists, such as Ishihara, drive the
island agenda.30 The desire to avoid looking
weak constrains Japan’s options for Japan
does not want a repeat of 2010 when it
was forced to release the Chinese captain.
In November 2012, Japan’s Prime Minister
Yoshihiko Noda announced new elections.
On December 16, 2012, the Liberal
Democratic Party (LDP), led by former Prime
Minister Shinzo Abe, returned to power.
Even before the election, Abe pronounced
his views on Chinese relations. He told an
interviewer that “he expects the current
bilateral tensions over disputed islands in
the East China Sea to continue at least for
several more months.
“What we have now are furious fights
between coast guards. For now, we need
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to focus on making sure we defend these
islands. We need to display our strong
resolve and action.”31 The China factor has
led to a rethink in Japan on the value of
Japan-US relations. There has been back
pedalling with regard to the US base at
Okinawa. The Democratic Party of Japan
(DPJ) came to power on the electoral
promise of relocating the US base at
Futenma in Okinawa.
However, they soon realised that Japan
could ill-afford to antagonise the US, and
such plans were shelved. The US-Japan
military treaty also involves the US in the
islands dispute, as the US is treaty bound
to aid Japan in case of conflict with China.
On the other hand, strong Japan-US military
ties act as a balancing and controlling
force on Japan. Unwillingness or inability
to support its most important ally in the
Asia-Pacific would seriously impair the US
“pivot” formulation and its rebalancing
strategy, at least in the eyes of China’s
Asian neighbours.32 In her 18 January 2013
remarks to the media, during the visit of
the new Japanese Foreign Minister Fumio
Kishida, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton
said:“With regard to regional security, I
reiterated longstanding American policy
on the Senkaku Islands and our treaty
obligations. As I’ve said many times before,
although the United States does not take
a position on the ultimate sovereignty of
the islands, we acknowledge they are under
the administration of Japan and we oppose
any unilateral actions that would seek to
undermine Japanese administration and
we urge all parties to take steps to prevent
incidents and manage disagreements
through peaceful means.”33
When the latest round of disputes over
the islands broke out in the autumn of
2012, US Defence Secretary Leon Panetta
rushed to the region to counsel restraint.
Japan has also tried to build relations with
other Asian powers such as India, Vietnam
and Indonesia, in the hope that these ties
will help Japan to deal more effectively
with China’s rise. China has no easy exit
strategy from the tensions. Japan is unlikely
to do anything to make China happy. Unless
Japan surrenders control of the islands,
a virtual impossibility, China will have no
successes to show, making it seem weak.34
China fears that if it fails to press its case,
America and other Asia-Pacific neighbours
will be free to scheme against it.35 China is
critical of the 2011 Japan Defence White
Paper, which mentions the “China threat
theory”. China remains unsatisfied on a

number of fronts with Japan, including Taiwan, Senkaku/Diaoyu,
war reparations and Japanese chemical weapons discarded
in China. “Anger at Japan is real and enduring in China. Years
of patriotic education have deepened the wounds of Japanese
wartime depredations.”36 China and Japan continually debate
over the actual total killed in the ‘Rape of Nanking’. These
disputes have stirred enmity against Japan from the global
Chinese community, including Taiwan. Despite the apologies
from Japan, many Chinese feel there is a lack of true remorse
for the wartime crimes. This is reinforced by past visits by
Japanese Prime Ministers to the Yasukuni Shrine, viewed as a
symbol of Japan’s militarism. Wenfang Tang and Benjamin Darr
concluded in a September 12 paper, “Nationalism serves as a
powerful instrument in impeding public demand for democratic
change.” Based on surveys conducted in the past decade, the
paper concludes that China had the highest level of nationalism
amongst 36 countries and regions surveyed. Japan was not far
behind.37
China obviously carefully assesses the strength of American
commitment to the Asia-Pacific. While China is critical of US
regional intervention,38 it sees value in the US-Japan military
alliance for its moderating influence on Japanese conduct.
China knows that the US-China relationship is too important to
be disrupted by Japan. Despite close China-US ties, particularly
economic (so called G-2), there is a great deal of competition
between the two. The US ‘pivot’ or rebalancing strategy has
definitively increased its role in East Asia.
During the March-April 2012 China-Philippines spat over
sovereignty of the Scarborough shoals, the Philippines directly
appealed for US support, thereby angering China. Since March
2009, the US has heightened regional interest by contesting
Chinese supremacy. Obviously, China perceives US support
for Vietnam and the Philippines as standing up to China in
territorial disputes. In the context of the China-Japan dispute, a
commentary carried by the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) Daily
on 12 September noted: “The Japanese government should
not anchor its hopes on the ‘U.S.-Japan Security Treaty’, which
can serve at best as a mere ‘whetstone’ on which the Chinese
military will convert pressure into power. On the other hand,
Japanese people should really think carefully about when the
Uncle Sam can be trusted, and when the U.S. has ever truly
abandoned its own interests for others?”39
Japan-South Korea Relations
Japan and the Koreas (South and North) have deep historical
animosities fuelling nationalistic feelings. These surface from
time-to-time, causing setbacks to an otherwise healthy economic
relationship, between Japan and South Korea. The depth of
sensitivities is such that even mundane issues, such as Kimchi,
can be subject to bilateral dispute. In the 1990s, a dispute arose
regarding the marketing of Kimchi, a traditional Korean dish.
Japanese Kimchi manufacturers were significantly increasing
production during this time. Korean manufacturers argued
that Japanese Kimchi is fundamentally different, as Japanese
manufacturers skip traditional processes.
Takeshima/Dokdo Islands
More seriously, in 2012 territorial disputes over the contested
Liancourt Rocks40 led to a setback in relations. Known as
Takeshima (Bamboo Island) in Japan and Dokdo (Rock island)
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in South Korea, these islets measure about 19 hectares in
area. They are located almost 200 kilometres from both Japan
and South Korea in the Sea of Japan. These uninhabited
rocks are generally insignificant, except in the minds of South
Koreans and Japanese, where they have invited brinkmanship.
Tensions between South Korea and Japan over Dokdo have been
simmering over the last couple of years, reaching a peak in early
August 2012. The then-President of South Korea, Lee Myungbak, became the first leader to visit the islets. President Lee
added salt to Japanese wound by announcing that if Emperor
Akihito of Japan ever wishes to visit South Korea, he first needed
to apologise for Japan’s colonial rule of the Korean peninsula.
This led to a flurry of invectives from Japan, with then-PM Noda
denying that Japan’s imperial army ever forced Korean women to
work as comfort women, which infuriated South Korea. Tensions
grew to the point that South Korea planned military exercises
on the disputed islets and both countries cancelled a currency
swap deal earlier agreed upon. The quarrel reached ludicrous
levels when PM Noda sent a letter of complaint to President
Lee, who declined to accept it. President Lee sent the letter
back to Gaimusho41 via a Korean diplomat, and Japan refused
to accept it. Eventually, South Korea was able to mail the letter
to Gaimusho. In its 1951 peace treaty with Allied Forces, Japan
relinquished most Korean territory occupied during WW II.
However, Japan insists that the islets were exempted, since they
were declared as part of Shimane prefecture in 1905, five years
before the Japan annexed the Korean peninsula. In 1952, South
Korean President Syngman Rhee unilaterally took control of the
islets by declaring a maritime demarcation line, and in 1954 he
sent troops to occupy the islets. Japan has since described this
as illegal occupation.
South Koreans see the islets as a sacred place to be
protected at all costs. Since 2005, when Seoul began allowing
tourists into the islets, visits have become like pilgrimages. In
2011 alone, 180,000 South Koreans made the arduous trip.
The 25th of October every year is commemorated as Dokdo Day
in South Korea, and Dokdo awareness campaigns have become
a regular occurence. In recent years, Seoul has taken a series
of steps to strengthen its claim over the island, including the
expansion of a naval airbase on the nearby island of Ulleung
to boost Dokdo defences. For South Korea, the issue is about
territory and righting a historical wrong, i.e.
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the 36 year Japanese occupation of the
peninsula. Japan considers Takeshima to
be strategically important. It served as
a temporary watchtower for Japan during
the Russo-Japanese War and for the US
during the Korean War. Although it covers
a miniscule area, sovereignty would allow
Japan to gain control over the EEZ around it
and resources lying therein.42 The island’s
strategic location is fuelling the sovereignty
debate.43 The unprecedented visit by
President Lee to the islets is intriguing
because he had been trying to establish
strong South Korea-Japan relations since
the start of his term in 2008. However,
South Korea-Japan relations have historically
seen both warm and cold phases go sour
in the final year of presidential terms. The
most credible explanation for President
Lee’s actions was a desire to shore up
his approval ratings. However, because
South Korean presidents can be elected
to only one term, such behaviour remains
inexplicable. Unfortunately, these actions
have generated reactions in Japan, even
though Takeshima has so far not been a
political hot potato.
Comfort Women
The euphemism “comfort women” (ianfu)
was coined by Imperial Japan to refer to
young women of various ethnic and national
backgrounds and social circumstances
forced to offer sexual services to Japanese
troops before and during the Second World
War. The Tokyo tribunal did not punish any
Japanese leaders for the abuse of comfort
women. According to C. Sarah Soh,44 it
is believed that most of the estimated
50,000-200,000 comfort women were
Koreans. Even today, many surviving comfort
women, now in their 80s, protest in front
of the Japanese embassy in Seoul every
Wednesday.
As they continue to strive for
acknowledgment and a sincere apology,
the Japanese court system has rejected
their compensation claims citing lack of
evidence. Japan has steadfastly maintained
that the San Francisco Peace Treaty and
the 1965 Japan-Republic of Korea Basic
Relations Treaty settled all post-war claims
to compensation. Nonetheless, in response
to mounting international pressure to
compensate former comfort women, Japan
acknowledged its moral responsibility and
established the Asian Women’s Fund (AWF)
to express national atonement. From the
perspective of groups demanding state
compensation, the AWF is a convenient
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and grassroots activists are campaigning for legislation that
would authorise an investigation into the comfort women issue,
an apology, and compensation. In contrast, conservative neonationalists feel neither a moral nor legal responsibility for the
comfort women survivors.

ploy aimed at evading legal responsibility.
The AWF has been controversial from its
formation in July 1995 and created divisions
among pro-comfort women activists.
Comfort women remained a non-issue
for both Japan and South Korea during the
fourteen years (1952-1965) of negotiations
to normalize bilateral relations. The 1982
history textbook45 controversy in Japan,
which epitomised Japan’s nationalist view
of Korean colonisation, fuelled tension and
disagreement with South Korea (and China)
over Japan’s post-war responsibility for
colonisation generally and comfort women
survivors in particular.
On January 11, 1992, the Asahi Shimbun
newspaper reported that Yoshiaki Yoshimi, a
Japanese historian, had discovered several
official war documents at the Library of the
National Institute for Defence Studies in
Tokyo proving that the imperial army was
involved in establishing and operating the
comfort stations. As a result, the Japanese
government issued an apology. PM
Miyazawa formally apologised to the Korean
people during his visit to Korea. In August
1993, the Japanese government admitted
that there had been coercive recruitment
in some cases. Yohei Kono, the then-Chief
Cabinet Secretary, stated, “The Japanese
army during the war deeply hurt the honour
and dignity of many women.” PM Miyazawa
indicated that the government would create
some gesture in lieu of compensation for
survivors.
However, unless Japan officially
acknowledges it legal responsibility, Korea
will never accept compensation, so PM
Miyazawa’s proposal cannot take a concrete
shape. At the legal level, the Japanese
government seems eager to ward off the
possible domino effect that accepting
comfort women claims could have on other
non-Japanese war victims. Contemporary
Japan is deeply divided over the comfort
women issue. Some progressive lawyers
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Sea of Japan or East Sea
Even the name ‘Sea of Japan’, for the sea between Japan
and Korea, is fraught with tension. The South Korean national
anthem mentions the sea between Japan and Korea as the East
Sea. The name naturally creates a great deal of consternation in
Korea. It was only in 1928, when the International Hydrographic
Organisation’s (IHO) ‘Limits of Oceans and Seas’ officially
christened the ‘Sea of Japan’, which eventually influenced other
international documents. Korea believes the IHO only took into
account Japanese views when deciding on the name, as Korea
had lost effective control of its foreign policy during Japanese
occupation.
South Korea argues that “East Sea”, a common name
found on ancient European maps, should be used instead of
or at least concurrently with Sea of Japan. Japan claims that
Western countries named it the Sea of Japan prior to 1860,
before the growth of Japanese influence over Korea after the
1894 outbreak of the First Sino-Japanese War. In 2012 during
the Monaco Conference of the IHO, South Korea mounted a
diplomatic offensive to change the status quo. South Korea
did derive some consolation with the Conference deciding to
examine the matter in 2017.
Non-nuclear Japan
For the first time in 34 years, Japan’s Diet revised the Atomic
Energy Basic Act in June 2012 by including national security
among its goals. In separate legislation, the Diet also deleted
a phrase that had thus far confined the Japan Aerospace
Exploration Agency’s activities to “peaceful purposes”. This
triggered widespread uproar in South Korea, particularly in the
media.
The Korea Times in an editorial said that Japan, hitherto
a ‘virtual nuclear power’, had taken the first step towards
becoming a ‘real’ one by enacting the legislation. Korean
media further pointed out that Japan has a sufficient stockpile
of weapons grade material technological prowess to quickly
fabricate roughly 6,000 Hiroshima-level bombs. Korea knows
that Japan was one of the last nations to sign the NPT in 1970
and only ratified it six years later when the US promised not
to interfere with Tokyo’s acquisition of plutonium and pursuit
of independent reprocessing capabilities at commercial power
plants.46 As Korea sees it, Japan has built up its nuclear
capability since the late 1950s, while pursuing civilian nuclear
and space programmes.47 Japan successfully put its first rocket
into orbit in 1970 and mastered the nuclear fuel cycle in the
1980s.
Korean Reunification
Japan has its own perspective on Korean unification. While
China may not be in favour of re-unification, doubt also exists as
to whether Japan favours this move. Japan would have its own
set of worries on how to deal with a unified Korea. Japan does
not have diplomatic relations with North Korea, and relations
between the two have bordered on hostility, particularly due to
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nuclear and missile tests conducted by North Korea. There has
been little progress in returning Japanese nationals kidnapped
by North Korea. An eventual re-unification must also address the
question of whether unified Korea will be nuclear or non-nuclear.
In 1957, the US renounced an article of the armistice agreement
and introduced nuclear weapons in South Korea. In 2003 North
Korea withdrew from the NPT. As Immanuel Wallerstein points
out, neither China, the US, Japan or even Russia are really in
favour of Korean re-unification. All prefer the status quo.48
Japan- South Korea: Conflict amidst Cooperation
For Japan, the linking of various issues (i.e. rightful ownership
of the Liancourt rocks, justice for comfort women and excesses
committed by Japan during colonial occupation) is unreasonable.
The dominant feeling in Japan is that it has atoned enough for
its sins in Korea, including setting up the AWF to provide comfort
women’s compensation. Notably, Japan has made efforts to
improve relations with China and Korea. All three DPJ Prime
Ministers–Yukio Hatoyama, Naoto Kan and Yoshihiko
Noda - refrained from visiting the Yasukuni shrine.49 With respect
to Korea, in October 2011 Japan returned five historically
significant copies of treasured ancient royal documents dating
back to Korea’s Joseon dynasty (1392-1897). In December
2011, 1,200 volumes of historic archives, including 150 royal
texts known as the Joseon Wangsil Uigwe,50 were returned to
South Korea. Nevertheless, nationalist fervour continues to grow
in South Korea. There have been extreme demonstrations of
such passion that protestors severed their fingers in front of the
Japanese Embassy in Seoul. How the territorial dispute between
South Korea and Japan will pan out remains uncertain. If allowed
to linger, it will affect bilateral relations, including security
cooperation.51 In June 2012, South Korea was scheduled to sign
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the General Security of Military Information
Agreement (GSOMIA), which creates a
procedural framework for exchanging military
information between the two countries.
However, South Korea postponed the
signing at the last minute due to domestic
opposition.52 The two were also close
to concluding an Economic Partnership
Agreement. At the trilateral China-JapanSouth Korea level, there have been
negotiations for a Free Trade Agreement,
which may now hit turbulence. Newly elected
Japanese PM Shinzo Abe reached out to
South Korea’s President-elect Park Geunhye in early January 2013, sending LDP
lawmaker Fukushiro Nukaga as special
envoy with a message of mending ties.
The special envoy delivered an invitation
letter from Abe to Park, which hoped that
“the launching of new Governments in both
countries will mark a good starting point in
both countries”.53
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China–South Korea Relations
Koreans have been traditionally nervous
towards China due to historical claims
surrounding Goguryeo and related
kingdoms. China’s controversial Northeast
Research Project, claiming that Goguryeo
and other various Korean kingdoms,
(including Gojoseon, Buyeo and Balhae),
are Chinese tributary states, sparked a
massive uproar in South Korea when first
publicised in 2004. China participated in
the Korean War when it sent the People’s
Volunteer Army to battle United Nations
troops in October 1950. UN forces were
successfully driven out of North Korea, but
China’s own offensive into South Korea was
repelled. The Korean War ended by July
1953, resulting in the establishment of the
Korean Demilitarized Zone and the eventual
withdrawal of Chinese forces. Throughout
the Cold War there were no official relations
between communist China and capitalist
South Korea. China maintained close
relations with North Korea, and South
Korea maintained diplomatic relations with
Taiwan. Establishment of formal diplomatic
relations on August 24, 1992 between
Seoul and Beijing paved the way for ties
to prosper. South Korea and China have a
flourishing trade and investment relationship
engendering a great deal of dependency.
However, at the political level, South
Korea remains unhappy with Beijing for

Above: North Korean
Leader Kim Jong-Un
with North Korean
Generals. The volatile
behaviour of the
insular nuclear power
continues to pose
serious problems for
the entire region.

not doing enough vis-à-vis North Korea. Beijing is politically
close to Pyongyang, and relations between the South and North
Korea remain deeply distrustful. South Korea expected China’s
endorsement of a report by international investigators, who
concluded that the South Korean naval ship Choenan, which
sank on March 26, 2010 killing 46 seamen, had been hit by a
North Korean torpedo. China has also done precious little to
contain North Korea’s nuclear and missile programmes, which
directly adversely affect South Korean security.
North Korea: Common Problem?
As a direct consequence of the Korean War, Japan and South
Korea do not have diplomatic relations with North Korea, unlike
China.54 Owing to the North Korean regime’s character and its
pursuit of nuclear weapons and missile technologies, both Japan
and South Korea contend that regional peace and security are
threatened.55 However, Beijing loathes exercising influence on
North Korea and has been instrumental in limiting international
pressure and action against the country. This attitude adds
an additional layer of tension between China on one side and
Japan and South Korea on the other. The Six Party Talks (SPT)
mechanism - involving North Korea, South Korea, China, Japan,
US and Russia - has yet to engage North Korea in a dialogue to
abandon its nuclear and missile programmes. China finds itself
in a quandary vis-à-vis North Korea. Although it has a close
relationship with the country, China does not rule the roost in
Pyongyang. As a responsible world power, China would like its
influence to prevail on its immediate neighbour. Helplessness
regarding North Korea does not befit China’s image as a global
power. However, China is acutely aware that the moment it tries
to implement the West’s agenda (including that of Japan and
South Korea) with North Korea, it would lose influence with
Pyongyang.
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Looking Ahead: Untangled relationships
According to the liberal theory of international relations, peace
prevails among freely trading nations, but free trade is not
the only criterion for peace. Economic cooperation does not
necessarily create trust - high economic interdependence
between Germany and Great Britain in the second half of the
19th century did not prevent the outbreak of World War I.
Similarly, high quantum India-China trade does not necessarily
mean close ties and the resolution of disputes, such as the
boundary question. To guarantee peace, China, Japan and
South Korea must trust each other, not just trade with one
another.56 The leaderships have to work to contain nationalistic
fervour from disrupting diplomatic discourse. Although China
has in the last two decades risen as a formidable power on
the international scene, Japan has been and continues to be a
significant player in the North East Asian economic and security
sphere, despite its relative decline. It also continues to enjoy
full US support. South Korea, on the other hand, has recently
appropriated international prestige by acquiring economic clout
and being at the forefront of international diplomacy.57 South
Korea, many say, has acquired the stripes for being assertive.
However, South Korea has, particularly with the visit of former
President Lee to the Liancourt Rocks and making pointed
remarks at Japan’s Emperor, committed some diplomatic faux
pas. These actions would have surely led to the erosion of
South Korean political capital in both Tokyo and Washington
without changing the status quo on the ground. The new South
Korean President Park Geun-hye must take seriously the offer
of PM Abe and mend relations with Japan. All three countries
have considerable economic inter-linkages, with overlapping
trade and investment connections. Co-existence of competition
and cooperation is the essence of these linkages. Disputes
and conflict seriously disrupt them. As all three are economic
power houses, the economic rationale is most likely to mitigate
disputes and prevent escalation. As seen earlier, there is
a severe lack of trust between China and Japan. Effective
diplomacy is based on a rational trust-building processes and not
on letting emotions run wild, yet neither party in the Senkaku/
Diaoyu controversy seems to want to bear the domestic political
costs of building trust.58 These disputes should be set aside,
as no solutions exist to the conflicting claims - just as India
and China have been able to tackle a much graver problem of
the long disputed border by insulating it from other aspects of
the bilateral relationship. China now has much more to gain
from cooperation with Japan than from conflict.59 Harping about
past sins and inflaming the island dispute does little good.60
If China is to become the predominant regional power, it can
only do so with Japan, not against it.61 Similarly, on Japan and
South Korea, Hitoshi Tanaka says, “In order to address the
diplomatic fallout, the bilateral relationship must be reframed in
such a way that shared interests and cooperation, not history
and territorial disputes, take centre stage.”62 Leaders in both
countries need to recalibrate and re-emphasise the importance
of Japan–South Korea cooperation, not only for the sake of the
two countries themselves but also for the region as a whole.63
Tanaka believes that in order to mitigate the diplomatic fallout,
Japan and South Korea should insulate historical and territorial
issues, preventing them from affecting substantive areas of
cooperation.64 Both countries will benefit if shared interests
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trump historical animosity.65 As the Economist
suggests in ‘Protesting too much’, the lid
must be kept on nationalism for peace in
North East Asia. The escalatory dynamic on
the high seas is worrisome, and the absence
of a maritime crisis management regime for
the East China Sea is even more troubling.66
The lack of an overarching North East Asian
security architecture is also problematic as no
mechanism exists to mediate and moderate
state action. Miscalculation by either side
could result in serious damage and even the
loss of life. China, Japan and South Korea
must intensify security cooperation within the
framework of trilateral cooperation.
In the midst of escalating tensions, it is
interesting to note how the leaders of China,
Japan and South Korea utilised an opportunity
to meet on the sidelines of the APEC Summit
at Vladivostok on September 8, 2012. The
formally scheduled meeting between the
leaders of China and Japan was cancelled.
Instead there was a standing 15-minute
pull-aside conversation between President
Hu Jintao and Prime Minister Noda. The
Japanese PM “underscored the importance
of dealing with the Senkaku Islands from
a comprehensive perspective, effectively
calling for China’s cooperation to prevent the
dispute from adversely affecting the overall
bilateral relations”.67 According to Chinese
Foreign Ministry reports, President Hu told PM
Noda that “he firmly opposes Japan’s plan to
nationalise islands in the East China Sea”.
President Hu said, “Bilateral ties faced a
critical situation” and criticised the Japanese
plan to acquire some of the Senkaku Islands
and bring them under state control. Whatever
means Japan uses to purchase the islands
are illegal and invalid, and China firmly
opposes such moves, Hu noted. At the same
summit, there was no meeting between PM
Noda and President Lee of South Korea, there
was only brief contact and a handshake.
Interestingly, there was a properly scheduled
sit-down meeting between President Hu and
President Lee at Vladivostok. With all three
leaders leaving office in 2013 (President HU
actually stepped down in November 2012),
there is hope of reconciliation and dialogue
in North East Asia, particularly as all sides
increasingly realise the negative economic
impact of territorial disputes.
Trilateral Cooperation: The NEATS way
Commander Sarabjeet Singh of IDSA neatly
summarises the conundrum existing in North
East Asia when he says, “The immediate
areas surrounding the three nations could
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be viewed as geopolitically unstable.
There are rising threats due to varying
economies, different forms of governance,
aspirations of nations and the presence of
extra regional powers operating in the area,
further compounding the stability factor.
The relationship with neighbours due to
differences on land and at sea has at times
resulted in incidents of varying degrees and
conflicts that have and will always affect
stability in their respective regions. These
areas are therefore considered a tight
rope walk for political and diplomatic and
maritime manoeuvring.”68 In the post-Cold
War era, North East Asia has been lacking
an effective multilateral management
system for political and security issues,
giving it the apt title of “wasteland for
regionalism.”69 In 1999, an agreement
was reached for Heads of State from each
of the three countries to meet on the
sidelines of the ASEAN+3 (APT) Summit.
This agreement initially constituted little
more than an annual informal breakfast
and was established more to right
perceived imbalances between the ‘plus
three’ countries and ASEAN within the
APT, as opposed to any desire to improve
problematic relations.70 In December 2008,
trilateral cooperation formally separated
itself from the APT process and acquired its
own identity with the first North East Asia
Trilateral Summit (NEATS), held at Fukuoka,
Japan. Since then, NEATS has been held
every year. Significantly, the fifth NEATS
Summit took place in May 2012 in Beijing,
before Japan’s recent round of disputes with
China and South Korea over the islands.
Since then, there has not been any formal
high level meeting among the leaders of
China, Japan and South Korea. The sixth
NEATS Summit, to be held in South Korea,
will be keenly watched and serve as a
potential ice-breaker for new leadership in
all three countries. NEATS is the mechanism
that can take on board the objectives of
multilateral security cooperation in North
East Asia. Without such a mechanism, there
was rising tensions between Japan and
South Korea and Japan and China, which
became so palpable in 2012. NEATS has
to evolve into a forum allowing participant
countries to exchange views and coordinate
differences on common security issues. The
institutionalisation of security cooperation
contributes to so called ‘confidence building
measures’, preventive diplomacy and conflict
resolving mechanism.71
At present, cooperation has expanded
to include government-to- government

processes.72 However, security cooperation has been limited,
including the common concern of dealing with North Korea.
Ultimately, NEATS has to become an important part of the
emerging security architecture in Asia.73 NEATS can provide
the missing link between economic cooperation and security
cooperation. The three North East Asian giants have economic
cooperation sorted but falter on building mutual trust and
confidence regarding security and territorial issues. Economic
compulsions will force them to roll back nationalistic fervor
and seek peace and tranquillity in the region. NEATS provides
a forum for achieving this objective. However, before that
happens, NEATS must move from functional cooperation to play
an effective high-level role on security issues. This is the hope
for North East Asia in order to avoid being sucked into selfdestructive, nationalistic territorial aspirations.
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