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Executive Summary  

Since 2005, violent attacks on maritime traffic off the Somali coast have been steadily increasing. 
Somali pirates have managed to establish a unique business model: vessels of all kinds are being 
hijacked with their crews on board for the sole purpose of gaining ransom. During the last few years, 
they have been improving their capabilities and skills to such a degree that Jack Lang, the United 
Nations Secretary-General’s Special Adviser on Legal Issues related to Piracy off the Coast of 
Somalia, has confirmed an industrialization of the phenomenon.  

Taking into account the plight of the Somali people after more than two decades of internal 
conflict, the implications of prolonged insecurity and instability for the country and the region, as well 
as the impact of terrorist activities and organized piracy for its citizens and the European Union’s 
strategic and economic interests, the EU has tried to tackle the crisis from various angles by instigating 
what has been labelled a “comprehensive approach”. In this, political dialogue as well as humanitarian 
and development aid have been complemented not only by efforts to prop up the Somali security 
sector but also by the first naval operation ever established within the framework of the Common 
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP): EU Naval Force (EUNAVFOR) Atalanta. 

Despite all these efforts and despite close cooperation with many partners such as the United 
Nations (UN), the African Union (AU), and the United States (US), the Somali crisis is however not 
even close to being solved and Somali pirates continue to pose a risk to global maritime shipping. This 
clearly indicates that, although the need for coherence when tackling transnational risks is widely 
uncontested, the planning and implementation of a comprehensive approach is a difficult task, given 
the complexity of the challenge, the involvement of a multitude of partners and other players, as well 
as the diversity of the interests at stake. This is all the more true as the EU is itself an actor of 
composite nature. 

Thus, despite the wide range of cooperative efforts that are ongoing in various sectors and some 
tactical successes, the EU now first and foremost urgently needs to thoroughly reconsider its own 
approach. The EU − being only one player amongst many in this international endeavour − has to “get 
its act together” in a more strategic approach in order to make best use of its various means and 
instruments: the assessment of this current study shows that, although it has placed its own 
engagement under the rhetorical umbrella of a comprehensive approach, a piecemeal approach by the 
European Union is still prevalent. This refers to both the institutional set-up as well as the actual 
engagement. However that the EU function well and coherently internally is only a necessary, but not 
a sufficient, condition for effective external security governance and for engagement with and in so-
called failing or failed states like Somalia: even if the EU had a perfect comprehensive approach, this 
would not guarantee success given the manifold local, regional and international intricacies of the 
Somalia issue. Nonetheless, improving its own strategies and mechanisms of engagement will raise 
the odds for a more stable Somalia in a more stable region.  

It is furthermore common sense that, because it is primarily rooted in Somalia’s political and 
socio-economic conditions, the solution for the piracy challenge is to be found on land. Therefore the 
EU should follow an explicit “Somalia first” approach – in contrast to a possible “piracy first” point of 
departure – whereby the lead has to be in the hands of the Somali people themselves. In this regard, 
the EU should critically assess the practices and outcomes of its previous state-building efforts and use 
the insights gained from this for future sound strategy-building. It should consider supporting 
alternative approaches to centralized forms of governance and de-facto trusteeships such as 
decentralized systems of governance or non-state oligopolies of power if this better suits local power 
relations – because, in the end, it is up to the Somali people themselves to decide on the form of 
governance they wish to establish.  
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Introduction 

It has become a truism that dealing effectively with today’s transnational threats demands strong 
international cooperation and a functioning multi-level governance in the field of security. Failing 
states like Somalia and the scourge of piracy emanating from its coasts are a case in point. While the 
Somali political crisis has been lingering on for more than 20 years without sustained progress, the 
increasing attacks on merchant shipping throughout the past years have resulted in heightened 
attention around the globe. The international community has picked up and confronted the issue by 
adopting several United Nations Security Council Resolutions under Chapter VII, followed by 
unprecedented activities of a multitude of actors in the maritime sphere and beyond.  

The EU and its Member States play a significant role in this endeavour. Being the first naval 
operation implemented within the framework of the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), 
EU Naval Force (EUNAVFOR) Atalanta has been installed as one component of a so-called 
“comprehensive approach”. It aims at strategically combining developmental, humanitarian, civilian, 
and military policies to deal with the Somali crisis in general and the threat of piracy in particular. The 
“Strategic Framework for the Horn of Africa”, adopted by the Council in November 2011 as well as 
the appointment of a Special Representative for the Horn of Africa is furthermore to interlink the 
engagement in Somalia with the EU’s policies in the Horn of Africa region. Despite all these efforts 
and despite close cooperation with many partners like the UN, the AU and the US, the Somali crisis is 
however not even close to being solved and Somali pirates continue to pose a risk to global maritime 
shipping.  

Drought and floods have moreover massively increased the vulnerability of many Somalis 
throughout the last year: in July 2011, for the first time in two decades, the UN declared a famine in 
several South-Central Somali regions, one which killed uncounted numbers of people and forced tens 
of thousands to flee to neighbouring countries. At the beginning of 2012, more than 2 million Somalis 
are still estimated to be in need of food assistance according to the United Nations. In many parts of 
Somalia the basic needs of the population, such as access to healthcare, water, sanitation or education, 
can also hardly be met; violent conflict rages in these areas under dispute between the Transitional 
Federal Government and the militant Islamic group Al Shabaab as well as those targeted by the 
military intervention of Somalia’s neighbours, namely Kenya and Ethiopia. Moreover whether the 
September 2011 Roadmap on ending the transition period, as well as the decisions recently taken at 
the Garowe Constitutional Conference, will be implemented purposefully still remains to be seen. 

This clearly indicates that, although the need for coherence when tackling transnational risks is 
widely uncontested, the planning and implementation of a comprehensive approach is a difficult task 
given the complexity of the issues at stake, the involvement of a multitude of partners and other 
players, and the variety of interests involved.2 This is all the more true as the EU is itself an actor of 
complex nature.  

Based on this account, this study will illustrate the various different components of the EU’s 
approach towards Somalia. The aim is to provide for an assessment of the EU’s approach towards 
Somalia in general and piracy in particular and to identify opportunities, challenges and limitations of 
tackling such a complex crisis. In a first section, we briefly illustrate the EU’s general efforts to build 
up a comprehensive approach in the area of foreign and security policy. In the next section we look at 
the EU’s (internal) security governance setting by offering an insight into the EU’s engagement with 
regard to humanitarian and development aid as well as political dialogue, peace and security. After 
that we turn to the external dimension of the EU approach towards Somalia by looking into the forms 
of multilateral cooperation it is involved with. In a fourth step we analyse operation EUNAVFOR 
Atalanta as the strongest effort to deal with one of the transnational challenges emanating from the 
Somali crisis. Based upon these illustrations, we will then assess the EU’s engagement offshore and 
onshore.  

                                                            
2  On the general problem, see Ehrhart, Hans-Georg (2011): Security Governance as a Framework and Basis for Multi-

Stakeholder Partnerships, in: Brzoska, Michael et al. (eds.): Multi-Stakeholder Security Partnerships (Baden-Baden, 
Nomos): 37-38. 
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It will hereby become clear that, despite the general rhetoric on implementing a comprehensive 
approach towards Somalia, the diverse components of the EU’s engagement are not systematically 
interlinked and an overall strategy is missing. However, even if the EU had a perfect comprehensive 
approach, the Somali crisis might still not be solved, as building peace and states is a challenge that 
cannot be implemented by external actors but which must imperatively have its roots within the 
society concerned.  

The Context: The Somali Crisis  

Somalia is widely known as the example of modern state collapse: After the end of the two-
decade-long dictatorial rule of Siad Barre, the country has been without a unifying government since 
1991 and parts of its territory are torn apart by violent conflicts. While piracy and other forms of 
organized crime can be seen as symptoms of the unstable situation in the country, the main challenge 
in Somalia is the lack of an agreement on how to structure the political system in such a way that it is 
built on the prerequisites and ambitions of the Somali society and encompasses the claims to power of 
rival groups. Here, it is especially the clan system and the egalitarian structure of the primarily pastoral 
and agro-pastoral Somali communities that have been identified as one reason why it is so hard for the 
Somalis to come to terms with the predominantly western concept of a central government. 
Furthermore, interests and the engagement of external actors based thereon – regional and 
international alike – have impacted massively on the internal struggles and processes. The Somali 
crisis is thus embedded in and enfolds along different dimensions, not only within the country but also 
on the regional and international level.  

Internally, one of the main – and still often overlooked – characteristics of the Somali predicament 
is its geographical variations: South-Central Somalia is bearing the brunt of the humanitarian crisis 
and suffers most from violent conflict between competing actors such as the internationally backed 
Transitional Federal Government (TFG) and the militant Islamic group Al Shabaab. Since 2004, the 
TFG has been the internationally recognized government for a recently extended transition period 
lasting up to August 2012. It is however not only hampered by infighting, but is also only capable of 
exerting limited control over the capital Mogadishu and a few provinces with major help from the 
African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM) and local allies such as the Ahlu Sunna Wal Jama’a 
(ASWJ). Al Shabaab, a militant group that started its insurgency against the TFG after a military 
intervention of Ethiopia to overthrow the Islamic Courts Union in 2006, controls the largest swath of 
South-Central Somalia yet rather surprisingly withdrew from the capital of Mogadishu after an 
offensive by AMISOM in summer 2011. With an estimated 5,000 to 10,000 fighters and links to Al 
Qaida, the group espouses a strict form of Islam, Salafi/Wahhabism, which is not traditionally 
common in Somalia. Added to this, its persistent refusal to allow aid agencies to operate in areas it 
controls, despite the devastating famine of 2011, and its enhanced practice of forced recruitment of 
fighters has made it increasingly unpopular with the Somali population. Although not a homogenous 
but rather a diversified movement as far as its goals are concerned, Al Shabaab has moreover declined 
to take part in peace negotiations so far.  

In the north, the situation looks quite different: In the north-west, the Republic of Somaliland 
declared its independence as early as 1991. This however is opposed by the TFG as well as the 
African Union which both adhere to the principle of state-unity. Despite thus not being recognized as 
an independent state by the wider international community, too, Somaliland has nevertheless been 
quite successful in establishing viable governance structures which are partly based on traditional 
forms of governance and partly on western-style procedures. Several elections have taken place and 
have been recognized as peaceful, free, and fair with the opposition even winning the President’s seat 
in the summer of 2010.3 While Somaliland’s economy has become more stable over the last years − 
also based on large investments in its infrastructure (such as in the port in Berbera) and the oil industry 
specifically by China4 − occasional violent clashes between opposing armed groups often organized 
along clan lines pose a constant challenge to Somalilanders. Furthermore, Somaliland is involved in a 
persistent, frequently violent, conflict with its eastern neighbour, the Puntland State of Somalia over 

                                                            
3  Economist Intelligence Unit (2011): Country Report Somalia November 2011 (London: EIU). 
4  Ibid. 
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the border regions of Sool, Sanag and Cayn that they have both laid claim to. The Puntland State of 
Somalia was established as a non-secessionist federal state in 1998. Even though it too did not receive 
sustained support from external actors for many years, it has also succeeded in setting up more or less 
stable political structures and has been able to slightly improve the economic situation, particularly but 
not only based on investments by the diaspora.5 Yet, not only has Puntland long been known as the 
epicentre of piracy; in addition criminal gangs, kidnappings, recurrent clashes between clans, 
particularly in the southern parts of Puntland and the neighbouring region of Galmudug, as well as 
occasional – and lately: increasing – attacks by Al Shabaab are a constant challenge.  

While the process of finding a solution to the political crisis at the national level has been more or 
less stalled over the last years, a further process of bottom-up decentralization can be observed: 
whereas some parts of the country are already governed by locally armed grassroots movements such 
as ASWJ, several regions – specifically in South-Central Somalia – have established self-governing 
structures mostly along clan lines and have even declared themselves semi-autonomous following the 
example of Puntland, among them Galmudug State of Somalia, Heeb and Himan, Gal-Hiran and 
Haradheere, and Azania/Jubaland. 

A roadmap, developed under the auspices of the United Nation Office for Somalia (UNPOS) at the 
beginning of September 2011, makes an effort to align the approaches by, and enhance the political 
settlement between the players recognized so far as being the most important for the peace process. In 
it the TFG, the Transitional Federal Parliament (TFP), the administrations of Puntland, Somaliland and 
Galmudug as well as ASWJ agreed on the steps necessary to end the transition period by August 2012. 
At a constitutional conference that took place in Garowe/Puntland in December 2011, the signatories 
agreed on the structure, size and the basis of representation of a new federal parliament as well as the 
process of adopting a new federal constitution through the convening of a constitutional assembly in 
May 2012. However, infighting not only within the TFG and the TFP but also within some regional 
administrations and especially ASWJ is already diminishing hopes of a successful outcome of the 
process.6  

At the same time, the lingering Somali crisis is not only a problem for the Somali population; it 
also poses a severe challenge on its neighbours. On the one hand, a constant and – in times of drought 
and famine – massive flow of refugees has to be handled particularly in the bordering regions of 
Ethiopia, Kenya, and, to a lesser extent, Djibouti. On the other hand, Al Shabaab has repeatedly 
threatened African countries such as Ethiopia, Kenya, Djibouti, Burundi and Uganda that are in 
support of the TFG and are partly contributing troops to AMISOM. In the case of Uganda, it has 
already fulfilled its threats: Al Shabaab suicide bombers killed more than 60 people during a public 
viewing of a Soccer World Cup match in Kampala in 2010 while violent incursion into Kenya’s 
northern, mostly Somali-inhabited, province has been a major concern of Somalia’s southern 
neighbour.  

Yet, Somalia’s neighbours have also been deeply involved in the ongoing conflict because of their 
own interests. Ethiopia, for instance, is not only challenged by Somali rebels that live in its eastern 
region considered by many Somalis as being part of a Greater Somalia ever since the borders were 
drawn in the 1960s but is also not in favour of the establishment of an Islamic state next to its borders. 
Ethiopia’s military intervention in 2006 evolved in this context and triggered the rise of Al Shabaab 
along with an upsurge of violent fighting particularly in Mogadishu. Moreover, Ethiopia and Eritrea, 
being entrenched in sustained conflict over their borders themselves, have been fighting a proxy war in 
Somalia by providing support for their respective allies to weaken their rival’s position in the region. 
While Eritrea has allegedly ‘restrained’ itself to arming militias (including Al Shabaab) and offering 
them training and military advice7, Ethiopian troops have additionally been entering Somali territory 

                                                            
5  For the important role of the Somali diaspora, see Hammond, Laura et al. (2011): Cash and Compassion: The Role of 

the Somali Diaspora in Relief, Development and Peace-building. Report of a Study Commissioned by UNDP Somalia, 
<http://www.prio.no/misc/Download.aspx?file=%2fadmin%2fPublication+Files%2fCash-and-Compassion-Draft-for-
comments.pdf>; See also Majid, Nisar (2010) Livestock Trade in the Djibouti, Somali and Ethiopian Borderlands 
(Chathamhouse Briefing paper 2010/01); SomaliaReport: 300 Million Barrels of Oil Expected in Puntland, 17 Jan. 
2012, <http://www.somaliareport.com/index.php/post/2558>.  

6  See Weinstein, Michael A.: Somalia’s New Roadmap: The Garowe Principles, Garoweonline, 30 Dec. 2011, 
<http://allafrica.com/stories/201112300980.html>. 

7  See UN (2011): Report of the Monitoring Group on Somalia and Eritrea pursuant to Security Council Resolution 1916 
(2010), S/2011/433 (18 July 2011). Eritrea however continuously denies any support of Somali militias, see ibid. as 
well as Al Jazeera: Eritrea denies sending arms to al-Shabab, 2 Nov. 2011, 



8 

repeatedly throughout the last years to counter Al Shabaab and to support local allies such as ASWJ. 
At the end of 2011, it managed to gain control over some areas in Hiraan region in the eastern part of 
the country where responsibility is supposed to pass to AMISOM in the near future.8 Somalia’s 
southern neighbour, Kenya, although originally attempting to act fairly neutral towards Somalia,9 has 
also been increasingly providing support for local militias, mainly in the southern Somali region of 
Azania/Jubaland. Here it was predominantly driven by its fear of the destabilizing effect of Al 
Shabaab’s influence on its border regions. Moreover, Al Shabaab has repeatedly recruited fighters 
amongst the Somali diaspora specifically in Nairobi and along the predominantly Muslim-inhabited 
coastal lines north of Mombasa from where it also receives a large bulk of its funding.10 In October 
2011, the Kenyan government – albeit initially even declining to deploy troops for AMISOM – finally 
launched a military offensive in southern Somalia called Linda Nchi (“Protect the Country”) to fight 
Al Shabaab and to create a buffer zone between the two countries. While there have been speculations 
on the existence of such plans before,11 the alleged trigger for the intervention was the kidnapping of 
foreign nationals from Kenyan territory through criminal gangs said to be affiliated with Al Shabaab. 
Also due to the increasing costs and major setbacks of the operation, it was however decided to “re-
hat” the Kenyan Defence Forces in Somalia to AMISOM in December 2011.12  

Internationally, the Somali crisis has spurred attention from several angles: first of all, its impact 
on regional stability has been frequently recognized as threatening international peace and security.13 
Furthermore the plight of Somali people was the catalyst for the first peacekeeping mission of the UN 
under a more robust mandate. However, the ragged effort to support rival warlord factions at that time 
led to diminishing engagement in Somalia in the mid-Nineties. It was not until the perception of the 
threat of international terrorists finding harbour in so-called failing states emerged after the 9/11 
attacks that Somalia was lifted back onto the international agenda. The official announcement of Al 
Shabaab in 2010 that it would join Al Qaida’s Jihad14 and the increasing numbers of foreign fighters 
joining the militia have heightened these concerns considerably and placed the country in the midst of 
international counter-terrorist activities.  

In the last years, yet another group of Somali actors has gained attention at a global level: from 
2005 onwards, pirate groups operating from the eastern coasts of Somalia have been increasingly 
launching violent attacks on maritime traffic in the Gulf of Aden, the Indian Ocean and the Red Sea. 
As the respective maritime area is one of the most important for international trade, this has led to 
unprecedented activities by states from all around the globe. While most of the attacks were originally 
launched from the coasts of Puntland, pirate activities shifted further southwards throughout 2011 and 
are now concentrated on the region of Galmudug. Today, Somali piracy outstrips piracy elsewhere in 
the world: of 439 reported attacks worldwide in 2011, 275 were attributed to Somali pirates who have 
managed to establish a unique business model: vessels of all kinds are being hijacked while underway 
and with their crews on board for the sole purpose of gaining ransom. In doing so, they have taken 
more than 3,000 people hostage and have made millions of US Dollars profit. During the last few 
years, Somali pirates have improved their capabilities and skills to such a degree that Jack Lang, the 

                                                                                                                                                                                          
<http://www.aljazeera.com/news/africa/2011/11/201111220131334165.html > and Reuters: Eritrea did not fly arms to 
al Shabaab last Oct: UN, 16 Jan. 2012, 
<http://af.reuters.com/article/topNews/idAFJOE80F0AM20120116?pageNumber=2&virtualBrandChannel=0>.  

8  BBC News: Ethiopian troops capture Beledweyne from Somalia militants, 31 Dec. 2011, 
<http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-africa-16372453>, Peace and Security Council of the African Union: Communiqué 
of its 306th meeting held on 5th January 2012, <http://www.un.org/Docs/journal/asp/ws.asp?m=S/2012/19>, 
SomaliaReport: AMISOM May Replace Ethiopians in Hiraan, 12 Feb. 2012, 
<http://www.somaliareport.com/index.php/post/2772/AMISOM_May_Replace_Ethiopians_in_Hiraan_>. 

9  See Menkhaus, Ken (2012): After the Kenyan Intervention in Somalia (Enough Project Report): 3. 
10  Ibid: 2. 
11  International Crisis Group: Somalia: the Transitional Government on Life Support, Nairobi/Brussels, 2011: 18. 
12  See Business Daily: Soldiers Formally Join AU Forces in Somalia, 8 Jan. 2012, 

<http://allafrica.com/stories/201201091206.html> ; Peace and Security Council of the African Union: Communiqué of 
its 306th meeting held on 5 January 2012, <http://www.un.org/Docs/journal/asp/ws.asp?m=S/2012/19 > 

13  See, inter alia, UN Security Council Resolutions 794 (1992), 1474 (2003), 1558 (2004), 1630 (2005), 1725 (2006), 
1853 (2008), 1872 (2009), 2010 (2011). 

14  BBC: Somali Islamists al-Shabab 'join al-Qaeda fight', 1 Feb. 2010, <http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/8491329.stm>.  
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United Nations Secretary-General’s Special Adviser on Legal Issues related to Piracy off the Coast of 
Somalia, has confirmed an industrialization of the phenomenon.15  

Although not a focal problem for the Somalis themselves, considering the generally challenging 
situation within the country, piracy is also increasingly contributing to the further decay of Somalia 
itself: it drags foremost young people away from legal economic activities, intensifies the corrosion of 
local social structures and authorities, accelerates corruption, has led to higher food prices and 
inflation in pirate strongholds and has contributed to local violence, particularly as pirate gangs have 
also increasingly been engaged in clashes between political factions. Moreover, it leads to 
considerable delays and restraints in the delivery of humanitarian assistance thus exacerbating the 
plight of many Somalis. 

The EU’s Struggle for a Comprehensive Approach  

Somalia is only one of the challenges the EU has responded to in its effort to enhance its common 
approach to foreign and security policy over the last decades. The EU’s emergence as an international 
security provider has propelled the need to increase coherence of internal and external action, in other 
words: the generation of a truly comprehensive approach. The historical roots of the Union’s 
comprehensive approach in the sphere of foreign and security policy can be traced back to the 
emergence of the European Community’s external relations and the intergovernmental-based 
European Political Cooperation in the 1970s. Already at that time, Member States struggled for greater 
coherence and closer coordination, particularly with regard to this existing twofold structure16 – a 
challenge that has continued until the present day.  

New institutions, new Instruments, new Concepts 

The build up of the European Security and Defence Policy since 1999 can be seen as the real 
starting point of the EU’s role as a civil-military conflict manager. Before this, the EU still acted as a 
purely civilian power although the Maastricht Treaty of 1992 had already laid the juridical foundations 
for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) which slowly evolved thereon. With the decision 
of the Cologne and the Helsinki Summits in 1999, international crisis management became a new area 
of competence, demanding even more coherence in this field. To this end, the EU had to build up a 
“capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use 
them, and the readiness to do so (…)”.17 

As EU institutions are path-dependent and evolve incrementally, the new crisis management 
structures such as the Political Security Committee (PSC), the Military Committee (EUMC) and the 
European Union Military Staff (EUMS) became part of the intergovernmental second pillar while the 
Commission adapted its own crisis response instruments and mechanisms and preserved its 
competencies in the realm of development cooperation and humanitarian aid. With the concept of 
Civil-Military Coordination (CMCO) the EU issued guidelines for a “comprehensive approach to 
crisis management” of the military and civilian agencies of the second pillar.18 The creation of a 
standing civilian operational headquarters – officially called Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability 
(CPCC) – and an ad-hoc military Operations Center (OpsCenter) in 2007 confirmed the civilian-
military divide within the CSDP. Albeit envisaged, coherence with the Commission remained a 
problem due to the persistent pillar divide and the initial emphasis on military rather than civil 
capability development. Nevertheless the respective structures, concepts and procedures of crisis 
management were continuously adapted. By finally abandoning the pillar structure of the Union, the 
Lisbon Treaty of 2009 is the most recent effort to strengthen its internal structures in order to be better 

                                                            
15  On the history of Somali piracy and the piracy problem in general see Hansen, Stig J. (2009): Piracy in the Greater Gulf 

of Aden - Myths, Misconception and Remedies, Oslo: Norwegian Institute for Urban and Regional Research and 
Development; Petretto, Kerstin (2011): Diebstahl, Raub und erpresserische Geiselnahme im maritimen Raum: eine 
Analyse zeitgenössischer Piraterie, PiraT-Working Paper No.8.  

16  Johannsen, Janina (2011): The EU's Comprehensive Approach to Crisis Management, Premises, Ambitions, Limits 
(Baden-Baden: Nomos). 

17  European Council: Conclusions of the Presidency, Annex III: Declaration of the European Council on Strengthening 
the Common European Policy on Security and Defence, Cologne, 3-4 Jun. 1999.  

18  Council of the European Union: Civil-Military Coordination (CMCO), 14457/03, Brussels, 8 Nov. 2003. 
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prepared to deal collectively with the security challenges throughout the world. The creation of the EU 
High Representative as Vice President of the Commission (HR/VP) and head of the External European 
Action Service (EEAS), which combines tasks, instruments and personnel of both pillars, can be 
considered the preliminary institutional climax of forging a comprehensive approach. The fact that the 
HR/VP is Chair of the External Relations Council and that the Commissioner for Development is the 
Representative of the Commission in this decision-making body can be interpreted as a further step 
towards more comprehensiveness.19  

In this process, the European Security Strategy (ESS) adopted in 2003 and its review five years 
later play an important role as a conceptual framework that deals with both the internal and the 
external dimensions of the comprehensive approach. As to the former, the ESS states that “the 
challenge now is to bring together the different instruments and capabilities: European assistance 
programmes and the European Development Fund, military and civilian capabilities from Member 
States and other instruments. All of these can have an impact on our security and on that of third 
countries.”20 It emphasizes the security-development nexus by declaring that “Security is the first 
condition for development”21 and identifies “building security in our neighbourhood”22 as well as 
“international order based on effective multilateralism”23 as two of three main objectives.24 Both 
objectives relate to the necessity of working with key partners such as states and international 
organisations. The Implementation Report of 2008 confirms and widens the risk analysis made by the 
ESS. It emphasizes the fact that “for our full potential to be realised we need to be still more capable, 
more coherent and more active.”25  

Strategizing for Africa 

One major challenge – as outlined in the ESS – is the existence of fragile states. The 
Implementation Report mentions Somalia as an example of the linkage between conflict and state 
fragility “caught in a vicious cycle of weak governance and recurrent conflict”.26 It identifies piracy 
“as a new dimension of organized crime.”27 The document also links piracy to state failure. However, 
piracy does not feature in the list of key threats, but rather as one consideration for EU efforts to build 
stability beyond its borders and mentions EUNAVFOR Atalanta as part of the EU response. Under the 
heading relating to the security and development nexus, the report hints at the EU engagement in 
Africa, the programmatic basis of which is emphasized inter alia in the “Common Position concerning 
conflict prevention, management and resolution in Africa”28 of 2004, the EU Strategy for Africa of 
200529 and particularly the Africa-EU Joint Strategy adopted by 80 Heads of State and Government 
from Africa and Europe in Lisbon in 2007.30 

In the first, the EU describes its objectives such as the strengthening of African crisis management 
capacities and means of action in the field, the improvement of its close cooperation with the UN and 
with regional and sub-regional organisations, and its willingness to remain prepared “to become 
involved, whenever necessary, in crisis management in Africa with its own capabilities”.31 
Furthermore, the EU declared that it would “develop a proactive, comprehensive and integrated 
approach which shall also serve as a common framework for actions of individual Member States”.32 
In its Africa Strategy of 2005, it tackles a broad agenda: among other things, peace and security; 
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human rights and governance; development assistance; sustainable growth, regional integration and 
trade; investing in people; and future partnership with Africa. As to peace and security, the Union 
confirmed its will to work with African partners and to “step up its efforts to promote peace and 
security at all stages of the conflict cycle, from conflict prevention, via conflict management to 
conflict resolution and post-conflict reconstruction”.33 Finally, the Joint Africa EU Strategy aims at 
strengthening the partnership between the EU and African states based on commonly shared visions 
and principles such as “the unity of Africa, the interdependence between Africa and Europe, 
ownership and joint responsibility, and respect for human rights, democratic principles and the rule of 
law, as well as the right to development” in order to jointly address issues of common concern.34  

This broad approach is in line with the European Consensus on Development, a joint statement of 
the Council, the European Parliament and the Commission on European development policy, that 
stresses the need for greater coherence and the will of the Commission to develop its own 
comprehensive prevention approach to state fragility, conflict, natural disasters and other types of 
crisis within the competences of its institutions. At the same time the Commission declares its 
preparedness to work closely with the Council structures to improve joint analysis, monitoring and 
assessment of fragile states.35  

There is thus much talk about comprehensiveness and the need for greater coherence in various 
Council and Commission documents but this still does not end the institutional divide between the two 
“tribes” of EU external action. Against this background, the EEAS provides for a better institutional 
framework that is supposed to enhance CFSP, but the struggles about the meaning, the direction and 
the institutional prerequisites of a comprehensive approach still continue today. For this reason, the 
efforts by EUMS and the CPCC staff to draft concepts aimed at enhancing the comprehensive 
approach are still in limbo.36 However, the decision of the Council on 23rd January 2012 to activate for 
the first time the OpsCenter and to task it with the coordination of all CSDP missions related to 
Somalia is a further step towards more comprehensiveness.37 

Practical Efforts – towards an Integrated Maritime Policy  

Further practical efforts which could become part of a comprehensive approach can be observed in 
the maritime domain in general. The Commission has been pushing the concept of an Integrated 
Maritime Policy (IMP) since 2006, also touching on security issues such as organized crime and 
piracy.38 The Council supports this approach and pleads for the elaboration of a maritime security 
strategy in order to tackle “the threats identified in the European Security Strategy, while ensuring 
coherence with EU internal policies, including the EU Integrated Maritime Policy”.39 A task force 
with specialists from the EEAS, the Commission and Member States has started to work on this. The 
idea is to link the civilian and military capabilities of the EU and Member States. A concrete project is 
the “Common Information Sharing Environment for the surveillance of the EU maritime domain” 
(CISE) which aims “to generate a situational awareness of activities at sea, impacting on maritime 
safety and security, (…)”.40  
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Piracy has been identified as a case in point by the EEAS and the Commission whose former 
Commissioner for Fisheries and Maritime Affairs, Joe Borg, stated: “The EU is committed to doing all 
it can to play its part in deterring and stamping out acts of piracy. We need an integrated civilian-
military approach where all concerned work together. The European Commission contributes to this 
through improving maritime surveillance and by helping to set up a firm international legal framework 
for ensuring security at sea (…)”.41 However, creating joint maritime awareness is still a work in 
progress. A Wise Men Panel mandated by the European Defence Agency EDA to compile a report on 
the EU efforts to integrate mechanisms to maritime 
surveillance within CSDP stated for instance that 
“Confusion and competition continue because of a lack 
of agreed definitions of even basic terms like safety and 
security. People are talking past each other”.42 Thus, the 
project to improve maritime surveillance has not yet 
been able to contribute to the comprehensive approach 
that the EU is pursuing with regard to Somalia and of 
which operation Atalanta is supposed to be a part. 
However, if realised, the project could be a major asset 
for dealing with the piracy issue. 

EU Objectives and Activities in Somalia 

The EU’s engagement towards Somalia is based on several pillars: humanitarian aid, development 
cooperation, political dialogue and crisis management including efforts to counter piracy. Albeit not 
integrated into one coherent strategy so far, these multi-pronged activities are all part of the EU’s 
declared comprehensive approach.43 By recognizing the interdependence of the political, security, 
economic and societal spheres, this approach is in line with the main principles of the “Whole of 
Government” Approach as developed by the OECD Development Assistance Committee in 2006 
which calls on donor countries to engage in fragile states by “involving departments responsible for 
security, and political and economic affairs, as well as those responsible for development aid and 
humanitarian assistance”.44 The task is to work effectively across these domains and ensure the well-
sequenced and coherent progress of the diverse EU agencies engaged in Somalia. Based upon this 
aspiration, the following section illustrates the activities of the EU agencies mostly involved in the 
organization’s comprehensive approach towards Somalia, their declared objectives, and their role 
within the EU system of security governance as well as their interlinkage with other actors engaged in 
Somalia. We proceed in a chronological way in order to better grasp the increasing involvement in 
Somalia by identifying the different phases of the engagement. 

Humanitarian Assistance 

Ever since its government collapsed in 1991, Somalia has emerged as one of the most conflict-
prone and least developed countries in the world. Continuous fighting and the lack of efficient 
governance structures, foremost in the southern and central regions, not only pushed it into the 
position of being the world’s least peaceful nation in 2011 according to the Global Peace Index;45 
coupled with recurring droughts and floods, Somalia has also for many years now been host of one of 
the most devastating humanitarian crisis in the world. Accordingly, humanitarian aid has been the 
cornerstone of the EU’s engagement in Somalia. It dates back to 1994, when project activities were 
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slowly picked up again for the first time after Somalia’s breakdown and two UN Peacekeeping 
Operations.46  

As one of the biggest donors of humanitarian aid towards Somalia and the Horn Region in general, 
the European Commission gradually stepped up its funding from EUR 9 million in 2005 and EUR 18 
million in 2007 to EUR 46 million in 2008. Ever since, however, there has been a decline – down to 
EUR 35 million in 2010. Although originally only EUR 30 million had been allocated for 2011, the 
aid budget has grown to new heights (EUR 77 million) due to the massive drought affecting the 
country, as well as the Horn of Africa in general.47 

The main agency for humanitarian aid is the European Commission Directorate-General (DG) for 
Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection (ECHO) which funds relief operations for victims of natural 
disasters and conflict in Somalia. In doing this, the focal points have been food security, health, 
nutrition, shelter, water sanitation, hygiene promotion, livelihoods support, protection and 
coordination of aid. Projects are being implemented and supported in most parts of the country; yet 
urgent relief support has mainly concentrated on the southern and central Somali regions where the 
need is most dire.48 

As elsewhere, the EU’s humanitarian aid towards Somalia adheres to the fundamental 
humanitarian principles of humanity, neutrality, impartiality, and independence as laid out in the 
European Consensus on Humanitarian Aid jointly signed by the presidents of the Commission, the 
Council and the European Parliament in December 2007.49 This necessity of unrestrained impartiality 
of humanitarian aid and its priority of being directed “first and foremost at the people”50 has been one 
of the reasons why DG ECHO is not a direct part of the EU crisis management and has not been 
integrated into the structures of the EEAS. It can only be an integral part of a comprehensive approach 
if these principles are respected.51  

However, owing to the persistently dire security situation, Somalia is known as the most 
dangerous place in the world for aid workers.52 For this reason, the EU operates mainly through the 
Somalia Unit and its EU representative to Somalia, based at the Delegation of the EU to Kenya in 
Nairobi. While most of the funding is channelled through local partners as well as NGOs and UN 
agencies via the so-called ‘remote control scheme’, three field offices in Mogadishu, Hargeisa 
(Somaliland), and Garowe (Puntland) manned with predominantly local but also supported by 
international staff are tasked with the implementation and monitoring of EU-funded programmes.  

For enhancing coordination with other donors, ECHO is taking part in diverse informal and 
voluntary cooperation mechanisms, such as the Coordination of International Support to Somalis 
(CISS, former Somalia Aid Coordination Body), co-chaired by the UN and the World Bank, the 
Somali Donor Group, and the newly established Common Humanitarian Funding (CHF), in which DG 
ECHO participates as an observer on the Advisory Board.53  

Development Aid 

The EU has been the largest donor of development aid to Somalia for years, specifically since the 
beginning of the new millennium. This enhancement of development aid can be ascribed to two main 
drivers: firstly, the increased efforts by regional actors such as the Intergovernmental Authority on 
Development (IGAD) to bring forward the peace process and, secondly, the rising concerns after 9/11 
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that so-called failing states like Somalia could offer a safe haven for international terrorists. Earlier on, 
there were already a few development elements included but humanitarian aid was the main activity. 
At the beginning of the new decade, the European Commission enacted the “Strategy for the 
Implementation of Special Aid to Somalia 2002-2007” (SISAS). This strategy defined as its long-term 
objective “to contribute to the alleviation of poverty and to the promotion of a more peaceful, 
equitable and democratic society”.54 In its follow-up “Joint Somalia Strategy Paper for the period 
2008-2013” the Commission, together with EU Member States and Norway, furthermore defines three 
overarching strategic objectives: to encourage reconciliation, democracy and the development of 
governance structures; to contribute to the reconstruction of the country; and to restore the rule of 
law.55 

The Joint Paper not only underlines the nexus between security and development when it states 
that “without peace and security it is not possible to engage effectively in longer-term development. 
Priority will therefore be given to promoting a peaceful and secure environment (…)”.56 It furthermore 
embraces the so-called governance dividend approach adopted in the Mid-Term Review of the SISAS 
that asks for identification and encouragement of “‘home grown’ governance initiatives in different 
parts of the country that are accepted and supported by the local population and do not exclude a 
possible future federal structure” in South-Central Somalia as well as in Somaliland and Puntland.57  

Between 2003 and 2007, the development aid from the Commission reached EUR 63 million 
while the EUR 215.4 million originally planned for 2008 to 2013 were augmented by EUR 175 
million in August 2011.58 Key areas have been governance and security (23 projects ongoing, 
amounting to EUR 52 million), education (13 projects ongoing, amounting to EUR 36 million), as 
well as economic development and food security (25 projects ongoing, amounting to EUR 48 million). 
The implementation of many projects has been hampered however by the critical security situation, 
particularly in South-Central Somalia, leading to a gradual shift towards more engagement in the 
northern regions.  

Notwithstanding the Council’s tasks and those of the nascent EEAS, the Commission’s 
engagement has not been, and is not, restrained to development policy. It is an actor in external affairs 
and regards itself as a security provider by supporting conflict prevention, rehabilitation and 
stabilisation activities. Engagement in Somalia is one major component of its policies towards the 
Horn Region in general: In 2006 DG Development elaborated the blueprint for an EU strategy towards 
the Horn of Africa59 based on the European Consensus and the EU Strategy for Africa where it set out 
“a comprehensive approach to conflict prevention in the Horn of Africa tackling the root causes of 
instability, and providing a political framework for concrete regional initiatives and for structured 
dialogue between partners”.60 Stability of the region is stressed as being of major strategic importance 
to the EU, as cross border dynamics in particular (for example, illegal migration and trafficking in 
arms, drugs and refugee flows, terrorism and organized crime) can reach far beyond the immediate 
neighbourhood and can even pose a threat to European security. As the EU is not only the major 
trading partner but also the most important development partner for the countries in the region, the 
blueprint strategy points moreover towards the EU’s economic interests that underline its engagement. 
While recognizing the regional interconnectedness of most conflicts in the Horn, it particularly 
emphasizes the need to tackle the Somali crisis. It states that “containment cannot be seen as an option 
in Somalia; instead the underlying causes of instability in Somalia need to be addressed” – by 
specifically taking into account the concerns of its direct neighbours.61 As a matter of fact, Somalia is 
being seen as a test case for implementing a regional partnership as envisioned by the Strategy.  

Since the creation of viable security in Somalia is viewed as a prerequisite for an environment 
conducive to longer-term development, the Commission has also been involved in contributing to 
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crisis management. The two most important instruments in this vein are the African Peace Facility 
(APF) and the Instrument for Stability (IfS). The APF, although part of the European Development 
Fund (EDF) administered by the Commission, is an extra-budgetary fund created specifically to 
finance African Peace Support Operations (PSOs).62 Accordingly, the funding of PSOs – EUR 600 of 
740 million since 2004 – represents the main activity of the APF. Most of it is not ODA-eligible due to 
its security orientation.63 With EUR 258 million since 2007, a considerable part of it is being allocated 
to the African Union Mission to Somalia.64  

The IfS is a tool to address security and development challenges. 72 percent of its budget of EUR 
2 billion for 2007-201365 is allocated to short-term assistance, managed previously by the 
Commission’s DG External Relations and meanwhile transferred to the EEAS, while the long-term 
assistance is mainly managed by the DG for Development and Cooperation (DG DevCo).66 While the 
IfS generally supports regional organizations such as the AU to enhance their response to trans-
regional threats,67 with regard to Somalia IfS funding is focussed specifically on improving the 
regional response towards piracy via the Critical Maritimes Routes Programme under the so-called 
MARSIC Project (2010-2013). Having been originally designed with the critical maritime routes in 
South East Asia in mind, the evolving threat of Somali piracy led to a shift of its regional focus 
towards the maritime waters off Somalia. Hence, the programme now primarily supports the 
enhancement of national law enforcement agencies in the region (namely Seychelles, Kenya, and, 
potentially Somalia (Somaliland and Puntland)) “to combat maritime piracy and robbery on the high 
seas through effective pro-active investigations”.68 Here the implementing partner is Interpol which 
provides the regional partners with training and equipment to conduct investigations and to identify 
and dismantle piracy networks and their supporters.69 Secondly, MARSIC supports the 
implementation of the Djibouti Code of Conduct (DCoC), set up by the International Maritime 
Organization (IMO) in January 2009. The aim of the DCoC is to establish a framework for 
information-sharing and cooperation among coastal and user states for the repression of piracy and 
armed robbery against ships. Having been funded with an initial budget of EUR 4 million for three 
years, the MARSIC team of EU Member States’ Experts focuses on supporting the “Management and 
Operational Conduct” of the Regional Maritime Information Sharing Centre” in Sana’a and the 
“Documentation, Education and Training Centre” in Djibouti mainly via technical assistance.70 To 
strengthen the regional response towards piracy further, the EU has also supported the development of 
a Regional Strategy by countries which are part of the Eastern and Southern Africa – Indian Ocean 
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(ESA-IO) Region via the Regional Maritime Security Programme. With EUR 25 million earmarked 
for its implementation under the 10th EDF, it is geared to fostering the establishment of a framework to 
“prevent and combat piracy, and promote maritime security through a three pillar approach”71 to firstly 
develop and implement a Somalia Inland Action Plan to counter and prevent piracy; secondly 
encourage states in the region to prosecute pirates with the financial and technical support of the 
international community; and, thirdly, strengthen regional states’ capacities to secure their maritime 
zones.72  

In addition, the IfS has also funded a joint programme with the United Nations Office on Drugs 
and Crime (UNODC) called “Support to the Trial and Related Treatment of Piracy Suspects” since 
2009. Having originally been designed for targeted support to Kenyan prosecution, police, judicial and 
prison services,73 it is now “supporting those states in the Indian Ocean that are prosecuting piracy 
cases”, including Somalia, Kenya, Seychelles, and Mauritius.74 The project has been put in the direct 
context of EUNAVFOR Atalanta as it was set out to help “to achieve the overall objectives” 75 of this 
naval operation. 

Political Dialogue, Peace, and Security 

Next to its engagement with regard to humanitarian and development aid, the EU has been a firm 
supporter of the peace and reconciliation process initiated under the auspices of IGAD since the end of 
the 1990s, culminating in the Somali National Reconciliation Conference in Eldoret, Kenya in the 
autumn of 2002.76 The conference was the starting point for a renewed engagement of the EU after the 
dictatorial government of Siad Barre had collapsed in 199177 as it was decisive for establishing the 
Transitional Federal Institutions (TFI), that is, the Federal Transitional Charter, the TFG, and a 
Transitional Parliament in 2004.  

In its recognition of the territorial integrity and sovereignty of the Somali state, the main partner of 
the EU ever since has been the TFG it helped to set up. Engagement with other Somali regions and 
authorities has so far been on an operational (mainly via humanitarian and development aid projects) 
rather than on a political level. In 2006, the European Council and the TFG signed a Memorandum of 
Understanding which laid “the groundwork for partnership and mutually agreed goals of promoting 
peace, democracy, security and the eradication of poverty through the guiding principles enshrined in 
the Transitional Federal Charter”.78 The Council promised to enhance its engagement with Somalia by 
providing support for the effective functioning of the TFI, encouraging reconciliation, democracy and 
governance at all levels, contributing to reconstruction and coordinated assistance, and restoring the 
rule of law.79 The extremely fragile peace process made some progress in 2008 by means of the 
Djibouti Peace Agreement between the TFG and its main opponent at that time, the Alliance for the 
Re-Liberation of Somalia (ARS). This led to the setting up of the Joint Security Committee (JSC) 
which acts as a coordination forum for the international community – including the EU – and the TFG 
to support Somalia’s security institutions.  
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Notwithstanding major inefficiencies and permanent internal power games within the TFI, the EU 
continues to support the Djibouti peace process as a framework for peace-building and eventually 
accepted the postponement of the end of the transition phase for one year to August 2012 which was 
enshrined in the Kampala Agreement between the President of the TFG and the Speaker of the Federal 
Parliament in June 2011.80 At an international meeting facilitated by the UN Political Office for 
Somalia (UNPOS), attended by representatives from the EU, IGAD, the League of Arab States and the 
Organisation of the Islamic Conference, delegates of the TFI, Puntland, Galmudug, and ASWJ finally 
agreed on a Roadmap setting clear benchmarks for the rest of the envisaged transition period.81 Al 
Shabaab by contrast has neither been invited to the negotiations nor has it shown any interest so far in 
joining the political dialogue.  

The Roadmap aims at advancing the performance of Somali TFI and their partners in the four 
issue areas of security; constitution drafting; political outreach and reconciliation; and good 
governance. Rather than providing for a roadmap towards a political solution, it contains a more 
technically induced time schedule for the tasks identified as most pressing. The EU is a member of a 
Technical Committee established to monitor the progress in the implementation of the Roadmap. Here 
the key is to reach out to regional authorities as well as to civil society and to enhance cooperation 
between the various Somali entities. Under Benchmark One “Security”, among other things, the 
roadmap explicitly calls for the setting up an “effective maritime security and counter piracy policy 
and legislation in conjunction with regional entities including Puntland State of Somalia and 
Somaliland”. Those processes are to be based on the Kampala Process, an international initiative from 
2010 which has received strong support from the EU.82 It brings together the TFG and the regions of 
Puntland and Somaliland aiming at promoting internal coordination of their respective counter-piracy 
offices. It furthermore serves as focal point for the DCoC, thereby linking these initiatives for 
enhancing capacity-building and cooperation at a national and regional level. 

Throughout the whole process, implementing a comprehensive approach and embedding it into the 
regional context has been given top priority by the EU. Starting with the Council conclusions of 20 
July 2002, the EU has repeatedly emphasized “the strategic importance of peace, stability and 
prosperity in Somalia” and has promised to enhance its engagement “by following a comprehensive 
strategic framework”, particularly by supporting the general reconstruction of the country, creating 
structures of governance, encouraging reconciliation and restoring the rule of law.83 In December 
2009, the Council adopted "An EU Policy on the Horn of Africa - towards a comprehensive EU 
strategy", complementing the Commission’s strategy of 2006. It was supposed to provide for 
“strategic guidance” and help “articulate EU action in response to regional challenges on the Horn”.84 
It stresses that crisis management activities such as the fight against piracy are also proof of the broad 
EU commitment.85 The four principles guiding the EU response towards the region are a) “recognizing 
the need of a comprehensive approach”, b) “understanding the root causes and drivers of conflict”, c) 
“recognizing the imperative of a regional approach”, and d) “building on local ownership”.86 The 
strategic guidance calls for the maximizing of the effectiveness of the EU response by aiming at 
consistency, strengthening synergies between EU instruments, and building on partnerships, 

                                                            
80  The Council and the ICG tried to put pressure on the quarrelling TFI to meet the date but to no avail. See Council of the 

European Union: Council Conclusions on Somalia, 3076th Foreign Affairs Council Meeting, 2011, Brussels, 21 Mar. 
2011: 2. 

81  Somalia End of Transition Roadmap, Mogadishu 6 Sep. 2011, 
<http://unpos.unmissions.org/Portals/UNPOS/Repository%20UNPOS/110906%20-%20Initialled%20Roadmap.pdf>; 
EEAS: Statement by EU High Representative Catherine Ashton on the adoption of Roadmap for Ending the Transition 
in Somalia, Brussels, 9 Sep. 2011. 

82  See United Nations Security Council: Press Briefing of the 6417th Meeting, New York, 9 Nov. 2010, 
<http://www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2010/sc10079.doc.htm>; Council of the European Union: Council Conclusions 
on Somalia, 3076th Foreign Affairs Council Meeting, 2011, Brussels, 21 Mar. 2011: 3. 

83  Council of the European Union: Press Release, 2718th Council Meeting General Affairs and External Relations 
General Affairs, Brussels, 20 Mar. 2006: 8. 

84  Council of the European Union: An EU Policy on the Horn of Africa – towards a comprehensive EU strategy, 
17383/09, Brussels, 10 Dec. 2009. 

85  Council of the European Union: Council Conclusions on the Horn of Africa, 2985th Foreign Affairs Council, Brussels, 
8 Dec. 2009: 2. 

86  Council of the European Union: An EU Policy on the Horn of Africa – towards a comprehensive EU strategy, 
17383/09, Brussels, 10 Dec. 2009: 6-8. 



18 

specifically at a regional level, that is, with organizations like AU and IGAD.87 Piracy off the coast of 
Somalia is seen as a threat to international maritime security, economic activities and the security of 
countries in the region calling for an enduring solution that “can only be reached by building on 
Somali ownership and addressing the underlying security and development challenges in Somalia”.88 

In an effort to drive the process further, the Council finally adopted a “Strategic Framework for 
the Horn of Africa” in November 2011.89 While the drafting and implementing of concrete policies are 
conceded to the Commission, the Council and the Member States, the framework identifies five focal 
areas of engagement: building democratic and accountable state structures; contributing to peace, 
security, conflict prevention and resolution; mitigating the effects of insecurity in the region; reducing 
poverty/promoting economic growth; and fostering regional cooperation. Somalia and the issue of 
piracy are regarded as major impediments to peace to the region and are thus one of the priorities of 
the newly appointed Special Representative for the Horn of Africa. The Council Conclusions on 
Somalia of November 2011 underline again the importance of implementing a comprehensive 
approach and the necessity to “streamline and strengthen the coordination of all actors and 
international donors to Somalia”. To improve its own performance and specifically to “facilitate 
support to the Somali peace process”, the EU is furthermore considering establishing a sustained 
presence in the national capital of Mogadishu.90  

Along with its humanitarian, developmental and political engagement, the EU has steadily been 
placing more and more emphasis on engagement by military means, directly and indirectly:: Firstly, in 
2007 it decided to support AMISOM whose task is to provide support to the TFI, to facilitate the 
provision of humanitarian assistance and to create conditions for reconstruction, reconciliation and the 
sustainable development of Somalia.91 In addition to this AMISOM contributes to the training, 
mentoring and monitoring of the Somali Police Force (SPF) in Kenya, Djibouti and Mogadishu, also 
supported by the EU.92 Between 2007 and July 2011 the EU spent EUR 208 million on AMISOM 
under the AFP, financing the strategic planning and management unit in particular as well as 
allowances, medical costs, housing, fuel, and communication equipment.93 In December 2011, the 
Commission decided to provide a further EUR 50 million to AMISOM to support it in better fulfilling 
its mandate and reaching its authorized strength of 12,000 soldiers.94 The overall implementation is 
jointly managed by the AU Commission and the EU Commission while the EU Delegation to the AU 
is responsible for day-to-day monitoring. Coordination with other donors is effectuated by monthly 
meetings of the African Union Partners Group in Addis Ababa, Somalia Donor Meetings in Nairobi, 
and coordination meetings in Brussels.95  

Secondly, in May 2008 the increasing challenge of piracy off the coast of Somalia entered the 
Council’s agenda because of its negative effects on humanitarian efforts and maritime traffic in the 
region.96 Under its French Presidency, the EU initially decided to establish a military coordination 
action under the CSDP called “EU NAVCO”,97 one of the main triggers being the hijack of the French 
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yacht “Le Ponant” in February 2008.98 Shortly afterwards, the Council decided to launch the EU anti-
piracy operation Atalanta and therewith closed down the coordination cell.99 As with all EU military 
operations, responsibility lies with the Council while the Political and Security Committee (PSC) 
exercises political control and strategic direction. The mission is funded via the Athena mechanism 
with a budget of EUR 8.4 million for 2010 and EUR 8.05 million for 2011 covering the costs for the 
Operational and the Force Headquarters, as well as medical services and transport. Contributing 
Member States bear the cost of the resources they deploy themselves.100 The internal coherence of 
these operations was set to be ensured by close coordination of the Presidency, the High 
Representative, the EU Operation Commander and the EU Force Commander respectively.101 
Potential coordinating efforts with the Commission are not envisaged explicitly in the Joint Action as 
in most other joint actions dealing with military operations.102 However, just like the one establishing 
EU NAVCO, the action has been based on a joint options paper written by the Secretariat General of 
the Council and the Commission which is part of the Crisis Management Concept.103  

The third component of the EU’s engagement in the area of peace and security is the European 
Union Training Mission Somalia (EUTM): The objective of this military mission is to contribute to 
the reform of the Somali security sector through the provision of specific training and support to the 
training provided by Uganda of 2,000 recruits. The mission is part of a wider international effort 
comprising the vetting of trainees, the training, the monitoring of the forces once back in Somalia as 
well as the funding and payment of salaries. It is executed in close coordination with the TFG, 
Uganda, the AU, the UN and the US. Uganda provides basic training, European instructors teach 
special skills such as infantry techniques (Ireland), urban warfare (Portugal), and communications 
(Germany) while the US adds to financial assistance, logistical and technical support and supports the 
recruitment process of the TFG in Mogadishu, and AMISOM soldiers carry the responsibility for 
reintegrating them into the Somali National Security Force over a period of three months.104 For 
AMISOM, EUTM is of major importance as the mission also has the function to “ease AMISOM’s 
training burden and free resources for its counter-insurgency efforts”.105 EUTM is thus a further step in 
upgrading the EU’s engagement in Somalia. Its mandate has recently been extended to provide for two 
more six-month training periods.106  

In December 2011, the EU Council decided to complement EUTM and the technical cooperation 
projects in the maritime sphere with a civilian CSDP mission on Regional Maritime Capacity Building 
in the Horn of Africa and Western Indian Ocean States (RMCB).107 The mission which at the time 
writing was still under preparation is intended to strengthening the maritime (sea-going) capacities of 
selected countries, i.e. Djibouti, Kenya, the Seychelles, and Tanzania. In Somalia, the program is 
intended to focus on supporting the development of Coastal Police Forces, specifically in the regions 
of Puntland, Somaliland and Galmudug. Furthermore, consideration is being given to the training and 
protection of judges in the Somali region of Puntland to enable them to implement their duties more 
effectively.108  

The EU support for AMISOM, as well as its military missions Atalanta and EUTM, can so far be 
regarded as decisive components in the effort of the EU to develop a comprehensive approach towards 
Somalia: not only is this stated in all of the military mission fact sheets provided for by the respective 
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EU websites, Atalanta has also been deliberately designed to ensure the delivery of humanitarian aid. 
That is why its main task is “the protection of vessels of WFP delivering food aid to displaced persons 
in Somalia, in accordance with the mandate laid down in UNSC Resolution 1814 (2008)”.109 With 
regard to EUTM, the Council Decision of 31st March 2010 to launch the mission contained the 
provision that the HR is responsible for the consistency with the EU’s “external action as a whole, 
including the Union’s development programmes”.110 This is the first time that the security-
development nexus is mentioned in a mandate for a military CSDP mission. The Union’s 
comprehensive approach is set to further being improved by the appointment of Alexander Rondos as 
Special Representative (EUSR) to the Horn of Africa on 8th December 2011whose task is among 
others “to contribute to the implementation of the EU’s policy towards the Horn of Africa, in close 
cooperation with European External Action Service (EEAS), Union delegations in the region and the 
Commission”.111 

International and Regional Environment for EU Action – Major External Partners  

To enfold the full potential of any given comprehensive approach, coordination and cooperation 
with external partners is of major importance. Accordingly, building partnerships and strengthening 
existing ones is a crucial aspect in the EU’s approach to effective multilateralism in general and to 
Somalia and the region in particular. The logic of the EU’s approach is as follows: if combating piracy 
calls for more than containment at sea, then the root causes of piracy have to be tackled. This can only 
be done in an international framework and in cooperation with international, regional and local 
partners. This logic was already propagated with regard to internal strife in Somalia before the issue of 
piracy came up. Recognizing the interests, strategies and actions of the EU’s major partners can thus 
be regarded as key for the envisioned comprehensive approach. Accordingly, the following section 
will provide an overview of the main external partners of the EU and illustrate how their approaches 
are interconnected.112 

Intergovernmental Authority on Development 

Comprising all states considered to be part of the greater Horn of Africa, IGAD is the main 
interlocutor for the EU in the region.113 Ever since the creation of IGAD’s predecessor IGADD 
(Intergovernmental Authority on Drought and Development) in the 1980s, the EU has been one of its 
major partners. In 1997, one year after IGAD was set up, formal relationships of the EU were 
established within the “Friends of IGAD” called the IGAD Partners Forum (IPF). IPF convenes three 
UN bodies, 16 OECD states, among them 11 EU Member States, and the European Commission with 
organs at the ministerial, ambassadorial and technical level.  

Although persistently hampered by internal conflict, weak structures and a lack of capacities, 
IGAD has been an important actor with regard to brokering the Somali peace process in the new 
millennium after several unilateral initiatives by some of its Member States, particularly Ethiopia and 
Djibouti. A “strategic breakthrough”114 was the Somali National Reconciliation Conference led by the 
Kenyan Government in 2002, also known as the 14th attempt115 to reconstitute Somali government 
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structures since 1991.116 Despite strong international backing, also from the EU, the IGAD process 
suffered a major setback in 2006 after Ethiopia intervened on behalf of the TFG to fight back the 
Union of Islamic Courts (UIC) that had gained control in much of South-Central Somalia the same 
year. The Ethiopian intervention was based on its longstanding fear of the generation of an Islamic 
state in its direct neighbourhood – which had been exacerbated by the call of the UIC to establish a 
Greater Somalia – including the so-called Ogaden, the eastern region of Ethiopia which is home to 
many Somali people. Furthermore the war between Eritrea and Ethiopia (1998-2000) had led to a 
strategy on the part of both rivals to support each other’s adversaries within Somalia, thus 
exacerbating the violent conflict within the country.  

Being backed by an IGAD decision, the intervention of Ethiopia enforced the perception within 
Somalia that the engagement of the organization was heavily biased by the interests of its Member 
States.117 Coupled with opposition from some of its Member States – particularly Eritrea which 
subsequently even retracted its membership – this also contributed to the non-deployment of the IGAD 
Peace Support Mission in Somalia (IGASOM) that was supposed to support the TFI as of September 
2007 and finally led to a shift in the peace process to the international level, namely that of the African 
Union and the UN.118 The recent military incursions of Kenya and Ethiopia support this stance once 
more. Their efforts to counter Al Shabaab and to establish buffer zones to secure their own borders 
have underlined the dilemma of close (geographical) proximity: on the one hand it generates a vested 
interest in solving a neighbour’s crisis which actors based further away do not have in such urgency; 
on the other, however, military interventions of neighbours are very much driven by their own 
interests and can thus even be counterproductive.  

Nonetheless IGAD still remains an essential actor in the process and is recognized as the forum 
where most negotiations should take place, specifically with regard to balancing the contradicting 
interests among its Member States.119 The EU, together with the AU and the League of Arabic States 
(LAS), has been in strong support for the IGAD-led reconciliation process despite its inner conflicts 
and still regards the organization as the strategic partner for the EU.120 This position is based on the 
recognition of that fact that one key for solving the Somalis’ protracted crisis is its embedding in a 
regional framework that acknowledges and tackles the interests not only of Somali actors but also 
those of its closest neighbours, as envisaged by IGAD itself. 121 IGAD’s engagement in Somalia is 
linked to UN and EU activities via the Office of the IGAD Facilitator for Somalia Peace and National 
Reconciliation in Addis Ababa (Ethiopia)122 which is being funded by the EU via the AFP under the 
umbrella of the Early Response Mechanism.123 While IGAD commends the EU engagement to curb 
piracy in the region, especially through EUNAVFOR Atalanta, the EU supports the efforts to revitalise 
and reform IGAD.124 
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African Union 

Founded in 2002 as the successor to the Organisation of African Unity and taking the EU as role 
model, the AU is both the main continent-wide partner for the EU in Africa and the main addressee of 
financial and technical support related to capacity-building. The latter is especially relevant in the field 
of peace and security where the EU encourages the build-up of new administrative and security 
structures. EU support is supposed to “increasingly work towards Africa-led and -owned approaches, 
strengthening the primary responsibility of African governments for the issues in question”.125 
According to the Joint Africa-EU Strategy adopted in 2007, one main objective of both partners is “to 
strengthen and promote peace, security, democratic governance and human rights (…)”.126 The largest 
share of the EUR 1 billion that the EU has made available for the partnership so far has gone to the 
AFP which provides funds for the implementation of the African Peace and Security Structure and for 
African-led interventions. In total, the EU has supported four African peacekeeping missions so far, 
the latest of which is AMISOM established in 2007.127  

The African Union had been in strong support of the IGAD-led peace process. However when the 
endeavour reached its limits due to the opposing interests of its Member States, the continental 
organization, in close cooperation with the UN, stepped in, with AMISOM being its major 
contribution. AMISOM was launched at the beginning of 2007.128 Initially designed to be a short-term 
engagement to be replaced by a UN peacekeeping force, the mandate has been extended several times, 
the latest mandate having been in effect since 17th January 2012 and lasting for another 12 months.129  

AMISOM has an authorized military strength of 12,000 soldiers, of whom currently about 10,000 
are deployed.130 It is mandated to conduct Peace Support Operations in Somalia to stabilize the 
situation in the country under Chapter VII UN Charter. So far, the only troop-contributing countries 
are Uganda and Burundi, and, since December 2011, Djibouti.131 Sierra Leone has also confirmed its 
intention to contribute an additional battalion of 850 soldiers, while Uganda has pledged to increase its 
troops by 2,000 and Burundi by 1,000 men.132 Also due to its limited troop strength, AMISOM’s 
soldiers are so far all deployed in the capital of Mogadishu where they are focusing their operations on 
securing key installations such as the seaport, the airport and buildings of the TFI, and on combating 
Al Shabaab in a counter-insurgency effort, mostly using clan militias as proxies while at the same time 
asking for better military equipment such a attack helicopters.133 Following the recent enforced 
withdrawal of Al Shabaab forces from Mogadishu, AMISOM forces, together with Somalia TFG 
forces, now control all districts of the capital. On the basis of this success, the AU is also considering 
expanding AMISOM operations beyond Mogadishu into South and Central Somalia within the next 5 
to 12 months.134 In doing so, it is aiming at creating conditions for the deployment “of a UN peace 
keeping operation, to take over AMISOM and assist in the long-term reconstruction and stabilization 
of Somalia”.135  

Up to now, however, such a deployment seems extremely unlikely: according to a recent EU 
estimate “the AU will probably have to run AMISOM for a longer period than planned and restructure 
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the operation in the light of a multi-annual commitment”.136 As the TFI still have hardly any own 
forces at their disposal, their survival is dependent on the activities of AMISOM troops – and is 
therefore regarded as an essential component of the international state-building approach towards 
Somalia.  

Accordingly, at its January 2012 meeting, the AU Peace and Security Council endorsed a strategic 
concept for the Mission’s future operations calling for the increase in AMISOM troop strength to 
17,731 including 5,700 from a Djiboutian contingent ready to be deployed and the “re-hatted” Kenyan 
troops, as well as an AMISOM police component, the expansion of AMISOM’s areas of responsibility 
and the increase in the UN logistical support. 

United Nations 

The UN provides the main international framework for EU activities that deal with the crisis in 
Somalia. Having been engaged actively in the country ever since the breakdown of formal government 
structures on a national level in 1991, the UN thus serves both as a formal partner and as a venue for 
formal and informal groupings.  

After the three bungled military interventions (UNOSOM I and II, UNITAF), the UN supported 
the diverse peace processes and delivered humanitarian assistance, and implemented recovery and 
development programmes directly via its country team made up of 24 UN agencies as well as through 
non-governmental organizations.137 In January 2012, the UN for the first time since 1995 established a 
representative office in Mogadishu.138 Over the last few years, the UN, similar to the EU, has put a lot 
of effort into improving the comprehensiveness of its own approach and those of its major partners. 
Together with the World Bank, it has been the driving force behind the Joint Needs Assessment (JNA) 
for South-Central Somalia, Puntland and Somaliland carried out in 2005/06 that also laid the ground 
for the Joint Somalia Strategy of the EU. The JNA, together with the Somali-owned Reconstruction 
and Development Programme (RDP), also served as a base for the UN Somali Assistance Strategy 
(2011-2015). In addition, an Integrated Strategic 
Framework for Somalia has recently been developed to 
streamline the diverse approaches. The focal areas that 
have been identified therein for the UN are social 
services, poverty reduction and livelihoods as well as 
good governance and human security. At a regional 
level, the UN (via its Political Office for Somalia UNPOS together with AMISOM and IGAD) signed 
a Joint Regional Strategy in February 2011 that aims at supporting the TFG in its efforts to 
successfully end the transitional period.139 

With regard to piracy, the UN has been engaged on several fronts: first, via the joint UNODC-EU 
project to enhance the prosecution capacities of regional states. Secondly, the UN has put an effort into 
boosting regional capacities to counter piracy via the IMO-led DCoC also supported by the EU.140 
Thirdly, the UN has conducted an EU-supported and multi-donor-funded rule of law project 
implemented by UNDP that targets more professional civilian police services.141 Based on the request 
of the Security Council,142 the Secretary-General of the UN has in addition put a great deal of effort 
into enhancing the international response to tackle problems with regard to prosecuting and 
imprisoning persons responsible for acts of piracy and armed robbery at sea off the coast of Somalia. 
In January 2011, the Special Adviser on Legal Issues related to Piracy off the Coast of Somalia, Jack 
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Lang, whom he had thereupon appointed, provided the Security Council with 25 proposals covering 
all aspects of how to counter Somali piracy efficiently and cooperatively. The report not only calls for 
the enhancement of the existing international and national legal frameworks with regard to prosecution 
and encourages all states to criminalize piracy as a universal crime as defined by the United Nations 
Convention on the Law of the Sea and try suspects accordingly; it also proposes a “Somalization” of 
all ongoing efforts to counter piracy. This includes on the one hand enhancing efforts to improve the 
Somali legal framework and the capacities of its various political entities, including Somaliland and 
Puntland, to try and incarcerate suspects. On the other hand the report also calls for considerable 
investment in augmenting security onshore as well as employment opportunities for the Somali 
population, particularly along, but not restricted to, the coastal lines. The overall recommendation is 
thus “to implement, on an extremely urgent basis, a comprehensive multidimensional plan targeting 
Puntland and Somaliland and comprising three components – economic, security and 
jurisdictional/correctional – that would be brought to bear simultaneously.”143 In a follow-up report 
presented to the Security Council in June 2011, the Special Adviser laid out several modalities on how 
to implement his proposals which are now under further consideration.144  

United States  

The US is an actor of supreme importance in Somalia and the region of the Horn. The main reason 
for this is Al Qaeda’s bombing of the US embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in 1998, the 9/11 attacks, 
and the so-called “Global War on Terror” (GWOT) initiated thereafter. Bearing in mind the disaster of 
the US-led and UN-backed intervention in Somalia in the early 1990s, the US engagement follows a 
proxy approach when pursuing its main political interests of combating terrorism and piracy off the 
coast of Somalia. With an ailing TFG under pressure from opposing Islamist forces, the US has been 
looking for regional and sub-regional actors as potential supporters. In 2002 Washington started to 
provide security assistance to Ethiopia and in 2005 to the AU. Ethiopia was perceived as the key 
contributor to counterterrorism efforts because of its military capabilities and its former incursions in 
Somalia.145 The US backed the Ethiopian intervention in 2006 in order to bring down the UIC – 
politically by giving the green light, and militarily by providing intelligence, special operation forces, 
and limited air strikes. In the same year, the UNSC passed the US-sponsored Resolution 1744 
authorizing AMISOM to provide support and protection to the TFG. However the US efforts to garner 
regional support were not very successful with only Uganda and Burundi volunteering for the mission 
which in any case did not start until 2008. As a trade-off, the troop-contributing countries received 
substantial US security assistance.146  

Piracy became an issue in 2008 when the US Combined Task Force (CTF) 150 operating in the 
Indian Ocean in an anti-terrorism mission was also given the task to combat piracy. The mission of 
combating piracy shifted to CTF 151 in 2009. The US is also participating in NATO’s anti-piracy 
operation that started in 2008. Moreover, Washington initiated the creation of the Contact Group on 
Piracy off the Coast of Somalia CGPCS in 2009 (see below). This is in line with the general effort to 
heighten international collaboration among state and non-state partners when dealing with the piracy 
issue.147 The US government stated that it does not intend to use ground forces to protect commercial 
shipping. As the State Department put it: “It’s better to work with security forces in Somalia”.148 It 
prefers the indirect method of organizing “counter-piracy operations exploring expanded military 
options which do not place under risk our forces” 149 and by relying more heavily on non-military 
solutions such as building regional capacities to prosecute pirates, to target financial flows, and to 
continue diplomatic efforts to address the root causes of piracy.150  
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It is obvious that the US approach towards the Somalia issue follows a different model from the 
direct engagement in Afghanistan and Iraq. Nevertheless, the Obama Administration has been 
intensifying its anti-terrorism campaign by supporting proxy forces and expanding drone operations. 
The US has spent 500 million USD since 2007 in training and equipping East African forces, half of 
which was provided for AMISOM. In addition, the private US security company Bancroft Global 
Development has been indirectly funded by the State Department to train AMISOM troops in urban 
warfare.151 In 2011, the Pentagon authorized 30 million USD to upgrade helicopters and surveillance 
aircraft for Kenya and Djibouti. In the former country, the US has a small presence at the Kenyan 
naval base at Manda Bay. In the latter, 3,000 US troops are stationed at Camp Lemonnier which is 
also “home to a fleet of unmanned Predator drones and Special Operations units that conduct Somalia 
related missions”.152 This Combined Joint Task Force Horn of Africa (CJTF HoA) acts under 
AFRICOM which is a strategic command based in Germany. Its mission is to train the region’s 
security forces in counterterrorism, serve as advisors for peacekeeping operations, and to support 
humanitarian assistance. It also provides security assistance to several regional maritime security 
forces, and conducts civil-military operations “as part of an effort to ‘win hearts and minds’ and 
enhance long-term stability in the region”.153 Finally, the CIA is supporting the Somali National 
Security Agency – which is the intelligence service answerable to the TFG – with funds and 
training.154 

International Contact Groups  

Two informal groups – both initiated by the US and with the EU as Founding Member – have 
been established in New York to coordinate the international community’s response towards Somalia 
in general and piracy in particular. The International Somalia Contact Group (ICG) chaired by the UN 
Special Representative of the Secretary-General (SRSG) for Somalia is dealing with peace and 
security issues and acts as a kind of informal high-level oversight institution regarding the Transitional 
Federal Government. It was created in 2006 and meanwhile comprises more than 20 states, including 
ten EU Member States, and eight international, regional and sub-regional organisations.155  

The second informal group not formally endorsed yet officially supported by the UN is the 
CGPCS, established in 2009 pursuant to UNSC Resolution 1851. Being a unique international forum 
for civil-military and public-private actors with an interest in combating piracy, the Group brings 
together more than 60 countries, international organizations, and industry groups. While not supported 
by any formal structures or funding, its five working groups deal with military and operational 
questions (WG 1), legal issues (WG 2), shipping self-awareness (WG 3), public information (WG 4) 
and the identification and disruption of the financial networks of pirate leaders and their financiers 
(WG 5).156 Formerly meeting on an ad-hoc basis, it was decided in November 2010 to meet three 
times a year at the plenary level while the working groups meet more frequently. Rather than trying to 
come up with clearly outlined strategies, the self-set aim of the CGPCS is to discuss and subsequently 
align perceptions and positions concerning how best to counter Somali piracy in a comprehensive 
manner. Meetings are kept deliberately short and focus on substance rather on the production of any 
specific documents.157 A trust fund has been set up to “help defray the expenses associated with 
prosecution of suspected pirates, as well as other activities related to implementing the Contact 
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Group's objectives regarding combating piracy in all its aspects.“158 Managed by UNODC, the trust 
fund’s contributions have so far been rather limited, amounting to a mere USD 5,080,918 from a total 
of 10 Member States.159 While some of its Member States are assigned to chairing the working groups 
(namely the United Kingdom (WG1), Denmark (WG2), and Italy (WG5)), the EU takes part in all of 
the working group and plenary meetings.  

Atalanta as part of the Comprehensive Approach 

After having mapped the EU’s approach to Somalia we will now in this section explore Operation 
Atalanta in greater detail in order to expand the understanding of the mission and its contributions to 
the comprehensive approach. We proceed in three steps: First, we examine the mandate with regard to 
purpose and objectives. Then we will look into the military-to-military, civil-military, and public-
private partnerships on the strategic, operational and tactical levels. Finally activities and practices will 
be scrutinised.  

An Evolving Mandate  

The mandate of Atalanta developed in various steps. At the beginning, EU Member States such as 
France (since November 2007), Denmark (since February 2008) and the Netherlands (since October 
2008) along with two further NATO warships already provided protection to World Food Programme 
vessels.160 After having expressed concern about the upsurge of piracy off the Somali coast in May 
2008161 and the deliberate request of the TFG for the International Community to support them in 
tackling the problem of piracy,162 the EU decided to follow a sequenced approach: the first thing it did 
was to create the Brussels-based European Union Naval Coordination Cell – EU NAVCO, tasked with 
“supporting surveillance and protection operations led by certain EU Member States in Somalia and 
off the Somali coast”.163 EU NAVCO did not control any military assets: rather it was intended to be a 
point of contact between military vessels of certain Member States already patrolling the western 
Indian Ocean in diverse missions (such as Operation Enduring Freedom) and civilian vessels transiting 
the high-risk area as well as with ship-owners’ organisations, the relevant departments of the UN 
Secretariat, the World Food Programme, and the International Maritime Organisation.164  

Two months later, the Council adopted the Joint Action of Operation Atalanta. According to its 
original mission statement of 2008, Atalanta was to contribute to “the protection of vessels of the WFP 
delivering food aid to displaced persons in Somalia” as well as to “the protection of vulnerable vessels 
cruising off the Somali coast, and the deterrence, prevention and repression of acts of piracy and 
armed robbers off the Somali coast”.165 Furthermore, Atalanta forces were to arrest, detain and transfer 
persons who had committed, or were suspected of having committed, acts of piracy as well as to seize 
the vessels of pirates. The Joint Action plan has been amended several times to include the task of 
monitoring fishing activities,166 to extend the area of operation from 500 nautical miles off the coast of 
Somalia to the whole Indian Ocean,167 to allow for the collection of physical characteristics and the 
transmission of personal data, and to extend the mission up to December 2012.168 Moreover, an 
extension of the current operational plan to include the task of destroying pirate equipment such as 
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skiffs and fuel storage facilities stored on shore is currently under consideration in the Political and 
Security Committee.169 In this, the extension aims at interrupting, at least temporarily, the logistic 
chain of the pirates and heightening the cost of their operations.  

At the same time, the overall political objective, as defined in the 2008 Crisis Management 
Concept (CMC), has not been amended so far.170 Referring to UNSCR 1816, the EU’s political 
objective is to contribute to improved maritime security in the region. Further considerations include 
the advice to take initiatives to encourage countries in the region to engage in the prevention and 
deterrence of piracy in order to promote a more lasting solution; the emphasis of the strategic 
importance of the area to international trade, including the transport of oil; and the interconnection 
between piracy and the overall situation in Somalia.  

As the suppression of piracy as an end state is not realistic, the Council preferred to define an end-
date. Thus, the exit strategy is the termination of the defined period. Nevertheless the CMC contains 
further end-state considerations by stressing that a lasting reduction of piracy can only be achieved by 
the development of an appropriate level of law and order, economic development and the stabilisation 
of security in Somalia proper. Accordingly Operation Atalanta is seen as only one element of the EU’s 
wider approach to Somalia.  

Partnerships and Coordination Mechanisms 

The Council Joint Action 2008/851/CFSP asks for close coordination with the UN, AU, TFG and 
neighbouring countries at the strategic level and with ship-owners’ organisations and relevant UN 
departments and the WFP at operational level. Next to “organisations and entities in the region”, the 
mandate explicitly mentions the US-led “Combined Task Force 150” with which Atalanta shall liaise 
and – according to the amended version of 8th December 2009 – cooperate. CTF 150 is a multinational 
naval task force established in 2002 to support anti-terrorism Operation Enduring Freedom which also 
became engaged in anti-piracy operations in 2008. More generally, it is engaged in maritime security 
operations in the Gulf of Aden, Gulf of Oman, the Arabian Sea, the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean. In 
January 2009, the anti-piracy mission shifted to US-led CTF 151. This multinational task force was 
established to actively deter, disrupt and suppress piracy in order to protect global maritime security 
and secure freedom of navigation. In contrast to Operation Atalanta, CFT 151 also acts on the legal 
basis of UNSCR 1851 that allows actions against pirates on land. The US-led Combined Maritime 
Forces (CMF) operates under the operational command of US Navy Forces Central Command 
(NAVCENT) whereas tactical command is sometimes executed by partner nations.171  

Another privileged partner in the fight against piracy is NATO. It has run three maritime 
operations in the region since 2008. A first short-term mission was Operation Allied Provider in the 
last quarter of 2008 that escorted vessels of the WFP. In March 2009, NATO launched Operation 
Allied Protector with the object of contributing to the safety of commercial maritime routes followed 
by currently ongoing Operation Ocean Shield in August 2009.172 Contrary to Atalanta, its primary 
focus is the active prevention and countering of pirate activities, while escorts for vessels of the WFP 
are only conducted occasionally. A further assignment is to assist regional states in developing their 
own capabilities to conduct anti-piracy activities. The Operation Ocean Shield mandate ends – as in 
the case of Atalanta – in December 2012.173 

In addition to these, three multilateral maritime missions under the respective leadership of the 
EU, US and NATO and other states have deployed military vessels under their own national command 
to counter piracy in the region, including Australia, Bahrain, China, Egypt, India, Iran, Japan, Jordan, 
Pakistan, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Seychelles, Singapore, South Korea, Thailand, Ukraine, and Yemen. 
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While exact numbers are not available, overall between 20 and 40 warships can be estimated to 
operate in the Gulf of Aden, the Somali Basin and the Indian Ocean at any given time.174 

As EUNAVFOR is hence integrated into a complex international endeavour, a variety of 
coordination mechanisms are needed. These have been installed on various levels. At the global scale, 
the Contact Group on Piracy off the Coast of Somalia mentioned above is the most important setting 
with regard to the political-strategic level. Its first Working Group deals specifically with military and 
operational issues and aspires to boost cooperation between the deployers of military naval assets off 
Somalia and to enlarge the international anti-piracy coalition. 

Internationally Recommended Transit Corridor 

To improve the protection of vessels transiting the Gulf of Aden, the EU set up a 480-mile-long 
Internationally Recommended Transit Corridor (IRTC) in December 2008.175 It is being patrolled by 
coalition forces of the three multilateral operations. Although the corridor is not marked or defined by 
visual navigational means, a close coordination of surface units, maritime patrol aircraft and 
helicopters is provided within its range. In 2009, the recommended transit route has been adjusted 
based on recommendations of the maritime industry, foremost to reduce the risk of collisions. 

Shared Awareness and Deconfliction Mechanism 

At the operational level, the Shared Awareness and Deconfliction (SHADE) Mechanism was 
established in 2008. Designed to “de-conflict” the activities of the various navies in the Gulf of Aden 
and the Western Indian Ocean it discusses successes and challenges of the ongoing military 
engagement off Somalia, the coordination of naval activities in general and group transits and convoys 
in particular, as well as questions of force generation and best practices. Meetings take place once a 
month in Bahrain, at the U.S. Naval Forces Central Command (NAVCENT), under the rotational (co-) 
chairmanship of EUNAVFOR, NATO and CMF. Next to representatives of the three multilateral 
forces at the level of Tactical and Operational commanders, it is comprised of representatives of the 
independent deployers176 as well as those of international law-enforcement bodies and the shipping 
industry. At the last meeting documented from 12th to 13th December 2011, this amounted to 115 
military and civilian representatives from 27 countries, law enforcement agencies, the shipping 
industry, and various governments.177 To improve the impact of SHADE meetings, several sub-
working groups have been established throughout 2011. Furthermore, due to the increased deployment 
of private security personnel on board commercial vessels, a newly founded association for security 
providers in the maritime sphere was invited to take part in the meetings by the EUNAVFOR Chief of 
Staff.178  

In addition to the SHADE meetings, there are bi-weekly military-to-military meetings of the 
representatives of EUNAVFOR, NATO and CMF. A network of liaison officers – EU officers 
stationed in Mombasa, on the Seychelles and with CMF; NATO officers with the CMF, in Djibouti 
and in Bahrain – facilitate day-to-day coordination. Cooperation at the operational-tactical level 
includes some initial task-sharing. The EU for instance runs a logistics centre in Djibouti 
(ATALANTA Support Area, ASA) which provides a maritime reconnaissance component, NATO 
coordinates aircraft movements and analyses reconnaissance data, and the CMF facilitates access to 
the US tanker fleet.179 As EUNAVFOR and NATO headquarters are both located in Northwood/UK, 
there is additional room for informal communication and coordination.180  
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Maritime Security Centre Horn of Africa 

Since the diverse military operations are tasked with protecting other so-called vulnerable vessels 
along with those of the WFP, the operational challenge in an area of operations as large as the 
European Union in addition requires efficient civil-military coordination. For this purpose, 
EUNAVFOR, with the support of the shipping industry, established the Maritime Security Centre 
Horn of Africa (MSCHOA) based at Atalanta’s Headquarters in Northwood. MSCHOA acts as a 
coordination centre for mariners transiting the high-risk area off the Somali coast. It provides several 
kinds of services such as 24-hour-manned monitoring of vessels transiting the Gulf of Aden, an 
interactive website to communicate the latest anti-piracy guidance to industry and shipping companies. 
Along with this, it helps to identify particularly vulnerable vessels and supports the respective 
arrangement of the appropriate protection measures, and also offers guidelines for yachts cruising in 
the area, the latter jointly issued with the International Sailing Federation (ISAF) under the auspices of 
the ISAF International Regulation Commission.181 MSCHOA additionally offers group transits based 
on passage speed and serves as a contact point for the organization of convoys offered by national 
deployers such as Russia, Thailand, China, Japan, and South Korea.  

Most importantly, vessels are asked to register with MSCHOA prior to entering the High Risk 
Area. This registration enables private and merchant ships to provide the naval forces operating off 
Somalia with a vulnerability profile of the vessel specific to the transit which includes the dimensions 
of the ship, cargo, crew numbers and nationalities, and whether armed or unarmed security personnel 
are on board. This information is disseminated on a daily basis to Task Force Partners and independent 
deployers across the High Risk Area. In this regard, MSCHOA has been launched to complement the 
already existing structures of the UK Maritime Trade Operations (UKMTO) office in Dubai 
established in the aftermath of the attacks on the World Trade Centre in 2001 with the aim of 
protecting UK interests in the maritime sphere of the wider Middle East region.182 While MSCHOA 
registration is only needed once – before transiting the high-risk area – UKMTO acts as a so-called 
“Position Reporting and Emergency Incident Response Interface” with the merchant ships at sea. It 
hereby has the responsibility of coordinating and implementing all verbal communications with the 
bridge, and is the primary point of contact in the case of an emergency, namely during an attack.  

Communication between the various forces (multilateral missions as well as independent 
deployers) and the private/commercial vessels is provided for by Mercury Chat, an internet-based 
communication system established solely for this high-risk area by MSCHOA. Via this system, 
vessels transiting the area can be in instant contact with UKMTO as well as MSCHOA and the naval 
forces and aircraft patrolling the area.183  
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EU Partners Involved in Tackling the Somali Crisis and Piracy 

Activities and Practices 

To accomplish its tasks, Atalanta usually consists of 5 to 10 surface combat vessels, at least one 
auxiliary ship and up to three maritime patrol aircraft. The composition changes constantly and also 
varies according to the Monsoon seasons in the Indian Ocean. The Member States that have 
contributed most to the naval deployment and air patrol services have been Germany, the United 
Kingdom, the Netherlands, Belgium, Spain, France, Greece, and Portugal. Other Members such as 
Cyprus, Finland, Ireland, Malta, the Czech Republic and Sweden provide military personnel at 
Northwood Operation Headquarters. Even non-member states such as Norway have repeatedly been 
contributing warships since 2009, others such as Ukraine, Croatia, Montenegro, and, recently, Serbia 
support EUNAVFOR with staff and naval officers. Due to the limited aircraft assets within the Union, 
the Luxembourg government provides Atalanta with aircraft operated by the private company CAE 
Aviation.184 Tasked with searching and scanning the maritime surface to identify suspected as well as 
already designated pirate vessels, motherships and skiffs, the aircraft are based in Mahe (Seychelles); 
they are integrated into the chain of command by being subordinated to the EU Force Commander.  

Protection of the WFP and other Vulnerable Vessels  

In fulfilling their mandate, the main activities of the Atalanta forces are threefold: firstly, they 
protect vessels chartered by the WFP and AMISOM. In doing so, warships escort the vessels across 
the high-risk area. In some cases, vessel protection detachments (VPD) teams are deployed on board 
the vessels themselves. As most of these escorted vessels are fairly slow, they usually tie up 
considerable EUNAVFOR capacities. The increasing willingness of independent deployers such as 
Russia and China to escort humanitarian or AMISOM deliveries has meant a considerable 

                                                            
184  See EUNVAFOR: EUNAVFOR Luxemburg aircraft reaches 2,500 flight hours milestone, 20 Jun. 2011, 

<http://www.eunavfor.eu/2011/06/eu-navfor-luxemburg-aircraft-reaches-2500-flight-hours-milestone/>; EU Security 
and Defence news (Issue 49), 27 Jun. 2011, <http://consilium.europa.eu/press/press-releases/latest-press-
releases/newsroomloaddocument.aspx?id=&lang=en&directory=en/esdp/&fileName=123145.pdf>. 



31 

improvement in this regard.185 Secondly, Atalanta forces patrol throughout their designated maritime 
patrol area as well as within the IRTC where they also provide for group transits, particularly at night. 
For vulnerable vessels, VPD Teams can be dispatched but so far they have only been provided for 
WFP vessels under explicit EU mandate. Several Member States do however offer VPD teams for 
vessels flying their national flag, among them Spain, France, Italy, and the Netherlands.186 Thirdly, 
Atalanta forces, mandated also with the repression acts of piracy, have been actively engaged in 
encountering these. This includes the identification of suspicious vessels and boarding them for 
verification purposes – also without the consent of the respective captain. Vessels that have been 
engaged in piracy may be disabled as long as security of hostages who may still be on board is not 
jeopardized. Some EUNAVFOR assets have been engaged in freeing hostages, have targeted pirate 
motherships in several instances, and have destroyed pirate equipment off-shore.  

Atalanta and the Prosecution of Pirates  

The latter task is intrinsically linked with the effort of the EU to provide for efficient prosecution 
of pirates: according to their mandate, Atalanta military personnel are allowed to arrest, detain and 
transfer persons who are suspected of having committed, or who have committed, acts of piracy. As 
the Somali state lacks sufficient structures and capabilities to put pirates (as well as other criminals) on 
trial and into prison, other nations need to take over this responsibility. When suspects are caught by 
Atalanta forces, they are thus either transferred to an EU Member State, or to third states willing to 
prosecute them. To this end, the EU has signed agreements with neighbouring states such as 
Seychelles,187 Mauritius,188 and Kenya189 which allow for such transfers. The EU’s efforts to increase 
regional capabilities with regard to prosecution and law-enforcement, also in cooperation with 
UNODC and IMO, can be regarded as complementary to this task of EUNAVFOR. 

Based on perceived strains in capacities, Kenya terminated its arrangement in September 2010 but 
continues to consider accepting transfers of suspects on a case-by-case basis.190 In contrast, Seychelles 
has even enhanced its cooperation with the EU by signing a Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) 
enabling Atalanta forces to conduct operations in the coastal waters of the archipelago and facilitating 
their freedom of movement on shore.191 The EU’s efforts to increase regional capabilities with regard 
to prosecution and law enforcement can be regarded as complementary to this task of EUNAVFOR 
and are also in line with similar efforts by UNODC and IMO. 

Monitoring of Fishing Activities 

Moreover, since 2009, EUNAVFOR has also been expected to monitor fishing activities off the 
Somali coast. This is based primarily on the claim of Somali fishers as well as Somali society and 
politicians in general that illegal fishing activities particularly by European and Asian states has 
diminished their potential to generate a sustainable economic livelihood – and has therefore driven 
many Somalis into the pirate business. Although the direct nexus between pirates and illegal fishing 
has been questioned from many sides (particularly the fact that, ever since the early 1990s, Somali 
pirates have predominantly targeted cargo vessels far away from the Somali coast and only in rare 
instances fishing vessels within 200 nautical sea miles off Somalia) it is, despite a persistent lack of 
reliable data, widely known that illegal fishing is rampant and does indeed pose a serious challenge to 
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Somali coastal communities.192 Hence, as Somali authorities do not have the capabilities to establish 
oversight over fishing activities, EUNAVFOR has been mandated with this task.  

Assessing the EU’s Engagement in and off Somalia 

An assessment of EUNAVFOR as part of the EU’s comprehensive approach needs to be carried 
out from two angles: firstly the performance of the mission has to be weighed up against the mandate 
and tasks it has been equipped with. And secondly, it has to be put into context with the overall 
problem the EU wants to tackle through its engagement, namely: the Somali crisis in general and the 
activities of Somali pirates in particular. In doing so, special attention is given to the aspect of how far 
the cost-benefit calculations of the actors involved are being impinged on. The following section will 
begin by giving insight into the self-assessment of the EU according to official statements. Based on 
external assessments by analysts, interviews, and discussions with stakeholders of the EU and its 
partners as well as quantitative data derived from the Piracy Reporting Centre of the International 
Maritime Bureau of the International Chamber of Commerce (IMB) and the International Maritime 
Organisation, we will then provide an analysis of successes achieved, as well as the most pressing 
challenges of and pitfalls to the operation. In a second step we will shift the focus to the EU 
engagement on shore concentrating on the efforts to deliver humanitarian and development aid, 
support the peace process, rebuild the Somali state, and enhance security. 

Engagement off-shore  

According to the Foreign Affairs Council, Operation 
Atalanta is a success because it contributes to deterring, 
preventing and disrupting pirates’ activities “especially 
in protecting World Food Programme and AMISOM 
shipments”.193 High Representative/Vice President 
(HR/VP) Ashton also applauds EUNAVFOR as being “a 
highly successful mission, proving a great success in 
security and defence cooperation in both the EU and 
with our partner maritime coalitions. The operation 
continues to be a significant force for good in the region 
and is making a significant impact on the fight against 
piracy.”194 EUNAVFOR confirms this general declaration by specifying that “not a single WFP vessel 
has been attacked by pirates” since the operation began adding that, by 17th January 2012, 139 WFP 
escorts with 809,493 tons of food and 124 escorts of AMISOM had been carried out.195 Both figures 
suggest the operation has been successful which is certainly true for the WFP escorts but not 
necessarily for the distribution of food to starving Somalis – also due to organized theft by militias, 
criminals, and by TFG security forces.196 Regarding the most challenging task of protecting other 
vulnerable vessels, EUNAVFOR’s self-assessment sounds more sober when Operational Commander 
Buster Howes states: “There is no getting away from the fact that strategically, a naval presence is not 
deterring the pirates. The business model that they have adopted is too productive and the rewards 
simply too huge for them to be deterred.”197 
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Success Rate of the Pirates down but... 

It is clear that the establishment of the IRTC by EUNAVFOR and its partners has led to a 
significant reduction in the number of attacks, particularly within the Gulf of Aden. Moreover, it has 
been possible to reduce the success rate of Somali pirates in general to a considerable degree from 
about 50% in 2008 to a mere 12% throughout 2011.198 This applies in particular to the last quarter of 
2011, during which pirate activity off the Somali coast sharply declined with only 31 vessels being 
attacked and 4 hijacked – compared to 90 attacks and 19 hijackings in 2010.199  

However, the overall number 
of actual and attempted attacks off 
Somalia still rose persistently, 
showing not only the unbroken will 
of pirates but also their capabilities 
to maintain and increase their 
incomes. Since 2008, Somali 
pirates have managed to take more 
than 3,000 seafarers hostage. The 
latter are either forced to remain on 
the hijacked vessels or are kid-
napped to land. While the average 
time of negotiations is now up to 
six months, some of them have 
been in captivity for almost two years.200  

Somali pirates have simply adapted to countermeasures to maintain their business model: Firstly, 
via the use of (often previously hijacked) ocean-going vessels, so called motherships, they have shifted 
their activities away from the 
closely patrolled Gulf of Aden and 
the Somali coastal lines all across 
the Indian Ocean almost to India in 
the east, the Red Sea in the west, 
the Arabian Sea in the north and to 
the Seychelles and the Madagascar 
Channel in the south: While 2008 
saw 111 attacks off Somalia of 
which the majority (92) took place 
in the Gulf of Aden, the total 
numbers rose to 217 in 2009 with 
117 still in the Gulf of Aden. In 
2010, 219 attacks were attributed 
to Somali pirates with only 53 in 
the Gulf of Aden and the rest 
taking place in the Somali Basin and the wider Indian Ocean as well as the Arabian Sea.201 This 
development has been confirmed in 2011, during which only 37 attacks were registered in the Gulf, 
yet 160 east and south of Somalia and the Arabian Sea as well as 39 in the Red Sea.202 

Moreover the trend of shifting the geographical range has been extended in another direction: 
Somali pirates have allegedly been responsible for the kidnapping of people (particularly from western 
Europe or the US which are both regarded as so-called high-value targets) from on-shore bases, either 
tourist sites and refugee camps in neighbouring Kenya, or from within Somalia (specifically: Puntland 
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and Galmudug) itself.203 Furthermore, they have recently and for the first time bought hostages who 
had been kidnapped by Al Shabaab.204 Secondly, Somali pirates have increased the use of lethal force, 
both during the attack as well as during the hostage situation in order to put pressure on the 
negotiations.205 And thirdly, although being less successful with regard to the overall numbers of 
hijackings, they are constantly demanding and receiving more ransom money by increasing their 
capacities and skills to negotiate.206 According to the Financial Action Task Force, the average ransom 
paid rose from USD 150,000 per vessel/crew in 2005 to an estimated USD 5.2 million per vessel/crew 
in 2010.207 And 
throughout 2011, 
Somali pirates 
have actually 
earned more 
money than ever 
before: as  

Rear Admiral 
Christian Canova, 
former deputy 
commander of 
EUNAVFOR 
Somalia stated in 
December 2011, 
they have collected 
more than USD 
135 million in 
ransoms – versus 
80 USD million 
within the same 
period in 2010.208 
Hence the decline 
in attacks that has 
been documented over the last months of 2011 should not necessarily be interpreted as leading to the 
conclusion that the pirates have been given up in the face of increased countermeasures: they may 
simply have taken a break while preparing for new ways to circumvent countermeasures by naval 
forces and private armed guards and thereupon based new earnings, as recent reports already 
suggest.209 

... Failed Deterrence 

Despite the fact that EUNAVFOR has indeed been successful to a certain degree, particularly with 
regard to protecting vessels of WFP and AMISOM and establishing a more secure passage through the 
Gulf of Aden via the IRTC, group transits and the convoy system, the more sober assessment made by 
some EU officials needs to be confirmed: EUNAVFOR has not been able to fulfil its mandate with 
respect to deterring pirates and to countering the threat on a both sufficient and sustainable basis. 
Although it has been possible to reduce the pirates’ success rate, pirate activity has not diminished. 
Considering the immense cost of the military mission, which amounts to several billion dollars when 
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one includes not only the EU’s direct costs of a few million Euros but also those expenses covered by 
the deploying member states, this finding is rather bleak.210  

Two reasons can be pinned down for the partial failure of EUNAVFOR: Firstly, its mandate is too 
demanding in comparison to the resources made available for its fulfilment. Secondly, the impact of 
the military forces off-shore is hampered by insufficient land-based support: Somali pirates will not be 
deterred as long as the benefits outweigh their risks, that is, as long as naval forces are either ill-
equipped or not adequately complemented by targeted and thoroughly implemented preventive as well 
as juridical measures. This assessment illustrates that the comprehensive approach, of which Atalanta 
is being regarded as major component by the EU itself, has not yet been implemented full-heartedly or 
successfully.  

While the naval assets deployed to the region have been trying to fulfil their mandate to the best of 
their ability, it is impossible for them to accomplish their tasks one-hundred percent. This particularly 
applies to EUNAVFOR’s task of protecting vulnerable shipping besides vessels being chartered by 
WFP and AMISOM: The area of operation has been extended continuously, from 1,400,000 square 
nautical miles in 2008 to 2,000,000 square nautical miles in 2010 which is equivalent to 10 times the 
size of Germany. This extension was regarded as necessity in face of the continued geographical 
extension of pirate operations – however, at the same time, EU Member States have not increased the 
deployment of naval forces. Quite the contrary: in the face of the sobering financial and economic 
crisis – particularly in some of the EU coastal states that have been the main contributors so far – they 
have shown increasing reluctance to send naval forces or patrol aircraft to the region.211 Hence, the 
broadening tasks and range of EUNAVFOR have not been in sufficient balance with the actual 
political will and resources available to carry out such a mission. With an average of five military 
vessels and one to two patrol aircrafts having actually been deployed at a time, EUNAVFOR cannot 
realistically provide for sufficient protection of vulnerable vessels transiting the high-risk area, 
however efficiently the naval forces might be performing their duties. This is all the more prevalent as 
resources are being persistently tied down through the escorting of WFP and AMISOM vessels.  

Hardly any Monitoring of Fishing Activities 

The same assessment applies to the third part of the mandate: the monitoring of fishing activities 
off the coast of Somalia. Monitoring fishing activities means that EUNAVFOR personnel, preferably 
via a boarding team, would need to investigate whether fishing vessels operating off the Somali coast 
were licensed to do so and were acting in accordance with international rules and regulations. This 
would hence demand a broad spectrum of capabilities, from air surveillance, naval vessels, and patrol 
boats to boarding teams which so far have not been made available in sufficient numbers. It thus 
comes to no surprise that EUNAVFOR has not been adequately able to address this last part of its 
mandate up to now.212  

Yet monitoring fishing activities off Somalia is also hampered from another side: from a legal 
point of view, illegal fishing can only (formally) take place if coastal states have announced their 
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) and their territorial waters and have provided for laws that regulate 
activities within them. Somalia has not done so – or rather: only in an insufficient way, at least from 
the perspective of many in the international community:213 contrary to common state practice and the 
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Seas (UNCLOS)214 Somalia has declared that its 
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territorial waters reach out to 200 nautical miles, although coastal waters according to UNCLOS 
Section 2, Article 3 are not to exceed 12 nautical miles. Despite efforts by the UN and the CGPCS, 
Somali politicians, particularly Members of the Transitional Parliament, persistently oppose changing 
their current stance as they fear that declaring the EEZ instead of territorial waters “will in some way 
give away Somali sovereignty”.215 This leads to the awkward situation where anyone can actually fish 
legally within the EEZ off Somalia without being officially licensed to do so – and EUNAVFOR 
cannot counter potential illegal fishing as, according to the prevailing discourse, there is no illegal 
fishing within 200 nautical miles off Somalia.216  

At the same time however, fishing activities by foreign trawlers are regarded as illegal and 
harmful by the Somali coastal population as well as Somali authorities leading to increased mistrust 
towards external involvement and particularly the military vessels patrolling the area – which are 
viewed by many as a means of protecting “illegal” fishers. And so far, no action has been taken either 
by the EU or its major partners to address and respond to these serious concerns of Somali coastal 
communities. On the contrary in fact, their perception is even enforced by the deployment of national 
VPDs for fishing fleets of certain EU Member States, namely France, Portugal and Spain, as well as 
repeated – albeit unverified – reports of Somali fishers being washed up on shore after having been 
killed by unknown persons.217  

Excellent Multilateral Cooperation 

In the light of restrained capabilities, EUNAVFOR has already put a great deal of effort into 
improving its efficiency in several areas. Specifically the coordination with other military missions, 
independent deploying nations as well as the maritime industry has been improved considerably via 
the CGPCS, SHADE and MSCHOA. Actors both from within and outside the EU have been 
impressed by the close-knit cooperation of military forces which is said to be unprecedented in 
maritime history.218 Of particular interest is the diversity of nations that are cooperating, such as China 
and Russia as well as South Korea. Especially China has shown increasing willingness for closer 
cooperation, particularly with regard to also providing patrolling forces within the IRTC.219 Moreover, 
information-sharing was enhanced considerably via constant efforts to build trust and overcome 
cultural as well as linguistic barriers particularly, but not only, within SHADE meetings. Here it is the 
informality of the meetings in particular that has been seen as a key to success.  

The same can be said with regard to the meetings of the CGPCS during which representatives of 
states, naval forces and the maritime industry have been constantly attempting to align their 
perceptions and positions without the requirement of coming up with a common position or strategy – 
that would, in light of the vast diversity of participants, be a compromise on a rather low level. Instead, 
exchanging views and trying to coordinate military deployment as much as possible has taken centre 
stage, specifically in WG 1. Although non-EU and non-NATO states have so far not been taking part 
in the patrolling scheme within the IRTC despite being invited to do so by the EU, NATO and CMF 
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Forces, cooperation in respect to the convoy scheme for the most vulnerable vessels, for example, has 
been improved continuously: the latest convoy schedules by national (non-EU) deployers are posted 
on the MSCHOA website, accessible to both seafarers and ship-owners. Furthermore, cooperating 
partners have decided on an enhanced mechanism for more balanced and concerted scheduling of the 
convoys: starting in 2012, one nation will be appointed as lead nation for three months. It will 
distribute its timetable to other convoy providers so that they can adjust their schedule accordingly. 
The first lead nation will be China, followed by India in March 2012.220 In addition, discussions are on 
their way on how to deal with the two procedures of registry via UKMTO and MSCHOA based on 
complaints by ship-owners and captains that, despite slight improvements, two lines of 
communications in the high-risk area are one too many.221  

Flexible Force – Improved Tactics and the Role of Private Security Companies  

In face of the failed deterrence over the first two years of the mission, the rules of engagement as 
laid out in the Operational Plan have been adjusted continuously to provide EUNAVFOR with 
sufficient room to manoeuvre so as to counter pirate activities off the Somali coast. Efforts have been 
increasingly aimed at observing pirate bases and activities on the coast and deploying military vessels 
accordingly to prevent them from launching attacks in the open waters.222 This approach is in line with 
the main partners in the operation, namely NATO and CTF 151, who shifted towards this more robust 
and focused approach at a slightly earlier stage.223 In this vein, Atalanta forces have been increasingly 
engaged in destroying both alleged pirate-motherships as well as operating attack skiffs throughout 
2011. The current discussions on changing the Operational Plan to target well-known pirate bases 
along the shores are a logical extension of these up to now successful procedures. However, any 
military operation on shore is risky and has to take into account the potential unintended 
consequences, especially as it can never be ruled out that civilians may be injured or killed.  

Moreover, to make the best of its limited resources, EUNAVFOR has turned to deploying VPDs 
on vessels of the WFP and AMISOM, which allows the military vessels to patrol risk areas elsewhere 
and to engage in countering pirate action groups in more targeted ways. However, deployment of 
VPDs is dependent on the consent of flag states – and some of them have not yet provided 
EUNAVFOR with sufficient permits. Furthermore, EU Member States are reluctant to deploy VPDs 
due to budget reasons and concerns for their safety and medical care. EUNAVFOR has thus recently 
turned to training soldiers from AMISOM as VPDs.224 

Another approach chosen to enhance security besides the patrolling and enforced targeted action 
of naval assets has been to improve the self-protection of commercial vessels via drafting, constantly 
reviewing and implementing Best Management Practices (BMP) via Working Groups 1 and 3 of the 
CGPSC.225 In this way it has been possible to increase best practices in the MSCHOA reporting zone 
considerably throughout 2011, with only about 20% of vessels still considered as non-compliant.226 As 
it is widely acknowledged that military deployment will not be available in adequate numbers 
throughout the high-risk areas, and more and more seafarers are refusing to transit them without armed 
personal, ship-owners and flag states are increasingly supporting the deployment of private security 
personal on board merchant vessels. Although a complete overview is not yet available, it can be 
stated that most EU Member States do permit private armed guards on board their vessels, albeit some 
have laid out certain requirements or are, as in the case of Germany, in the process of developing 
                                                            
220  EUNAVFOR Chief of Staff Captain Keith Blount, Combating Piracy Week, 18 Oct. 2011, London.  
221  Ibid. as well as conversations with Representatives from UKMTO at the same conference.  
222  See Helly, Damien (2011): Lessons from Atalanta and EU counter-piracy policies, ISIS Seminar Report, Brussels; Rear 

Admiral T. Jugel, Force Commander EUNAVFOR at Augengeradeaus,: Die “Köln” gegen Piraten – direkt vor der 
Küste (neu: Commander’s Update), <http://augengeradeaus.net/2011/09/die-koln-gegen-piraten-direkt-vor-der-kuste>, 
30 Sep. 2011. 

223  EUNAVFOR Chief of Staff Blount at ‘Combating Piracy Week’, London, 18 Oct. 2011. 
224  Interview with EUNAVFOR Staff, Brussels, 9 Dec. 2011; See also EUNAVFOR: EUNAVFOR trains AMISOM 

Vessel Protection Detachment troops, 12 Dec. 2011, <http://www.eunavfor.eu/2011/12/eu-navfor-trains-amisom-
vessel-protection-detachment-troops/>. 

225  Eighth Plenary Session of the Contact Group on Piracy off the Coast of Somalia (New York, 21 Mar. 2011), 
<http://www.mfa.gov.tr/cgpcs-8th--meeting-communique.en.mfa>.  

226  EUNAVFOR Chief of Staff Blount at ‘Combating Piracy Week’, London, 18 Oct. 2011; According to naval forces, 
about 75% of attacks were repelled by military force. Throughout the first nine months of 2011, merchant ships were 
able to attain the same success rate by taking more robust counter measures. See United Nations: Report of the 
Secretary-General pursuant to Security Council Resolution 1950 (2010), S/2011/662, 25 Oct. 2011: 2. 



38 

them. Only a few Member States such as France have either prohibited or, like the Netherlands, are 
explicitly not supporting the deployment of private armed guards.227 Most of the larger international 
registries like Panama, Liberia, and the Marshall Islands do allow the use of private armed guards 
although not recommending this specifically.228  

It is estimated, that currently about 15 to 25% of all vessels transiting the High Risk area have 
armed personal on board.229 So far, this measure is regarded as a success, as pirates have not been able 
to hijack even one vessel with armed personal on board. At the same time, however, it cannot be ruled 
out that pirates will adapt and will find ways and means of overwhelming even armed guards. This 
reinforces fears that the side-effects of privatising security on the high seas may be tremendous, 
especially with regard to a potential "arms race" between pirates and (armed) merchant vessels which 
might not only lead to an escalation of violence but also to an expansion of illegal arms trade in a 
region already gripped by armed conflict. Furthermore, oversight of private armed personal on the 
high seas is so far only ensured through the companies themselves while international quality 
standards and control mechanisms are yet to be developed.  

In this regard, discussions are ongoing within the EU and its Member States as well as the wider 
maritime community, particularly within IMO, on how to assure a high quality of private security 
companies operating in the maritime sphere.230 Up to now, however, no common position has been 
evolved within the EU on this question.  

Lamentable Catch & Release Practice  

Along with the limited capabilities of EUNAVFOR in comparison to its vast mandate, a major 
problem is that a large number – according to General Howes about 87% – of the suspected pirates 
arrested by European naval forces are released due to capacity problems to prosecute them.231 In his 
report presented in January 2011, Special Adviser to the United Nations Secretary-General on Legal 
Issues related to Piracy off Coast of Somalia, Jack Lang, illustrated clearly that set-backs with regard 
to prosecution are severely hampering efforts to contain piracy.232 This applies particularly to those 
cases, where naval forces have caught suspects after detecting and searching suspected vessels. 

There are two main reasons for this course of action: the first is the concern about pirates applying 
for asylum in the country they are convicted in and, secondly, legal shortcomings. The latter are of 
major importance with regard to suspects who are not caught in an immediate attack: Pirates are 
usually taken to a court when they are actually caught by naval forces after having attacked and 
boarded a vessel. They are then either transferred to the flag state of the vessel or to one of the 
countries that the EU has an agreement with. Most releases take place, however, when persons are 
only suspected of being pirates but have not been caught in the act of an attack. Even if they carry 
ladders, crippling hooks and other equipment that has no other purpose on the high seas than to 
illegally board another vessel (and have not thrown these overboard before they could be seized as 
evidence), prosecution is not possible in most states around the world. The main reason is that in most 
states the mere intent to commit an act of piracy is not liable to prosecution. The only exception in this 
regard is Seychelles that has adopted a respective law in 2010. In most other states, a so-called 
conspiracy clause so far only applies to political motivated, that is, terrorist attacks. While discussions 
are ongoing particularly within the CGPSC (Working Group 2) on how to improve legislation, there is 
considerable reluctance – particularly by EU Member States – to incorporate such a clause in their 
national legislations.  
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Global Piracy Prosecutions (UNODOC, updated 12 Oct. 2011) 

Country 
No 

Held 
Notes 

Belgium  1 
1 convicted, final appeal 
expected next week 

Comoros 6  
France  15  
Germany  10  
India  121  
Japan 4  
Kenya 143 50 convicted 
Madagascar 12  
Malaysia  7  

Maldives 34 
Awaiting deportation in 
absence of law under 
which to prosecute 

Netherlands  29 10 convicted  
Oman 12 All convicted 
Seychelles 64 52 convicted 

Somalia 

Puntland  290 App. 240 convicted  

Somaliland  94 
68 convicted (app. 60 
released) 

South Central 18 Status of trial unclear 

Republic of Korea  5 
5 convicted, appeal 
pending before Supr. 
Court 

Spain  2 Both convicted  
Tanzania 12 6 convicted 
United Arab Emirates 10  
United States  28 17 convicted  
Yemen 129 123 convicted, 6 acquitted  
Total States: 20 1046 

Another factor is that although 
universal jurisdiction applies to piracy, 
meaning that every state can prosecute 
any pirate around the world, most states 
do regard it as necessity that there is a 
connection between the alleged attack and 
the respective state, be it via the vessel’s 
flag, owner or crew. This complicates the 
situation for the naval forces as they have 
to find a nation willing to take over the 
suspects. For as long as they cannot hand 
them over to a prosecuting state, the 
respective naval asset is not able to fulfil 
its tasks within Atalanta as it has suspects 
on board and cannot engage in other 
activities – or has to bring them to a port 
where the handover can take place. If no 
state is willing to try the suspects, they 
have to be freed.  

A major problem has also been 
imprisonment after the trial. While trials 
are already expensive, imprisoning pirates 
is even more so as they are usually 
convicted from 5 to 25 years. As 
European states are reluctant to try them 
back home even after being caught by EU 
Naval forces, states in the region are so far bearing the brunt of convicted pirates, with more than 100 
pirates having been convicted in Yemen and Kenya, more than 50 in the Seychelles and at least 300 
serving a sentence in Puntland prisons alone. The capacities of these states and administrations are 
however still restricted – despite ongoing efforts specifically by UNODC, supported by the EU, to 
build prisons in the region and foremost in Somalia itself, whereby Puntland is the focal point of 
attention as most pirates have been brought to justice and imprisoned there up to now.  

Hence, EU naval forces are often obliged to release suspects back to Somali shores where they 
came from. In doing this the pirates are usually provided with enough water and food as well as petrol 
and sometimes even life rafts with outboard engines to reach the shore safely.233 This procedure has a 
major effect on the overall perception of the mission with regard to deterrence: pirates – and potential 
future pirates – in Somalia gain the impression that they will not be pursued by naval forces and will 
therefore not be deterred at all in engaging in their illicit activities. What is more is that a lot of today’s 
pirates are subcontractors of pirate bosses: to fulfil their contract, they need to hijack a vessel; 
otherwise they may face severe penalties. The price of not fulfilling the contract is therefore higher 
than the price of being caught by (most) international navies, including those of EUNAVFOR.234  

While recognizing the need of all states to prosecute pirates on the basis of the principle of 
universal jurisdiction, efforts have been intensified by the international community to boost what 
Special Adviser Jack Lang has called the “Somalization” of the juridical response: His January 2011 
report suggested several options on how to improve prosecution of Somali pirates in the light of 
restricted capabilities from the Somali side. While some of the proposals, such as setting up an 
international piracy tribunal or establishing an extraterritorial Somali court (for instance, in 
Arusha/Tanzania), have been refused by a majority of representatives from diverse states (including 
Somalia via the TFG, along with the regional administrations of Puntland, Galmudug, and Somaliland) 
and international organizations, efforts focus on strengthening the rule of law of Somalia as well as 
capacities of neighbouring states.235  
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The EU has supported efforts to improve prosecution via the UNODC programme financed by the 
IfS. This is supposed to complement Atalanta’s off-shore efforts and can be regarded as a necessary 
engagement. However so far, contributions have been fairly limited. While UNODC has proved to be 
capable of implementing the programme in an ongoing manner, the programme still lacks sustained 
funding. Also, although the efforts to strengthen the regional response by establishing a regional action 
plan can be commended, they have not yet been sufficiently linked to the ongoing efforts by other 
actors. This is particularly true of the DCoC initiated by the IMO: in the first instance, EC-funding 
dedicated specifically to the Yemen Information Sharing Center and the Regional Training Centre in 
Djibouti established under the DCoC is not being channelled via the Trust Fund of the IMO 
established to do so whereby risking a duplication of efforts and hampering coordinated 
implementation of already assessed needs. Secondly, most states that signed the ESA-IO declaration in 
Mauritius are already part of the Djibouti Code leading to the fragmenting of the already restricted 
capacities of the respective states into two separate initiatives. And thirdly, the ESA-IO Strategy 
wishes to establish a regional information-sharing network, something that has already been put in 
place successfully by the Djibouti Code and which the EU is supporting under its MARSIC project, 
risking hence another duplication of already existing activities.  

Assessing the EU Approach Ashore 

The recent enhancement of pirate activities off the Somali coast as well as the lingering 
humanitarian and political crisis reveal that, despite lofty rhetoric in this regard, efforts to tackle the 
problems in a comprehensive manner have not been sufficient up to now. While it is obvious that all 
of the sectors in which the EU is engaged are dealing with different challenges and can thus only be 
interconnected to a certain degree, they are hampered by the lack of sustained political guidance: what 
is missing overall is a clear, well-designed strategy on how the EU wants to implement its envisaged 
comprehensive approach. On the contrary, the diverse investments of the Union resemble a piecemeal 
approach which has not been coordinated thoroughly within the Union itself, with its Member States 
or with other actors engaged in the Somali context. Although long-awaited, the Strategic Framework 
on the Horn of Africa recently decided upon is not an improvement in this regard: it neither embraces 
a clear strategic approach towards the region and its interwoven conflict systems in general, nor is it 
complemented by a strategy on how to adequately interlink the diverse lines of action and the actors 
and missions, therewith entangled and engaged, in and off the coast of Somalia in particular. As the 
European Union is one of the rare actors engaged in Somalia that has all the necessary instruments at 
its disposal to not only deter pirates by military might but also to bring the peace process forward and 
to invest in sustainable development to prevent people turning to illicit activities, this is the most 
pressing issue to be addressed in the near future.  

Humanitarian and Development Aid 

Although the devastating drought and the resulting death of thousands of Somalis with their 
seeking of refuge in neighbouring countries is partly directly caused by missing rainfalls and poor 
harvests, this has also shown the inability of Somali TFI, as well as its major partners, to deal 
coherently and anticipatorily with the problems of the country. The drought did not come “out of the 
blue”; official reports clearly indicated as early as the autumn of 2010 that it was approaching.236 
However, the EU along with the other donors only reacted decisively when the humanitarian disaster 
had already reached its height during the summer of 2011. This is all the worse because Somalia is one 
of the target countries of the EU’s food security programme – and as the Union acts as the major 
protector of the WFP vessels that transport humanitarian aid into Somalia. Although it has increased 
its funding in response to the famine throughout 2011 this cannot belie the fact that oversight of the 
general situation was lacking, as was the political will to implement a clear strategy on how to cope 
with the persistent humanitarian challenges within the country.  

This finding, however imperative, has to be balanced with the room to manoeuvre available to 
external actors and their chosen Somali partners in this regard: The TFI hardly control any parts of the 
country. Only with the military support of AMISOM have they been able to regain control over the 
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capital Mogadishu during the summer months of 2011, yet it still remains to be seen if this success is 
sustainable. Most parts of South-Central Somalia which has been most strongly hit by the drought is 
under the control of the militant group Al Shabaab. Al Shabaab has not only restricted access of 
international staff to this area, the group is actually prohibiting the delivery of humanitarian aid to the 
areas worst affected. Hence international actors, including the European Union, have been and are 
severely restrained in their scope of engagement in large parts of Somalia. This assessment underlines 
the importance of finding ways of how to improve the general response towards the Somali crisis and 
on gauging potential new paths after twenty years of crisis.  

The same applies to development aid. The EU itself states that “non-aid EU policies currently 
have a limited impact in Somalia”.237 Accomplishing joint assessments and designing reconstruction 
and development programmes with a variety of partners, notably the UN, is certainly useful. 
Nonetheless, the difficulties in implementing them remain enormous.  

It is particularly the running of projects via remote control from Nairobi that has not delivered the 
desired results, both with regard to aligning priorities to local needs and achieving ownership as well 
as oversight. This illustrates the need to enhance cooperation with local actors willing to and capable 
of fulfilling rudimentary governing functions. However, this can only be done with sufficient 
manpower within the country which is able to identify potential partners for the EU. 

Peace Process and State-building 

To improve the impact of EU Humanitarian and Development Assistance in Somalia, progress in 
the peace process and in solving the political crisis is key. However, for more than one decade there 
has been only very limited progress in this regard. Three factors can be outlined in this respect: Firstly, 
the unbroken vision of the EU to establish a centralized system of governance in Somalia despite its 
unsuitability to Somali social structures; secondly, the failure of the TFI to enhance inclusiveness of 
the peace process and to fulfil its mandate; and thirdly, the reluctance of the EU and most of its main 
partners to cope with the ineffectiveness of the TFI.  

By recognizing the territorial integrity of Somalia, the European Union as well as the wider 
international community including UN and AU has put tremendous efforts into setting up a centralized 
system of government in the country for more than a decade. Although they increasingly recognize the 
need to embrace regional authorities, the prevailing discourse does not leave room for other forms of 
governance. This restriction undoubtedly derives from the logics of the modern international system: it 
is built upon states that are defined by a clearly demarcated territory and a population over which a 
government exercises sovereignty internally, defends it against outside threats and represents the state 
in international fora. This system therefore requires clear structures within states themselves that are 
built primarily around national governments. However, a plenitude of experts from within Somalia as 
well as from around the world have been claiming repeatedly that efforts that concentrate mainly on 
establishing one unified Somali government via a top down approach will never bring peace to the 
country. It is precisely the opposite path that would work and that should be pursued, even if it might 
not match with expectations and structures that are prevalent elsewhere:  

First of all, many Somalis are very distrustful of the so-called modern state. Their experience with 
national governments ever since the 1960s has taught them the clear lesson that state institutions are a 
tool for a few to enrich themselves on the back of many, based on the rules of a zero-sum game.238 
Efforts at “state-building” are therefore viewed with great reluctance and mistrust by many Somalis 
and are not equated by them with “peace-building”. Secondly, socio-political structures in Somalia do 
not easy match the expectations of such a system. Somali structures in the social and political sphere 
are formed along clan lines which do not enfold along hierarchical tracks as a central system of 
government presupposes. They are much more fluid and permeable than the system of governance that 
has been established over centuries in many other regions of the world. Authority and respect are not 
applied towards national institutions per se but have to be gained by persons in the course of action. 
Furthermore Somali society is strongly based on a tradition in which decisions are taken based upon 
public discussions at a low level of community and then spread upwards towards the clan level. Also 
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due to the nomadic lifestyle of many Somalis, power structures that enfold in this way are not 
necessarily aligned firstly with geographical limitations and, secondly, with institutions set up by 
processes and decisions taken in the capital. Hence, trying to build up a system of governance from the 
top and having it reach down to the bottom will simply not work in Somalia. Giving support to local 
forms of governance and having them in due course reach out to the regional and national level to 
generate a stable political system with and for the Somali people seems much more promising.  

Keeping this in mind, propping up a national government with EU-backing has been flawed from 
the outset: on the one hand, the process of establishing the TFI has not been inclusive and has not 
sufficiently taken into account the informal multilevel system of governance in Somalia. TFI members 
of parliament and of the government have predominantly been selected from a pool of persons who are 
already known in the political scene: people who have the “means or connection”239 to participate in 
internationally sponsored conferences. Many of them are highly qualified of course, as they have been 
educated at high-ranking universities around the world. However what is missing are links to the grass 
root level, to the local constituencies that not only bear the brunt of the conflict but are also a major 
component when it comes to actually implementing peace.240 So far, political actors in the capital tend 
to have concentrated on improving their own positions than on working on a more conclusive 
decentralized system of governance and reaching out towards the people. Without establishing reliable 
connections to the Somali population however, state- and peace-building at the national level will not 
proceed. It remains to be seen if the TFI will be able to fulfil the task outlined in the Mogadishu 
Roadmap to "visit all regions under the TFG and allied regional entities by 19th November 2011; 
and/or establish the modalities for supporting and working/establishing local administrations”.241  

Moreover, while the necessity of inclusiveness is a major factor if the peace process is to enfold 
further, the current TFG – just like its predecessor from 2004 – has not been able to accomplish any of 
the tasks it was allotted. It was supposed to draft a new constitution and, according to the Transitional 
Charter of 2004, a “decentralised system of administration based on federalism”. Yet so far the 
process of drafting a federal constitution has been stalling, as have attempts to reach out to civil 
society and local communities – let alone coming to agreements on how to approach Somaliland’s 
request for independence. The TFI have also not been able to enhance the delivery of basic services in 
their constituencies as they have taken no steps to improve oversight over international aid flows, 
regulate economic activities, and to set up a tax system.242  

In conjunction with its main international partners, the EU has however been more than reluctant 
to confront the TFIs with their shortcomings. This reluctance is firstly based on the assessment that a 
great deal of investments have been taken to establish those institutions. Letting them down hence 
does not seem to be an option that has been seriously discussed up to now. What is more, there is 
considerable worry that Al Shabaab might take over all of South-Central Somalia, if not a greater area.  

However, this should not lead donors to turn a blind eye to inefficiencies of its hitherto chosen 
partners but should rather encourage them to elaborate options that may thus far have been neglected. 
The September Roadmap for ending the Transition in Somalia could be regarded as important step 
towards actuating further progress. It not only includes clear assignments of how to bring forward the 
constitutional and electoral timetable; it also assigns the signatories with establishing viable structures 
on how to improve good governance and to come up with legislative and institutional initiatives to 
tackle the challenge of piracy. However, as it is a rather technical timetable of assignments to be 
delivered by the TFI and its main partners, it is questionable if the Roadmap will bring about a 
sustainable solution of the political challenges. It thus remains to be seen if the deliverables agreed 
therein really reflect ownership – and the dedicated will of the Somali people. The EU as a major 
donor of Somalia has welcomed the agreement decisively243 – yet also needs to prepare itself for what 
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steps to take if the benchmarks are not met by their chosen Somali partners and if the agreement does 
not prove to be viable.  

Security Provision – EUTM 

EU support of the TFI has not only been limited to the political level. Via EUTM, the EU has also 
put effort into improving the transitional government’s effectiveness in providing for security on land. 
An assessment of EUTM therefore has to be put into the context of state-building and support of the 
TFI.  

At first sight, EUTM can be regarded as success. One of its aims was to integrate the efforts of a 
diverse set of actors to train security forces of the TFG, amongst them Ethiopia, Uganda, Djibouti, the 
United States, France, and Germany. It has fulfilled this task firstly by improving the already existing 
training site in Bihanga/Uganda in close cooperation with Uganda, the United Nations, the United 
States, and the AU quite rapidly after the decision to launch EUTM had been taken by the Council. 
Secondly, cooperation with these main partners has been applauded on many sides.244 The training of 
forces has proceeded with great efficiency whereby trainers from EU Member States work closely 
together with those from Uganda and the United States.  

Nonetheless, EUTM faces three major problems: Firstly, as Somalia needs a totally new set up of 
security provision structures, the training of soldiers should be considered the last step to be taken. 
These structures cannot be established however, as long as there is no agreement on how governance 
should be provided for and how the political system of Somalia ought to be set up. As long as Somali 
actors have not decided on these issues and as long as the government is not a duly respected authority 
within its own country, but rather regarded with mistrust by many, the support for security forces does 
not seem a viable approach. On the contrary, it shifts attention away from the main challenge and 
might even hamper it in the long term, namely the finding of a political solution.  

Another major problem is that the security forces are selected by and trained for the TFG. This 
enforces the perception that they are only trained for the purpose of supporting the TFG and not to 
serve the population throughout the country. Accordingly, many Somalis regard the mission with great 
suspicion. This is also based on the social structures explained above which have their main nucleus at 
the local level: Setting up a Somali national force needs to take account of the differentiated social 
structures and align the envisioned forces accordingly. The successes of regional administrations like 
Puntland to intensify the crackdown on piracy as well as other actors such as ASWJ in countering Al 
Shabaab seem to support this notion. Just as building a central state in Somalia will not work, 
centralized military structures seem everything but viable within the Somali context.  

The third challenge concerns the oversight of the mission. As EUTM is not present within 
Somalia, it is hardly possible to examine the performance of the trained soldiers and their integration 
into the nascent Somali Security Forces. AMISOM soldiers have been tasked with this responsibility 
yet the EU itself has no means to validate the information given. Accordingly, numbers of defections 
vary considerably: while unofficial sources state that about 80% of the trained soldiers have gone 
missing,245 official AMISOM sources put the defection rate at a low of 10%.246 This wide range shows 
that it is a risky endeavour to train soldiers without functioning and legitimate oversight structures on 
the ground. This applies particularly to the Somali context, as loyalties are based more on clan 
affiliation than institutions. Furthermore, regular and sufficient payment is of major importance: while 
some soldiers have reportedly turned to Al Shabaab as they pay more for their recruits, others have 
looted humanitarian aid deliveries and allegedly robbed civilians after not having been paid for several 
months in the course of 2011.247  

However the EU is aware of the deficiencies of the current mission and has therefore focused the 
next round of training on “developing the command and control structures, specialised capabilities and 
self-training capacities of the Somali NSF, with a view to transferring EU training expertise to local 
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actors.”248 Nevertheless, the further renewal of the mandate of EUTM should be decided by taking the 
overall context of the mission and its side-effects into account very rationally. Investing in the training 
of soldiers should be considered a last step rather than a first one when trying to enhance security in a 
conflict-ridden country like Somalia. Of more importance is the setting up of efficient structures to 
mediate between the differentiated authorities at the various levels of governance given in Somali 
society and to have them develop their own structures that are in line with their socio-political system 
and design a security sector accordingly. 

Conclusions  

In this study we have analysed Operation Atalanta as part of the EU’s comprehensive approach to 
Somalia. Given the complexity of the problem it is obvious that the Somalia issue is, if at all, only 
solvable by collective activities coordinated between a variety of stakeholders and sectors.  

However, the analysis has shown that – despite cooperative efforts in the various sectors of 
humanitarian and development aid, political dialogue, peace and security, and counter-piracy – the 
Somali crisis is far from being resolved giving rise to the need for the EU to thoroughly reconsider its 
own approach. 

As the EU is only one player among many in this international endeavour, it has to get its act 
together in a more strategic approach in order to make best use of its various means and instruments: 
although it has placed its own engagement under the rhetorical umbrella of a comprehensive approach, 
a piecemeal approach of the European Union is still prevalent. This refers to both the institutional set-
up as well as the actual engagement. The internal functioning and coherence of the EU is however a 
necessary condition for effective external security governance and first and foremost for engagement 
with and in conflictive and so-called failing states like Somalia. But – and this is a very big “but” –
even if the EU did have a perfect comprehensive approach, this would not guarantee success given the 
manifold local, regional and international intricacies of the Somalia issue. However, improving 
internal and external security governance will raise the odds for a more stable Somalia in a more stable 
region. This study shows that there are opportunities, challenges and limits to a more effective 
comprehensive approach with regard to Somalia and the Horn of Africa: 

The EU’s engagement in Somalia is actually an opportunity for consolidating the functioning of 
the EEAS in a concrete area of operation and for improving the methodology of a comprehensive 
approach. It has already considerably heightened the visibility of the EU as a security provider in the 
region: With its first maritime CSDP operation the EU has demonstrated its capabilities as a sea power 
able to engage with other maritime players in order to combat piracy and to secure the sea lanes of 
communication in a strategically important region. In this regard, the followed approach has led to 
hitherto unknown levels of civil-military as well as public-private coordination and cooperation 
internally as well as externally. Yet better and more intensive joint planning and strategy-building 
within the Union is still called for, as well as with the major partners in the Contact Groups on the 
strategic as well as on the various operational and tactical levels. The EU can and should also more 
committedly demonstrate its ability to perform a leading coordinating role with regard to political 
engagement in Somalia and the region.  

The newly adopted strategic framework for the Horn Region and the appointment of a Special 
Representative can be considered right steps in this direction particularly as this puts a special focus on 
Somalia. However what is still missing is a concept on how to actually align the diverse lines of 
engagement of all branches that make up the EU’s Humanitarian Aid, Development Aid, and Common 
Foreign, Security and Defence Policy towards Somalia. The major challenge is that it can only have an 
impact, if drafting and implementing of projects in the various areas of engagement are coordinated 
across the different departments of the commission as well as the EEAS – and not least: with the 
Member States. Furthermore, it calls for horizontal (Brussels) and vertical (field level) inputs as well 
as for active Member States supporting this process. Therefore it is of utmost importance that 
responsibilities are clearly lined out and that cooperation rather than competition between the various 
actors involved is the connecting element to ensure the consistency of the overall EU approach 
towards Somalia and the region. Here, the further build-up of an effective EEAS and the establishment 
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of a sound working relationship with the Commission is key. However, this is a work in progress that 
will take considerable time. With the separation of geographic and operational DGs there is still the 
risk of setting up new barriers that could impinge on the well-functioning of a comprehensive 
approach. Hence it is important that the departments do not become stove pipes but remain open for 
flexible horizontal coordination. The various rationales and bureaucratic interests inevitably pose 
problems which can only be overcome in a process of socialisation leading to a new culture of 
cooperation and a certain “corps d’esprit”. 

Looking at the host of external challenges of the Somali crisis in general and the problem of piracy 
in particular, we confine our conclusions to a few aspects: At the international level, the main 
coordination fora (ICPCS, ICGS) bring together a growing number of stakeholders the sheer number 
of which might challenge the effectiveness of those bodies. Another challenge is the international 
commitment to the AU for a UN follow-on mission taking over from AMISOM. The political will to 
“send boots on the ground” is doubtful in the international community and nearly non-existent in the 
EU and the US. Thus a regional approach should be supported, mainly by capacity-building, 
institution-building and development aid. In doing so, the EU must bear in mind however that the 
countries concerned have their own internal problems and external interests. Somalia is a showcase for 
this when looking at the country’s history: more than once it has served as arena for power games and 
the national interests of external forces. Thus, although a solution to the Somali crisis will also need to 
embrace its closest neighbours, a proxy approach, namely the political and financial investment in the 
neighbouring countries so as to improve their engagement in the region, has to be undertaken with a 
lot of care. A further challenge is the looming strategic competition taking place in the Indian Ocean 
under the disguise of the anti-piracy operation. The various powers present at sea have different 
strategic objectives and not all of them have a genuine interest in Somalia. With regard to Somalia 
proper, it is obvious that any solution has to come from the Somalis themselves.  

This last remark brings us to the limitations of the EU’s engagement in Somalia and in combating 
piracy off the Somali coast. The internal limits are defined by the political will of the Member States 
to remain engaged, their cost-benefit calculus, and the legitimacy of the purpose of the engagement.  

The former might change if the peace process does not enfold and Somali actors do not deliver 
what they have committed themselves to. In times of financial austerity, the public might question 
whether the costs for Operation Atalanta carried predominantly by the Member States are well 
invested and given the possibility of hiring private security companies to do the job of protecting 
commercial vessels. The whole Somalia engagement could lose acceptance in EU Member Countries 
either because the public is loath to support the military endeavour off- and onshore or does not accept 
the underlying rationale of the whole engagement for a country that has existed as a failed state since 
the early 1990s. 

Regarding the external limits, it must suffice to mention the regional and local dynamics that can 
be possibly influenced but not controlled or even steered by external players. Hence, due to the 
complexity of the issue, the European objectives should be modest. As the engagement in Afghanistan 
and in Congo has shown, even if many resources and much political leverage are being put into 
solving other countries’ crises, the results may nevertheless be more than meagre or, in the worst case, 
even draw external actors into a violent conflict. Only if the Somali people do get the room of 
manoeuvre for genuine Somali solutions to Somali problems and also do get their act together in a 
bottom-up political process for finding a solution acceptable to all sides, can the Somalia challenge be 
solved. Building states – that is, building up systems of self-governance that provide for the well-being 
and security of the people living within them – is primarily a task for the society concerned. In 
supporting those processes from the outside, ownership should not be just a catch word used in 
strategies and action plans; it needs to be implemented by putting local actors in the lead. 

One cannot stress the fact enough that having a real “comprehensive approach” is a necessary 
precondition for success – but it is not a sufficient one in itself alone; it is no panacea for handling 
either the Somalia conflict or the piracy challenge. Nevertheless the EU must continue to strive for a 
more coherent and comprehensive approach in its dealing with the Somali (and other) crises.  

Hence, weighing up the aforementioned opportunities, challenges and limits and bearing in mind 
the state of the EU’s internal and external activities, the following recommendations should be 
considered. 
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Recommendations to the European Union 

 
General 

 The EU should improve its nascent comprehensive approach towards Somalia while at the 
same time bearing in mind that even a perfect comprehensive approach cannot guarantee 
success given the manifold local, regional and international intricacies of the Somalia and 
piracy issue. 

 State-building in Somalia and in every other conflict-prone or affected country is a very 
complex endeavour that, on the one hand, calls for long-term and coherent multi-actor, multi-
level and multi-sector engagement while, on the other, entails potentially high risks and costs, 
especially if “boots on the ground” and the use of lethal force are part of the strategy (as in the 
case in Somalia). Thus, the EU should act very cautiously and selectively if it decides to 
become engaged in state-building in such countries. 

 The EU should critically assess the practices and outcomes of its prior state-building efforts 
and use the insights gained for future sound strategy-building. It should consider supporting 
alternative approaches to centralized governments and de-facto trusteeships such as 
decentralized governance or non-state oligopolies of power if this better suits local power 
relations because, in the end, it is up to the (Somali) people to decide on the form of 
governance they wish to have.  

 
EU 

 The EU should develop a truly comprehensive strategic approach to Somalia bearing in mind 
the regional interlinkages of the crisis. For this it should  

a) establish a thorough assessment of all ongoing activities of its agencies and Member 
States 

b) clarify the purpose of the engagement as a whole,  
c) identify the concrete objectives,  
d) prioritize these objectives, and  
d) break them down in terms of means and instruments available and needed. 

 The planning of Operation Atalanta would have been alleviated by the existence of a standing 
OHQ. Hence, the thorny issue of a standing military or, even better, civil-military OHQ 
should be solved in this sense. 

 The EU should enhance its ability to form a joint situational awareness for Somalia and the 
region by improving its ISR249 capabilities at all levels (tactical, operational, strategic). In this 
context, the realistic assessment of the internal situation and dynamics in Somalia is of utmost 
importance for pro-active and effective engagement.  

 Moreover, the EU should develop a maritime strategy, including the maritime aspects of 
piracy, and widen its CISE project in order to generate joint situational awareness of activities 
at sea impacting on maritime safety and security.  

 The European Commission should issue a mandatory regulation on the minimum security 
measures for self-protection based on the Best Management Practices to be observed by a 
shipping company and jointly monitored by the Commission and Member States.  

 
EUNAVFOR Atalanta 

 Atalanta should be freed of the time-consuming task of escorting WFP vessels. Instead, the 
WFP should hire faster vessels with a higher free-board, and engage private security 
companies if VPD teams are deemed necessary yet cannot be provided for by Member States 
or AMISOM.  

 Atalanta’s operational approach (escorting vulnerable vessels through a transit corridor) 
should be adapted to the fact that piracy rooted in Somalia is still a growth business despite all 
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tactical successes of the maritime forces. It would be operationally more effective to act as a 
kind of “coast guard” by surveying and patrolling the Somali coast lines. 

 Atalanta should be enhanced and supported in order to have a better effect on the cost-benefit-
calculus of the pirates. This could be done inter alia by forgoing the catch and release practice, 
putting more emphasis on tracking financial flows, prosecuting the investors in Somalia and 
elsewhere, especially by supporting the judicial capacities of local administrations, and by 
disabling the pirates’ capacities on-shore provided that no person is harmed. 

 At the same time the EU should actively address concerns of Somali coastal communities with 
regard to illegal fishing and react towards their fears that their livelihoods may be endangered 
by naval forces and private armed guards patrolling off their coast.  

 The EU Operation Centre should be used to command and to coordinate all civil and military 
CSPD activities related to the Somalia issue. It should act as a precursor of a standing civil-
military headquarters at the strategic level. 

 
EUTM  

 Maintenance of EUTM should be dependent upon progress of the TFI in fulfilling the 
Mogadishu Roadmap whereby enhancing cooperation with local administrations and civil 
society is key.  

 If maintained, the EU should broaden the scope of EUTM tasks that currently deal primarily 
with military policing and counterinsurgency towards civilian policing skills.  

 The EUTM should also offer to train security forces of other entities without obliging them to 
be trained in Mogadishu. 

 “Train-the-trainers” should be expanded. 
 
International Community/United Nations  

 The EU should speak with one voice – represented for example by the EU Special 
Representative for the Horn of Africa – in the informal international Contact Groups based on 
both a joint EU strategy and the intensive coordination of Member States prior to each 
meeting. 

 As the budget for EU engagement in and for Somalia is limited, Brussels should encourage 
other actors to become engaged in conflict resolution. Therefore it should develop 
“partnership strategy” based on the principles of “do-no-harm”, starting with the analysis of 
potential regional partners such as South Africa while at the same time empowering regional 
partners. 

 
AU 

 The EU should continue, and strengthen its efforts, to support the build-up and functioning of 
the AU’s strategic planning, command and control structures. 

 After so many years of support, AMISOM should be subjected to a formal evaluation as to 
how effective EU funds have been managed, including qualitative assessment of AMISOMS’s 
performance. 

 
Horn of Africa Region/IGAD 

 In addition to the envisaged civilian Regional Maritime Capacity-Building mission, the EU 
should coordinate all Member States programmes and activities related to maritime capacity-
building in the region in order to empower the states with access to the sea to protect their 
coastal and their exclusive economic zone. 

 The EU should enhance its support – in close coordination with UNODC – for developing 
judicial capacities of the states of the region dealing with the fight against criminality in 
general and against piracy in particular. In this context it should also augment its support for 
the build-up of courts within Somalia and in neighbouring countries.  

 The EU should support the reform process of IGAD and contribute to the organization’s 
efforts to develop SSR programmes. 

 The EU should consider taking on the co-chairmanship of the IGAD Partners Forum so as to 
better coordinate the activities of the IPF. 

 



48 

Somalia 
 It is common sense that the solution for the piracy challenge is to be found on land. Therefore 

the EU should follow an explicit “Somalia first” approach – in contrast to a possible “piracy 
first” departure – because piracy off the coast of Somalia is primarily rooted in the country’s 
political and socio-economic conditions. Piracy as a general phenomenon calls for a different 
strategy. 

 As piracy does not take place in the areas under control of the TFG, the EU needs to enhance 
its cooperation with the coastal communities and regional authorities in the areas affected in 
order to counter – and prevent piracy. 

 The EU should rethink its TFG-oriented concept of ownership. It should become more 
engaged with local partners and strengthen its multi-track approach in Somalia, that is, by 
furthering cooperation with other political players than the TFG, notably local civil society 
actors, clans and local and regional administrations. Support has to be pegged to clear criteria 
and transparent benchmarks, though.  

 The EU should make it absolutely clear that it will withdraw its support if the TFG and other 
partners do not comply with the latest political agreement, including outreach to the public, 
credible reconciliation efforts, far-reaching power-sharing with other regions and 
administrations, restructuring of the government, administrative reform, and reform of the 
security sector. 

 The EU should support the formation of land-based local coast guards in Somalia. These 
guards should be recruited and organized on a local basis and act on shore in terms of crime 
prevention. 

 The EU should support the emergence of a Somali judicial system while at the same time 
respecting and cultivating traditional ways of legal practices. In the end, laws based on the 
Islamic, traditional and modern laws will coexist and influence each other. 

 The EU should support reforms leading to a post-TFG period based on an inclusive political 
process with a more decentralized political system in which significant sections of power and 
resources are channelled to local administrations.  

 The EU should develop options for how to deal with Somalia after the end of the transition 
phase in 2012. Of these, it has three: 
o In the case of a positive end to the transition and an inclusive peace process, the EU 

should step up its presence, inter alia, by setting up a fully-fledged delegation in 
Mogadishu and strengthening the regional field offices.  

o If the TFIs do not deliver and there are no signs of improvement and of further reaching 
out, the EU should “pull the plug” on the TFI and cooperate with local actors. 

o If there is no achievement on any side, the EU should, for the time being, restrain itself to 
humanitarian aid while offering its diplomatic support for conflict resolution to the 
conflict parties.  

 



49 

Abbreviations  

AFP   African Peace Facility 

AMISOM  African Union Mission in Somalia 

ARS   Alliance for the Re-Liberation of Somalia 

ASWJ   Ahlu Sunna Wal Jama’a 

AU   African Union 

BMP   Best Management Practices 

CFSP   Common Foreign and Security Policy 

CGPCS   Contact Group on Piracy off the Coast of Somalia 

CHF   Common Humanitarian Funding 

CISE Common Information Sharing Environment for the surveillance of the EU 
Maritime Domain 

CISS Coordination of International Support to Somalis 

CMC Crisis Management Concept 

CMF Combined Maritime Forces 

CMCO   Civil-military Coordination 

CPCC   Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability 

CSDP   Common Security and Defence Policy 

CTF   Combined Task Force 

DCoC   Djibouti Code of Conduct 

DG DevCo  Directorate General for Development and Cooperation 

ECHO European Commission Directorate-General for Humanitarian Aid and Civil 
Protection 

EDF European Development Fund 

EDS   European Defence Agency 

EEAS   External European Action Service 

EEZ   Exclusive Economic Zone 

ESA-IO  Eastern and Southern Africa – Indian Ocean 

ESS   European Security Strategy  

EUMC   European Union Military Committee 

EUMS   European Union Military Staff 

EUNAVCO  European Union Naval Coordination Cell 

EUNAVFOR  European Union Naval Force 

EUSR   European Union Special Representative 

EUTM   European Union Training Mission Somalia 

HoA   Horn of Africa 

HR/VP   High Representative as Vice President of the Commission 

ICG   International Somalia Contact Group 

IfS   Instrument for Stability  

IGAD   Intergovernmental Authority on Development 

IGADSOM  IGAD Peace Support Mission in Somalia 

IMB   International Maritime Bureau of the International Chamber of Commerce 

IMO   International Maritime Organization 

IMP   Integrated Maritime Policy 
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IPF   IGAD Partners Forum 

IRTC   Internationally Recommended Transit Corridor 

ISAF   International Sailing Federation 

JNA   Joint Needs Assessment 

JSC   Joint Security Committee 

LAS   League of Arab States 

MSCHOA  Maritime Security Centre Horn of Africa 

ODA   Official Development Assistance 

OECD   Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 

PSC   Political Security Committee 

RDP   Reconstruction and Development Programme 

RMCB   Regional Maritime Capacity Building 

SHADE  Shared Awareness and Deconfliction 

SISAS   Strategy for the Implementation of Special Aid to Somalia 2002-2007 

SOFA   Status of Forces Agreement 

SPF   Somali Police Force 

SRSG   Special Representative of the Secretary-General 

TFG   Transitional Federal Government 

TFI   Transitional Federal Institutions 

UIC   Union of Islamic Courts 

UKMTO  UK Maritime Trade Operations 

UNCLOS  United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea 

UNDP   United Nations Development Programme 

UNODC  United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime 

UNSC   United Nations Security Council 

UNPOS  UN Political Office for Somalia 

USNAVCENT  US Navy Forces Central Command 

VPD   Vessel Protection Detachment 

WFP   World Food Programme 

WG   Working Group 

 


