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Abstract

In December 2008 the European Union launched a counter-piracy operation to curb Somali piracy
practices that are chiefly conducted in the Gulf of Aden. Not all EU member states were operationally
involved: rather, their contributions were entirely voluntary. This paper reviews to what extent states
are driven by national interests. These are defined and operationalized as economic costs (vessel transit
frequency through the Gulf of Aden) and human costs (transgressions of human security, e.g.
kidnapping, killings). Although participating states altogether definitely have much more at stake than
non-participating states, their participation was not entirely commensurate their losses. It was found,
furthermore, that states often react to other states’ decisions (i.e. deployments), thus not only taking —
to a limited extent — national interests into account, but the strategic environment as well.
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l. Introduction

Context

In December 2008the EU launched European Naval Force Somalia (EU NAVFOR) - Operation Atalanta,
a multilateral military effort to combat Somali piracy, which has haunted a large share of the Gulf of
Aden since 2000 but became very acute in 2008 (Treves, 2009). EUNAVFOR conducts operations to
protect vessels of the World Food Programme (WFP) delivering food to emergency areas in Somalia,
protects African Union Mission on Somalia shipping, deters and prevents acts of piracy and armed
robbery, monitors and secures a transit corridor for vulnerable shipping in the Gulf of Aden and
monitors fishing activities off the Somali coast (European Union, 2012). The operation is jointly
funded by EU member states, with each state contributing a share relative to their domestic GDP (a
procedure known as the Athena Mechanism).! This joint funding serves to bear common costs, such
as those pertaining to Operation Headquarters (located in Northwood — UK) and Force Headquarters
(onboard the Flagship) and transport. Additionally, a number of states make an operational
contribution: Portugal, Germany, Sweden, the Netherlands, France, Spain, Luxembourg, Belgium,
Italy, United Kingdom, Greece, Romania and Finland. Furthermore, a number of non-EU countries
contribute in a similar manner: Norway, Ukraine, Croatia and Montenegro. These countries
contribute to the operation mainly by deploying aircrafts (for reconnaissance purposes) and/or
maritime vessels. Each state bears the cost of the resources it deploys and as such the costs for
contributing states are proportionate to its involvement in the operation (European Union, 2012).

Motivations for participation range from domestic and transnational concerns and interests (Sterio,
2010). Domestic concerns over piracy are two-fold. First, there is the risk of vessel crew members or
even passengers on commercial ships being kidnapped by pirates and subjected to harsh treatment
in order for the pirates to demand a ransom. There have even been several instances of killings of
hostages by Somali pirates. Second, economic considerations generally revolve around the
destabilizing effects of piracy on international trade. With approximately 20 per cent of both EU and
global trade passing through the Gulf of Aden,” delays (either because of the seizure of vessels by
pirates or detours resulting from re-routing) and mounting insurance and security costs clearly
impose a significant burden on international trade (Germond and Smith, 2009): in 2012, for instance,
the costs of Somali piracy to the international economy was estimated between 5.7 and 6.1 billion
dollars (Oceans Beyond Piracy, 2013). Transboundary concerns are typically motivated by
international security concerns. First, there is the possibility of the revenue resulting from acts of
piracy being transferred to terrorist and/or criminal organizations in Somalia and thus potentially
causing a hazard to regional and international security. Second, piracy constitutes a threat to energy
security and a risk to the marine environment, as weapons (e.g. machineguns and grenade launchers)
wielded by pirates may inflict damage on vessels carrying chemical substances (such as oil) and
therefore cause severe marine pollution. Finally, even ships carrying resources for humanitarian
relief in Somalia (such as the World Food Program shipments) are not safe from piracy (Germond and

'The funding of EU NAVFOR ATALANTA amounted to EUR 8.4 million for 2010 and EUR 8.05 million for 2011.
For 2012, parties agreed to a budget up to 8.3 million EUR. Furthermore,a budget of EUR 14.9 million is
provided for the common costs of the prolonged mandate until December 2014 (European Union, 2012).
’Maritime Security Centre Horn of Africa (date unknown).European Union Naval Force (EU NAVFOR) Somalia —
Operation ATALANTA.Retrieved June 3, 2013 from http://www.mschoa.org/on-shore/about-us/eu-operation-
atalanta
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Smith, 2009). The purpose of this research is to determine to what extent participating states are
driven by national interests. These interests are conceptualized as quantitative - or quantifiable -
national economic and human security interests.The aim of this research is therefore to contribute to
the knowledge regarding state incentives for participation in multinational/-lateral security
operations. It will enrich the understanding of the extent to which domestic factors play a role in
supranational cooperation and integration processes, in particular those touching upon the
controversial domain of security governance.

Problem definition

Whereas both constructivist (c.f. Struett et al, 2012) and institutionalist (c.f. Orsini et al, 2013)
accounts on the emergence of global governance architectures in anti-piracy efforts have been
advanced, stricly rationalist approaches — emphasizing consequentalist logic on part of the decision-
making agents - have thus far been ignored, although Rothe & Collins (2011) have proposed a
constructivist account of how economic considerations have been framed in political discourse on
Somali piracy and hence motivated a military response. Furthermore, whereas Shortland and
Vochtknecht (2011:28) have asserted that “quite possibly the mission has been a highly effective
counter-terrorism operation”, thereby stressing concerns over international security, they have not
captured the relevance of domestic state interests. Sterio proposes that both threats to international
security (emanating from Somalia’s state fragility and empowerment of terrorist organizations) as
well as economic considerations sparked Operation Atalanta, adding that “no single country’s
interests are harmed through the pirate attack” (2010: 1451) given the transnational diffusion of
economic interests. Germond and Smith (2009) hint at the relevance of member states’ national
interests, but take a predominantly (historical) institutionalist approach in their analysis of the
decision-making process of Atalanta, in which the relative significance of member states’ foreign and
domestic interests, the growing importance of a maritime dimension to EU security policy and the
rise of Somali piracy remains unresolved.

Although the point of transnationalization of maritime trade interests is certainly valid (as we shall
later see), there are vast differences in the extent of interests enjoyed by various European states.
The variety in national contributions raises questions concerning the rationale of EU member states
to provide for operational contributions, especially given the potential risks for the force deployed
and - most notably - the inevitable costs of deployment. Why do some member states contribute in
operational terms, whereas others do not? Why do some countries contribute more resources than
others? Of course, political considerations and even the availability of military resources are also
relevant for determining contributions to the operation, but confining the analysis to the interplay
between domestic interests and participation in the operation will uncover the relevance and
importance states attach to a number of core state interests in general. Most importantly, however,
is there any relation between the extent to which national economies and the physical integrity of
domestic citizens are harmed by Somali piracy and the magnitude of participation of the associated
state in Operation Atalanta?

Research aim

To address this question, participation is first dichotomized into ‘yes’ or ‘no’ in order to delineate
contributing and non-contributing states. Second, for participating states, the costs of their
involvement are related to the extent to which they are affected. In other words, do states act based
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on cost-benefit considerations, and are these costs and benefits confined to that particular state
only? Given the complexities of accurate cost-estimation, in particular regarding the costs of Somali
piracy, cost-benefit considerations are conceptualized not as strict cost-benefit considerations but
rather as being to some extent corresponding to the magnitude of contribution. The research thus
considers, in the context of joint EU security operations and particularly Operation Atalanta, if and in
what sense states are driven by national, rather than supranational interests. Three sub-questions
address the key components of the main research aim:

1) What is the relationship between the national amount of trade potentially at risk (i.e. annual
vessel transit frequency) in the Gulf of Aden and participation (i.e. estimated costs borne by
the contributing state) pertaining to the same state?

2) What is the relationship between the amount of trade historically captured (i.e. total number
of ships hijacked in the given period) in the Gulf of Aden and participation (i.e. estimated
costs borne by the contributing state) pertaining to the same state?

3) What s the relationship between the human costs pertaining to an EU member state and
participation?

The relationship between the extent to which domestic interests are potentially or actually affected
are related to state responses —i.e. annual expenditure for Atalanta versus annual vessel transit
frequency, the date of deployment versus the date of attacks on ‘domestic’ vessels and
transgressions against domestic citizens. In other words, are states more likely to respond if their
interests are affected? The findings of this research indicate that most participating states contribute
to the operation as there are domestic interests at stake, whereas virtually all non-participating
states defect from participation given their negligible interests in the Gulf of Aden. However, the
absence of cost-benefit considerations by the states implies that strategic interaction among the
actors is ultimately decisive in shaping the constellation of the operation.

Inasmuch as piracy is often viewed “as a product of rational cost-benefit analysis conducted by the
potential pirates” (Kiourktsoglou&Coutroubis, 2012: 53), this research is concerned with the extent
to which counter-piracy operations are guided by a rational cost-benefit logic. The analysis is
therefore premised on the assumption that states will offset the estimated costs (i.e. of employing
counter-piracy measures) against benefit (i.e. the absence of Somali piracy). In my analysis, | thus
relate incurred piracy attacks, vessel transit frequency and human ‘costs’ sustained to state
participation. Some states do not participate, for the states that do | have estimated the costs states
have to bear for their operational deployments. The third chapter on methodology deconstructs the
research questions into relevant variables (vessel transit frequency, number of ships hijacked, human
costs, estimated operational costs), state data sources (Suez Canal Authority, International Maritime
Bureau, Oceans Beyond Piracy, EU NAVFOR, respectively), discuss data limitations and the relation to
theory and the strategy for analysis. The data analysis (chapter four) is first concerned with general
differences between contributing and non-contributing states, after which a succinct account of each
state is provided through a systematic descriptive analysis of the research questions. These results
are then discussed by relating them to the theories discussed, thus enriching our understanding of
global governance. The conclusion summarizes the findings, theoretical and practical implications
and proposes future research directions.



Chapter Il — Theoretical framework

The question as to what motivates states to participate in Atalanta is at the very heart of
international relations theories that deal with inter-state cooperation. This chapter considers the
most commonly adopted theories in explaining European integration, and more specifically within
the context of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). Three predominant strands of theory
will be discussed here: rational choice theory, institutionalism and constructivism (c.f. Sodha, 2011;
Galariotis, 2008; Tonra, 2003; Jupille et al, 2003; Toje, 2008; Held & McGrew, 2002; Martin, 2008).
Domestic interests being central to this research, this framework provides a theoretical justification
of whether interests are shaped according to a calculative, utility-maximizing logic (rational choice
theory), strategically within a procedurally constrained environment (institutionalism) or discursively
through social interaction and in accordance with generally accepted norms (constructivism). After a
concise overview of each theory, their often contending assumptions are compared and discussed
and their merits and limitations addressed. The final section considers all theories in light of this
thesis’ research question.

Constructivism

Constructivists find common ground in the idea that knowledge is constructed through social
processes and hence constructs social reality (Carlsnaes et al, 2002: 95). Constructivism highlights the
impact of values, norms and social rules and conventions on the behavior, role and identities of
actors within (institutional) frameworks. More closely related to the research questions of this thesis,
it is an approach “based on the hypothesis that state interests are derived endogenously from the
social interaction of actors rather than created exogenously, taken as pre-determined ‘givens’ before
any social interaction takes place” (Galariotis, 2008:1).

Institutionalism

Institutionalism locates actors within organizational structures that are influential in shaping human
behavior and hence in decision-making. Thus, “an institutionalist approach is one that emphasizes
the role of institutions and institutionalization in the understanding of human actions within an
organization, social order, or society” (March and Olsen, 1998: 948). The concept of institutions is not
always clear-cut: it may be defined as a set of social and cognitive features that influence behavior,
or point to more formalized procedures and structures (e.g. formalized decision-making procedures
and agenda-setting).

Rational choice theory

Rational choice theory (RCT) postulates that actors in a given circumstance will always seek an
optimal outcome based on the actor’s preferences and possible courses of action. According to RCT,
rationality is instrumental in determining actors’ behavior; in reviewing their potential strategies,
actors are always driven by motives of utility maximization, the latter being determined by the actor
on the basis of a cost-benefit calculation. These core premises of RCT are the cornerstone of RCT’s
conception of an agent as ‘rational economic man’. Whereas constructivism and institutionalism do
not incorporate incentive structures and the behavioral consequences, this is central to RCT. In other
words, although “rationalism [is] incapable of grasping the generative origins, institutional
architecture, and ideational components of the global [...] order” its focus on incentive structures




































































































































































































































