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Introduction
In the period 1991-2008 the United States (US) #wed European Union (EU)pursued

different strategies and used different methodsnianaging conflicts in Africa. Since the 1990s
and especially in the 2000s, the US intervened fincé with the main purpose of combating
terrorism (and guaranteeing oil supply). This siygtwas pursued through an approach of selective
multilateralism in the 1990s, of unilateralism beem 2001-2006 and thus of selective unilateralism
in 2007-2008. Indeed, in this latter period, the $1&ted to re-define its strategy towards Africa,
recognizing that development aid was crucial fohieming anti-terrorism’s goals. Since the
beginning of the 1990s the EU intervened in Afrigdh the purpose of promoting peace and
development in the continent, according to a ggsatdefined as ‘structural stability’ in a
Commission’s communication of 1996. Although the Rlrsued this strategy on the basis of an
approach of ‘generalized multilateralism’, some BEmber states (most notably France), operating
outside the EU framework, did not refrain from atilog unilateral initiatives in areas where they
had historical links. Although these member statesded finally to coordinate their Africa policy
within the EU, however they tended to do that ia ttamework of the second pillar (of CSFP and
thus ESDP) Inevitably this brought the structural stabilisyrategy to be pursued (in certain
countries but not in other) through not only ecormand civilian measures, but also political and
military ones. The questions we want to discusstadollowing: (1) why did the US and the EU
strategiesandapproachedo conflict management in Africa differ?; (2) winere those strategies
and approaches re-defined in specific periods oelation to specific countries? In order to answe
these questions we consider the US and the EUvartgon for conflict-management in two
African countries, Somalia and Sudan, in the pemoguestion. Somali and Sudanese conflicts can
be compared under several relevant aspects. Theg wernal wars with macro-regional
implications and had both territorial and ethnitgieus connotations. Both conflicts had
potentially global spill-over effects since the twmwuntries are considered fertile areas for
international terrorism linked to Al Qaeda. FinalBudan and Somalia, being located in an arid part
of Sub-Saharan Africa, were (and are) subject teurah disasters such as famine and

desertification, which further exacerbated the toinfor basic natural resources.

International relations and domestic politics

1 Of course the EU came into being formally with Maastricht Treaty of 1992. Before, the last denmtion was the
European Community (EC). This denomination remaiafter Maastricht for indicating the first pillardowever, it is
common in the literature to use the denominatiothefEU for the entire polity aggregating the thpdkars. Here we
necessarily follow this usage.

2 CFSP stays for Common Foreign and Security Polityereas ESDP stays for European Security and Befealicy.
These two policies are organized with the interegamental framework of the second pillar.



Certainly, it is plausible to argue that the difier foreign policy strategies were the
outcome of the different role the US and the EU hadhe international system. The US is a
military super-power with a global reach. Its naify presence in many theatres made it the main
security’s provider at the global level. Conseqlyent has been also the main target of terrorist
groups. It was inevitable that the fight againstadesm became its main preoccupation already in
the 1990s and of course after 11 September 200theAsame time, the EU is mainly an economic
super-power, with very limited global security’spensibilities, inevitably constrained to privilege
the use of non-military foreign policy tools. Hovesy the US and EU strategies were not only
redefined along those years, but also they wersuedrthrough different and fickle approaches. It
is our argument that these different US and EU @gogres to crisis management in Africa can be
interpreted also as an effect of the influence méceic domestic factors. In the US, the anti-
terrorism strategy and the growing reliance onitateral approach were mainly the outcome of the
ideological paradigm of a political coalition (tmeo-conservative coalition) that finally got the
control of the separated institutions of governmanthe period 2001-2006 (the so callewified
government On the contrary, the institutional contestdofided governmendf the 1990s (1995-
2000) fed a permanent contrast on strategies gnibaghes between a Democratic president and a
Congress dominated by the Republi¢ansfter 2001, the predominance of the foreign pplic
paradigm based on anti-terrorism and unilaterapawed the way for a growing role of the Defence
Department in foreign policy (in general) and innflict management (in specific) thus
marginalizing the rival State Department.

Also the EU strategy and approach to conflict managnt in Africa (in the period 1991-
2008) was conditioned by internal factors. Certgibecause of the resources at its disposal, the EU
strategy tended to privilege economic and civilials. At the same time, the approach to conflict
management through the support of multilateral wgion operating in the field was a sort of
projection of “its own particular regional integat model” (Soderbaum 2007: 197). After all, “the
EU’s self image and identity as the ‘natural’ paofitreference for regional initiatives is crucial f
understanding the EU’s role in the promotion ofiseglism and interregional partnerships”
(Ibidem),as the EU did with sub-regions such as West Afiicastern Africa and Southern Africa.
However, if the EU tended to pursue multilatergbrayach to conflict management in Africa, that

approach was interpreted in a relatively diffeneay according to the institutional actor leading th

% Divided governmeris the condition in which two different party majoeisi control the presidency and the Congress.
On the contraryunified governmernis the condition in which the president and the majasf Congress belong to the
same political party. One should notice that th8122002 period, the Senate had a Democratic majbyitone seat,
although that did not prevent the institution tort all the decisions taken by the Republicarsigent after 11
September 2001. Technically, thus, the unified govent includes the 2003-2006 period. In fact,hHa mid term
elections of 2006, both chambers of Congress weci tb Democratic majorities.



dance. Conflict management initiatives organizethiwithe framework of the first pillar favour a
leading role of community institutions such as @mnmission and, in the field of human rights, the
Parliament too. On the contrary, conflict managenmatiatives organized within the framework of
the second pillar favour a leading role of the EBrmber states governments (and of some of them
in particular).

Certainly, the relevant role of the Commission éttiag the EU Africa policy agenda and
the relevance of development instruments for conflianagement account for the focus of the EU
on structural stability. However, single EU membtates, and especially those (like France) with
historical ties with African countries, continuea tike unilateral initiatives for dealing with some
of those conflicts, at least till mid 2000s (Charbeau 2008). The growing financial and political
costs of those unilateral initiatives introducerbst) incentives for coordinating them within the
EU. This is why France contributed to activate secpillar measures, leading ESDP operations
such as the Chad and CAR missions in support ofubagfugees. The EU approach continued to
be multilateral, although France did not renourcelay its traditional hegemonic role in the area,
through the CFSP and the ESDP measures. Moreovema@ domestic factors, one has also to
consider the role played in different historicalments by the public opinion in pressuring the US
and the EU to be involved in crisis managementatjars (in Darfur in particular).

In sum, a different combination of internationatlalomestic factors pressured the US to act
in Africa as a “Westphalian” state primarily conged with its own national security and the EU as
a “post-Westphalian” power engaged in supportingiomal integration projects which could
promote the stability of the various crisis ardasleed, even though the strategies pursued by the
US and the EU tended somehow to converge aroune2@iis (the US became more sensitive to
the civilian side of anti-terrorism and the EU tdakportant military responsibilities in the afga
their approaches continued to remain different. Pla@er is structured as follows: first, we
elaborate on the reasons why Somalia and Sudarelereant cases for analyzing the US and EU
conflict management strategy and approach; secoval, reconstruct US and EU conflict
management interventions in the two countriesdthive discuss the implications on transatlantic
relations of the peculiar features of the foreigrliqy making process in the US and the EU,

deriving some indications for the “post-Bush” era.

The context: the crisis of Somalia and Sudan

* After September 11, the EU launched three sigaifiamilitary operations in Africa: (1) in June 2Q03peration
Artemis, within the ESDP framework, in the Northskean Ituri province of the Democratic RepublicGidngo (DRC);
(2) in the Spring 2006, the EUFOR Operation, wittiia ESDP framework, in the Kinshasa area of DRGupport of
the UN mission MONUC; (3) in January 2008, a miltaperation, within the ESDP framework, in East&hmad and
North Eastern part of Central African Republic, fwotecting refugees from Darfur.



The roots of the conflict in Somalia can be trabadk to the colonial times. British and
Italian colonization of two parts of Somalia (resipeely the North West and the South) ended in
1960 and left Somalia as a socially fragmented @oidically instable country. The twenty years
long dictatorship of Siad Barre, which started 869, brought temporary stability to the country,
but it also activated a strong rivalry with neighbiag Ethiopia. Since the 1970s, the tension
between Somalia and Ethiopia had global implicationthe Cold War context, with the Soviet
Union supporting Ethiopia and the US protecting 8len The end of Siad Barre’s dictatorship
brought Somalia back to instability: in 1991 thertdern part of the country, Somaliland,
proclaimed itself independent. The internationahomunity intervened with the UN peacekeeping
mission Restore Hopewhich soon appeared unable to tame internalesthif 2004 a transition
government, backed by Ethiopia, was instituted om8lia, but two years later the emerging
Islamic Courts, with the support of Libya and Iranposed a strict religious regime on the country.
In 2007, the Ethiopian government intervened teswblish the transition government. It did
succeed, but that success ended up in triggeriaothaninternal struggle and a new humanitarian
crisis.

Also conflicts in Sudan were the effects of theoowdl construction of a weak state. This
weakness allowed the emergence of religious exstefactions with international connections.
Since its independence from the English-Egyptidiorgal administration (1956), the country has
gone through a civil war between the North (AfricAnabic) and the South (Christian). The
colonial legacy of economic discrimination of theriphery areas of the state set the basis for
internal conflicts. The situation worsened whenyiaibntervened in the conflict in support of the
project of a political union of Islamic states. &y, in 2003 a new warring front emerged in the
region of Darfur. The Khartoum government reactgdienying access to humanitarian operators
and journalists in the region. In April 2004 a afas agreement was signed, which allowed the
entrance of the African Union (AU) troops (AMIS)jtiwthe task of monitoring and preserving the
ceasefire. Nevertheless the parties involved repéatviolated the ceasefire agreement. On 9
January 2005 an agreement between the North an8ahéh of Sudan was finally reached, but it
did not tackle the Darfur issue, whelanjaweednilitia continued to exert violence on the ciuvilia
population.

During the period 1991-2008, both the US and thenwlk involved in civilian and military
conflict management operations in the two countrigzth were concerned with the instability of
the area, given the possible implications of theflets in Somalia and Sudan for international
terrorism. Indeed, the terrorist attacks in NewRkrand Washington D.C. on 11 September 2001, in

Madrid on 11 March 2004 and in London on 7 July®2@tade of terrorism a common concern (to



both shores of the Atlantic). However the US arel BU elaborated two different paradigms for
explaining it and dealing with it. Regarding Afrjaaven though both of them recognized the need
of conflict management operations in crisis sitatithe US finalized its intervention to the
priority-goal of neutralizing terrorist groups (opéng in those crises or potentially emerging from
them), while the EU pursued the more comprehengoat of promoting structural stability in the
region.

Moreover, the EU and the US pursued those diffesenategies with different methods or
approaches. While the US alternated multilaterdhtdral and unilateral approaches, the EU
preferred to support the action of regional orgatiins (and particularly the AU) engaged in
bringing stability in the region, according to tipdilosophy of helping Africa to help itself.
However, it needs to be said that France, operatingjde of the EU frameworks, adopted regularly
a unilateral approach for dealing with conflicts African countries considered as its historical
partners, approachwhich inevitably contrasted with EU aimgMeheler 2008). That
notwithstanding, EU conflict management operatitotk place in the framework of multilateral
organizations such as the UN. The EU was the maovider of funding for intergovernmental
bodies such as the AU and other sub-regional Airicaganizations. Certainly, also the US
supported UN peacekeeping operations, but it feé 6f carrying out unilateral actions or engaging
in bilateral relations with single African stateben considered to be more effective for countering
terrorist groups. In sum, although both the EU BiSIconflict management interventions in Africa
in the 1990s and 2000s lacked coherence and cemsystone might argue that while the EU
followed an inter-regional approach for managingidsn conflicts (de Flers and Regelsberger
2005), the US preferred to buigl hocrelations with specific African countries in orderachieve
the same goal (Patman, 2008).

USforeign policy towards Somalia

Africa has never had a key position in the US fgmgbolicy. As Patman wrote (2008, 316),
“despite historic ties with the continent, US pglioward Africa has in general been marked by
indifference and neglect. Throughout the Cold WAdrjca was treated as a pawn in the battle
between the USA and the Soviet Union, as both sattempted to limit the influence of the other”.
This attitude changed with the end of the Cold Wésp because “Africa has been increasingly
racked by internal conflict, state failure, famirggverty, and disease” (Patmahidem). This
situation represented a fertile ground for the rizdition of terrorist groups and anti-American
sentiments. Of course, after 11 September 200licaAfbecame a crucial theatre for fighting

terrorism (especially those parts of the contindoser to the middle-east or more permeable to



Islamic fundamentalism). In the case of Somalia,gd$cy may be divided in three phases in the
post Cold War period.

The first phase includes the period 1991-1995.9911] the US placed Somalia in the list of
countries hosting possible terrorist cells (Collig807). At the same time, both George H. W. Bush
(1989-1992) and Bill Clinton (1993-2000) were camesl with the humanitarian crisis hitting the
country. Indeed, the Republican Presidency of GeétgW. Bush promoted a UN humanitarian
operation (UNITAF, replacing the former operatioN@SOM). The operation, known &estore
Hope (December 1992-May 1993), was an answer to a tisparresolution issued by Congress
asking for an intervention in Somalia in order topsthe killings. According to Baum (2004), the
reason why President George H. W. Bush decidedaib until the very end of his presidential
mandate for engaging the US in such a large sqedeation was the fear of a domestic backlash, in
case of failure of the operation, during his cargpdor the 1992 presidential election.

The incumbent president, though, lost the electemms the new Democratic President Bill
Clinton inherited the leadership of the operati@iven the unsatisfactory outcome of that
operation, and the still broad public and congresai support for a humanitarian mission in the
country, President Clinton pressured the UN fotoetackle directly Aideed, the leader of a Somali
faction involved in the conflict, and future presid of the country. The UN action, though, did not
succeed as expected, thus pushing the US to oggéiniDctober 1993) a unilateral military raid in
Mogadishu for capturing important members of Aidsedilitia. This initiative was emblematic of
the American selective approach to multilateraliand showed that, even under a Democratic
presidency and a Democratic party controlled Casgy(as it was in that period), the US did not
refrain from unilateral intervention when considerecessary for reaching its goals. Such selective
multilateralism, however, was not presented byiBeses Clinton as a foreign policy paradigm, but
rather as a pragmatic choice a super-power migbtftadx meeting particularly insidious threats (Mc
Cormick, 2000).

However, this operation ended with a dramatic failand a high number of American
casualties. The failure, and specifically the CNiVerage of Aideed’s men dragging a US death
soldier in the streets of Mogadishu, raised strpablic concern on the safety of US troops in
Somalia (Von Hippel and Yannis, 1997). The backleshithe US humanitarian engagement in
Somalia became known as a ‘CNN effect’ (Robins@®9). A sort of ‘Mogadishu line’ came to be
defined in the public debate: beyond a thresholdsbf the US cannot intervene even for solving
dramatic humanitarian crises. Indeed, parallelh® failure of the American involvement in the
Somali crisis, with the Republican conquer of thegarity of seats in both chambers of Congress in

the mid-term elections of 1994, the Congress stapi®moting an isolationist view of the US



international role. For the new neo-conservativgonityg of Congress, the US should intervene
abroad only when the national interest is at s{ake unilaterally if necessary). American soldiers,
it was said, were not trained ‘for protecting kigising to school’, in Africa or in the Balkans or
elsewhere (Widmaer, 2007). The result was thatiBgand the UN) abandoned Somalia in 1995,
leaving it in the same (if not worst) conditionsiethtriggered their intervention in the first place
Consequently, the US focus on Somalia decreasadisantly in the second phase (1996-2001).

The third phase concerns the 2001-2008 period.aftaek to New York and Washington
D.C. in 11 September 2001 changed radically thefdw&ign policy agenda. The US intervened
again forcefully in Somalia in the framework of tidar on Terror. In 2001, the executive power
was in the hands of Republicans, thanks to therasteid success of George W. Bush in the
presidential elections of 2000, and the Congressameed largely in the hands of a Republican
majority. The terrorist attacks resulted in the i@l and ideological strengthening of the
Republican control of the US presidency and Corgyregleed, in the mid-term elections of 2002,
Republicans got a plain majority also in the Sendkeis achieving a full control of the
governmental agenda. With those elections, theitutisnal and political conditions for
implementing the National Security Strategy (NSS)dm public by the president two months
before (in September 2002) were finally in placke NSS resolved the foreign policy ambiguities
of the 1990s, ambiguities due to the contrast betwee moderately multilateral president and an
aggressively unilateral Congress. By then, the Wraierror became the strategy of US foreign
policy, a strategy that might be pursued not omijaterally (as the Republican Congress claimed
since 1995) but also through pre-emptive (and mdf preventive) interventions against countries
considered to be (effective or potential) suppsrtdrterrorist groups (lkenberry 2002).

In this context, anti-terrorism became the top eondn driving US decisions also towards
Somalia. In October 2001 the US led the shut dofv@amalia’s leading money-transfer company
(al Baraka), due to itsalleged role in laundering money for Al Qaeda. Aalli@s (2007, 402)
comments, this decision “provided an early indmatthat the United States saw intervention in
Somalia..within the purview of the War on TerrorAt the same time changes in the power
relations within Somalia occurred. The power of blamic Courts increased significantly during
the 2000sln 2006 US intelligence sources denounced the engst of a link between the Courts
and Al Qaeda, which led President Bush to declasecbncern with the strengthening of this
Islamic fundamentalist movement in the country.Heathan establishing dialogue with the Courts,
the Bush presidency opted for an aggressive ptdissards the latter. In July of the same year the
CIA agreed with factions of the various warlordsattack the Courts for capturing Islamic terrorists

associated with them. This strategy, though, tumgdo be a new failure and the US government



lost the control of the situation. The militias the Islamic Courts defeated the warlords’ militias
and got the control of the entire Mogadishu’s aBaathe end of 2006, the Courts controlled almost
all the Southern half of Somalia and started toaade towards Ethiopia. The Ethiopian army
reacted with a counteroffensive against them, miagcinto Mogadishu and thus establishing a
Transitional Federal Government, which receivedUigesupport. Indeed, the US based its conflict
management strategy in the area on the bilatergpearation with Ethiopia (Cohen, 2008), that
finally left Somalia in January 2009. In sum, wilie predominance of the neo-conservatives in the
presidency and Congress (2001-2006), the US effartgestore peace in Somalia became

subordinated to its anti-terrorist strategy.

USforeign policy towards Sudan

Also in the case of Sudan, in 1991-2008, the keyeAran concern was of neutralizing
terrorist organizations. Even here, the conflichagement approach was coherent with the anti-
terrorism priority of US foreign policy. And even this case, domestic factors, such as the partisan
composition of Congress and the presidency, andnhttitalization of public opinion, influenced the
modalities of US intervention.

George H. W. Bush foreign policy towards Sudan yatonsisted in imposing financial
sanctions on the Sudanese government followingcthg d’état of 1989. President Clinton put
Sudan in his conflict management and anti-terrorggyanda. As in the case of Somalia, however,
Clinton foreign policy towards Sudan after 1995 egmed particularly contradictory, because of the
contrasting pressures resulting from divided gowemnt. The outcome of those contrasting
pressures between 1995-2000 was a policy of comflanagement in Sudan which combined an
blend of development assistance, hard conditignaitd unilateral anti-terrorist measures (not
always in a coherent way).

During Clinton’s first term (1993-1996), USAID ireased aid to Sudan by launching the
Greater Horn of Africa Initiativg1994), aimed at intervening against crisis, indityg and famine.

In the second term of the Clinton administratioA92-2000), however, the Congress was able to
impose stricter financial sanctions to Sudan. I1871President Clinton confirmed and strengthened
the embargo established by George H. W. Bush tifeecoup d’état of 1989. In order to justify the

sanctions, Clinton mentioned both anti-terroristl @onflict management reasons, stating that “the
policies and actions of the government of Sudaoluding continued support for international

terrorism, ongoing efforts to destabilize neighlogirgovernments; the prevalence of human rights
violations, including slavery and the denial ofigelus freedom, constitute extraordinary threat to

the national security and foreign policy of the U®agne, 2002, 18). The policy of sanctions on
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the Sudanese government could thus appease diffayestituencies. It met the will of the Clinton
presidency to make the US a promoter of humangighthe region and, at the same moment, it
met the request of the Republican-dominated Cosgreguaranteeing American national security
first, making Sudan a spot where to combat terrorist gréoptside home”.

The centrality of anti-terrorism goals in the U$agach to Sudan further increased in 1998,
when two terrorist bombings took place against Aocagr embassies in Kenya and Tanzania.
Reacting to these attacks, President Clinton tetidhe unilateraDperation Infinite Reacli1998),
which consisted in cruise missile strikes on a ptaaeutical factory in Sudan allegedly involved in
the production of precursors to the nerve agentugid for chemical weapons (Pillar, 2004). The
cruise missile strike exemplified the formidabl#uence acquired by the the Republican Congress
on foreign policy in a moment of personal weaknasthe presidenit Indeed, the political climate
in Washington D.C. at the end of the 1990s wasasourable to the neo-conservative unilateral
positions that Clinton had to downsize seriously multilateral (although selective) views. The
Republican Congress was able to set the publicdegand nationalism, unilateralism and hostility
to the UN became the new parameters of US forengjoyp(Dumbrell, 2002)The neo-conservative
movement became so predominant, that Presidento@lidecided to sign the Rome Statute
establishing the International Criminal Court oatythe end of his second and last mandate, aware
that Congress would not have ratified it. In faxcit only the Congress did not ratify the Statutd, b
the new president George W. Bush withdrew presidesignature from the Statute one entered
into the presidential office.

Thus, Clinton’s successor, President George W. B2801-2008), further strengthened the
predominance of the neo-conservative paradigm.ahtiqular after September 11, he stressed the
anti-terrorist perspective with which to look aleoSudan’s conflicts. Economic aid had to become
coherent with the anti-terrorism strategy. An asel\of aid allocation during the George W. Bush
presidencies (2001-2008) shows, in fact, how USlbgment assistance was directed especially
towards sensitive regions for terrorist cells ib-8aharan Africa (Olsen, 2008). Both the State
Department and USAID stated that after Septembedévielopment assistance “must be fully
aligned with US foreign policy” (State departmentdJSAID, 2003: 4). This is why in Sudan the
US, from 2001 to 2003, increased its aid allocatmithe country by 148%. The US anti-terrorist
strategy implied also an active involvement in diphtic operations in Sudan. At the beginning of
his second mandate (2005-2008), George W. Buslate 1epartment intervened effectively as
mediator in the 2008laivasha Agreemeritetween the Islamist Arab Sudanese governmerthen

one hand, and the Christian/animist southern relodélsthe Sudanese People’s Liberation

® Indeed, especially after his re-election in 198#,Clinton was object of a systematic attack froeo-conservatives’
quarters. Finally he was submitted to impeachmenprocedure, which failed only for few votes in thengte in 1999.
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Movement/Army (SPLM/A), on the other hand. Howewbe Sudanese government perceived the
US as a non-neutral actor in the conflict, and mumecisely as a supporter of the anti-Islamic
SPLM/A (Stevenson, 2007).

That said, the US supported also multilateral atikes, such as, in the same year, the
NATO/AU mission to Sudan. Two years later, the Ufposed sanctions at government-run
companies involved in the Sudanese oil industry aniddividuals suspected of being involved in
the Darfur violence. At the same time, public opnis pressure for halting the civil war and
genocide in Darfur became so vociferous that soimgtheeded to be done (The Associated Press,
2007). Indeed, given the high media exposure ofgidm@ocide taking place in Darfur, American
public opinion called for a military intervention the region. A survey by the Pew Research Center
(2007) found that in 2006 a majority of the respemd (53%) was in favor of US military
intervention in Darfur to end the ethnic genocialéhough the preference was for a US intervention
as part of a multinational force. However, theual of the invasion of Irag contributed to feed a
popular reaction against the pre-eminently militaxterpretation of the War on Terror. Indeed, the
mid-term elections of 2006 brought a new Democnagority in both chambers of Congress.

As a result, the George W. Bush presidency hadetoalibrate the US foreign policy
strategy, downsizing the military side and streegthg the civilian side of the War on Terror. Not
by chance, after those elections, the champiomefntilitary interpretation of the War on Terror,
the secretary of the Defence Department Donald Reltiswas fired, substituted with the member
of a group of critics of the Pentagon’s policy, RdbGates. Thus, these external and domestic
factors pressured the president and his advisengutsue a more comprehensive strategy for
combating terrorism. On 6 February 2007, Bush anoced the creation of U.S. Africa Command
(AFRICOM) charged of giving substance to this pplic the African continent. According to the
Commander of AFRICOM, General Ward, the decisionthef US government to establish that
military organization was aimed to prevent a spier of African conflicts to the sensitive middle-
east area, thus creating themusfor the training of terrorist groups. However, thisie, peace-
keeping operations had to be supported also by umesmsfor encouraging African military
operations, for providing technical training to an soldiers and officials involved in anti-
terrorism fight and for implementing civilian meassch as the economic support of deprived
communities and areas and the civic educational leaders. As General Ward stated, “peace and
stability on the continent impacts not only Africaiut the interests of the U.S. and international
community as well” (Warda, 2007). Thus accordingsen (2009: 9), “AFRICOM was born out
of a number of security lessons one of which is thiditary force may not be the best instrument in

security policy whereas ‘soft power capacities’ @iimat preventing conflict may in many any
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instances be better”. In sum, as General Ward aaggmed, “a key underpinning for a more secure
Africa is to encourage all segments of the popoiatd reject terrorism as a political instrument”
(AFRICOM, 2007). In particular, the Darfur crisisasrone of the targets of AFRICOM’s conflict
management operations. In sum, this more compreleapproach to Sudan emerged from the
negative US experience in Iraq, but also from angkan the power relations between domestic
political forces. The new approach was thus corddrby the new president, the Democrat Barack
H. Obama (2009-), when he appointed a new Speombyof AFRICOM on 19 March 2009.

EU foreign policy towards Somalia

Contrary to the US, the Europeans have had importannections with Africa, for
historical, geographical, economic and politicasens. Historically (Soderbaum 2007: 196-197),
“the EC/EU-ACP partnership has emphasized humanitarian issuesaapdrticular trade-aid
relationship with former colonies”, although thedationship has been gradually redefined in terms
of “a partnership among equals...with a stronger $oon human rights, governance, democracy
and the rule of law”. Certainly, the EU/Africa retmship needs to be seen in a more critical way.
As several studies argued (Farrell 2006: 22-3)ubh its interregional approach, “the EU has
established its channels to convey values, praariind even special interests”. Thus, rhetoric not
always meets reality. Nevertheless, from 1991 t682@he EU (a pat from its member states)
pursued a quite persistent strategy towards Afacstrategy finalized to stabilize the more critica
areas of the continent through the promotion oftitatgral agreements. Thus, the EU intervened in
the areas through the support of regional multiéterganizations rather than through its unildtera
action. Structural stability was and continues & dn inevitable aim of the EU Africa policy,
because African instability would have dramaticseguences on Europe (in the form, for instance,
of inordinate flux of immigrants to European ci)ie¥hus, even after the terrorist attacks that hit
London and Madrid, EU policy towards Africa contalito look at the larger picture of the
economic and social problems of the continent ératthan focus only on the issue of terrorism).

This is why the EU policy towards Somalia differgidnificantly from the American one.
Not only it did not focus on anti-terrorism polidyut it was also carried out in coordination with
the UN and the AU (and not in isolation). The Elplemented conflict management activities in
Somalia even before the CFSP was established.98, 1#hen the Maastricht Treaty was signed but
not yet enforced, the EC already used developmamdsf for organizing security operations in
Somalia (Lister, 1997). Certainly, before and aftee Maastricht Treaty, conflict management

® ACP indicates a configuration of African, Caribheand Pacific countries with historical links wiffuropean
countries (generally of a colonial and neo-colomialure). With these countries the EC and therEftiehas set up a
special partnership.
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operations in Somalia were pursued also by indalidnember states (operating outside the EU
frameworks). For example, in 1992, the military afwlancial support to UN peacekeeping
operations (UNOSOM) came primarily from ex-coloni&iropean countries: Italy was the most
active EU member state in the UNOSOM and UNITAFhbot terms of financial and troops
support (Von Hippel and Yannis, 1997) and the UKvjded troops for the US led operations in
Somalia (Eliassen, 1998). Following these commumitifatives and the involvement of single
member states in the country, in 1993 the Commsappointed a Special Envoy for Somalia and
started to elaborate a strategy of crisis managemased on two tracks: 1) rehabilitation and
reconstruction assistance; 2) promotion of a deakréd government (Von Hippel and Yannis,
1997). However, it was in 1996 that the EU triedjitee coherence to its action in the country (and
in the African continent). That year, the Commissmade public a Communication on the “EU
and the Issue of Conflicts in Africa”, which intneced the concept of structural stability as the
strategic horizon for all EU operations. As Kra{@@e03) argued, this Communication, followed by
the Communicatioron “Conflict Prevention” (European Commission 2Q0d9ntributed also to
make African conflicts a priority of the CFSP agand

European involvement in Somalia has increased guhia 2000s, when the EU became the
key supporter of multilateral efforts of peace-kegpin the country. The EU (following the
initiative of Italy, Sweden and the UK, and backsdNorway) actively supported the works of the
Intergovernmental Authority of Development (IGADj Bast African governments which was
involved in conflict management in the country. TBE helped IGAD to organize the Nairobi
Conference in 2002 aimed to promoting an agreeietween the three frontline states (Ethiopia,
Kenya and Djibouti) (Raffaelli, 2007). In 2003 th#J) provided also support to UN efforts for
human rights protection by enforcing UN sponsoiadrfcial sanctions to Somalia (EC Regulation
147/2003 of 27 January). In the same year the EamBecurity Strategy (ESS), made public by
the High Representative for the CFSP Javier Salar2003, provided the ideological framework
for supporting the EU development-based and irggienal approach in the area.

In 2004 the EU endorsed the request of financippett for peacekeeping operations led by
the AU and other regional organizations, making éwosv the support for the AU conditional on
progress in the diplomatic construction of longresolutions to the crisis. It was, again, a peace-
keeping initiative based on the use of the Eurog@evelopment Fund for supporting multilateral
organizations The instrument built by the EU tomup AU operations was the so-callaérican
Peace Facility The Commission played a key role in the establait and implementation of the
Facility, by persuading the Council to finance it with theropean Development Fund rather than

with CFSP funds. In so doing, the Commission wds &bsponsor a development-based approach
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to the peace process in the country (Sicurelli,820h 2006, the EU confirmed its support for a
macro-regional solution of the Somali case, bytdrgfa regional strategy for the Horn of Africa,
finalized to promote stability through economic dieypment and democratic assistance.

In sum, till 2008, EU foreign policy to Somalia wasimarily based on first pillar
instruments and aimed to support multilateral omxgtions involved in peacekeeping on the
ground. The EU did not activate any ESDP operatosnmanaging the Somali crisis. The only
ESDP operation carried out in the area, in resptmseUN request, was a naval operation on the
Somali coasts (2009) led by French forces (NAVFOR)cooperation with the AU, aimed at
deterrence, prevention and repression of actsratyiand armed robbery against cargos of the
World Food Program. This military operation confedh the EU preference for a conflict
management approach to Somalia based on interA@gaoperation, even when it activated

military instruments.

EU foreign policy towards Sudan

Also in Sudan, like in Somalia, the EU pursuedrategy of structural stability based on a
multilateral approach to crisis management. In tdaise, however, the EU used a larger variety of
means for managing the conflict, including ESDP rapens in Darfur and in neighbouring
countries. Why did the EU use in Sudan also sepdiad instruments (and not only first pillar ones
as in Somalia)? For answering, it is necessaryvestigate the interaction between the EU and
some of its member states. At this regard, of paldr importance was the role of France. France,
in fact, due to its historical relations with thea, pursued its own initiatives, even if they weo
congruent with those of the EU. France wanted &sgmve its special relationship with Africa (in
this case, with the Central Africa Republic and @havith its inevitable economic and cultural
advantages. However, unilateralism had its costterims of budget and legitimacy. Thus, France
had an interest in coordinating its Africa policitwthe EU. However, for doing that, it preferred t
promote this coordination in the framework of tleea@nd pillar, where the single member states
governments have more influence than communitytutgins on the definition and implementation
of the policy.

Certainly, the EC had imposed sanctions on Sudan before the CFSP was established.
As Lister (1997) argued, already in 1990 the EQgedl to recognize the government of Sudan
because of its low human rights records, althougbontinued to provide aid to the country.
However, in 1994, the EU started to activate atsmad pillar instruments. On the basis of a CFSP
common position, the EU joined the UN arms embaogSudan and suspended aid to the country.

Moreover in 1996 the Parliament, which had onlyisaly powers on ESDP but considerable
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powers on human rights matters, pushed for a vetiyeahuman rights policy towards Sudan
(King, 1999). In 2002 the Commission deployed thepig Reaction Mechanism (an immediate
action-fund established in 2001) for landmine aleam the Nuba mountains of Sudan.

In 2004, the Council of the EU, operating withire thecond pillar framework, sent military
observers to Darfur and in 2005 it establishedvdiann and military ESDP operation in support of
AU peacekeeping operations in the area. This operatas led by UK, Austria, Finland, Germany
and Portugal. Because of the divisions emergeddstvthe EU member states on the Iraq war of
two years before (2003), the Darfur operation waslevant test for showing the persistence of an
internal solidarity on security matters between rtiin EU member states. Certainly, a group of
member states initially contrasted the ESDP oparati Darfur, favouring on the contrary a NATO
initiative (Casellez, 2007). Nevertheless, undex sadership of the UK and Germany, it was
possible to draft a common position on the ESDPaifmn. Moreover, in 2008, in response to a
request of the French government (and the newdaesof the republic, Nikolas Sarkozy), the EU
took over the French military operations in Chadl &entral Africa Republic, not only for
stabilizing the area but also for providing moré@@nce to the ESDP mission in Darfur. Sarkozy’'s
request showed the will of the new president toadrFrench foreign policy within the EU
framework, since the unilateral intervention ingaa@ountries in 2006 resulted quite “expensive for
France and highly controversial” (Mehler 2008: 32).

Besides the proactive role of a number of membetest the broad support expressed by
public opinion for an intervention constituted dew@ant pressure for mobilizing community
institutions. According to the 2007 Transatlantiefds Survey, Europeans supported the use of
military intervention in Darfur more than in anyhet humanitarian crises considered by the survey
(Balkans, Afghanistan, Lebanon). More precisely%78f the respondents were in favour of
utilizing military troops for humanitarian assistanin Darfur. Such a broad public concern on the
Darfur conflict, coupled with the interest of a noen of member states in the area, explains why
the EU member states agreed on implementing ESBRatipns in Darfur and in the neighbouring
countries.

Finally, like the US, also the EU raised the amafrdevelopment assistance to Sudan after
2001. However, as opposed to the US, this incremast not justified in terms of anti-terrorism
policy but in terms of development’s promotion (€ls 2008). Indeed, the economic support of
Sudan was coherent with the European Securityelyatf helping to rebuild failing states (which
were considered the main dangers to internaticiadllgy). Moreover, as in the case of Somalia,
also in Sudan the EU intervened through a prividleggation with the AU. Thé\frican Peace

Facility in Darfur was the expression of this inter-regicaggroach to peace-keeping.
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Transatlantic relations and foreign policy

Domestic factors, besides international factorgvitably affect the foreign policy of
democratic polities. As opposed to authoritariagimes, the foreign policy making process in
democratic regimes is necessarily open, althouglalmays transparent (Hill, 2003). Party leaders,
opinion makers, representatives of interest groupanbers of religious organizations and civic
protesters discuss the policy options in the puddlena. However, within democracies, the way the
foreign policy making process is structured vargegsording to the institutional nature of the
governmental system. In parliamentary governmestthe one which characterizes the large
majority of European nation states (how EU membates), the foreign policy making process is
significantly centralized within the Cabinet and the latter, it is generally controlled by thenpei
minister and few other ministers (as the foreigfaied, defence, finance or trade ministers). In
particular in competitive/majoritarian parliamentagovernment (as Spain or the United
KingdomY', the parliament plays a very limited role in toeeign policy making process (it enjoys
information on the issues but not participatiomhe decision-making process for dealing with those
issues). This is even truer in competitive semsjolential government, as France of the Fifth
Republic, where foreign policy is consideredi@main reservéef the president of the republic,
certainly shared with the prime minister and theifgn ministe?. The legislature does not play any
significant role in defining the priorities of natial foreign policy or in selecting the tools for
achieving them. In these competitive systems, égeslature is important because it constitutes the
arena for the action of the opposition, for makpuplic the latter’s criticism of (or cooperation

with) the government.

" From a comparative perspective, a “competitivefmitgrian” parliamentary government is charactetizgy the
possibility of alternation in government betweenotwpposing political poles or parties. Indeed, goniarian
parliamentary government is generally based on ae-party system and a first-past-the-post electéoamula
(plurality-uninominal), such as the UK. At the satime, a competitive parliamentary government isggelly based
on a bi-polar party system and a constrained ptmpai-representation formula, such as Spain. Téteresult is the
same: both types of parliamentary government fondtirough the reasonable expectation of alternatiggovernment
of different political options. On the contrary,nsensual parliamentary governments, as in Belgdorincentive the
logic of aggregation in the Cabinet of all the maigrties (large coalition government), in contrmsthe logic of
alternation between alternative poles or partieswéier, consensual parliamentary governments aspeprof the
medium-small countries of Europe, which have atkahinternational exposure (as single states) (f@dt007).

8 This is true when the president of the republial$® the leader of the political majority of tlegislature. In this case,
the prime minister is a sort of chief of staff bitpresident (as shown by the relation betweencerartillon and
Nikolas Sarkozy). However, the relationship betwtentwo might be more controversial when theythesexpression
of different political majorities (as it happenstire condition otohabitatior). In this case, the prime minister is a rival
and not a subordinated partner of the presidettiefepublic, as shown by the thorn relation betwtbe conservative
President Jacques Chirac and the socialist priméstar Lionel Jospin in the period 1997-2002.
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The institutional nature of the foreign policy madsiprocess in a government based on
separation of powers such as the US is completélgrent (Cox and Stokes, 2008). Here, as
opposed to parliamentary governments, the legiEg@ongress) and the executive (president) are
separated and not fused. Each governmental instit@iiouse of Representatives, Senate and the
president) has a distinct source of legitimacy, cgerate without the support of the other
institutions, and their members stay in office adew to different time schedules. Certainly, with
the dramatic rise of the international power of gwuntry after the Second World War, the
president gained a pre-eminent role, vis-a-visG@oagress, in the management of foreign policy.
Presidential pre-eminence has thus required aftnanation of the presidency, from a personal to
an institutional office. Indeed, as far as foremplicy is concerned, a permanent competition has
become institutionalized within the executive bianc e. between the personal advisers of the
president and the departmental offices or betwéenstate and defence departments. Since the
1930s, the US, without formally amending the cdastn, has instituted a sort of two pillars
structure, one for regulating the decision-makingcpss in domestic policy and one for regulating
the decision-making process in foreign policy.He tfirst” pillar, Congress and the president have
an equivalent status, whereas in the “second”rpillés the president who has the pre-eminence.
However different are these decision-making regineeen in foreign policy the US Congress is
not the British House of Commons. Although pre-aeninthe president has to deal with the foreign
relations committees of the two chambers as hesdeéh external foreign powers. In particular the
Senate has a crucial power, for the prerogativasttie constitution provides to it because of its
being the chamber representing the states’ intem@fsthe union. And moreover, divisions may
emerge within the same presidency.

This decentralized decision-making process is dpdhe influence of a plurality of actors.

In the US, contrary to parliamentary governmerttesé actors have many venues for affecting
decision-making process. They affect it throughvheous committees engaged with foreign issues
in the House of Representatives and the Senatkraargh the various agencies and departments of
the presidency dealing with international questiamsthrough the various security groups and
advisers that operate around the president. Ofsepwuch decentralization is going to make the
foreign policy making process even more cumbersamen different political majorities control
the various governmental institutions and pursudéerdint ideological agenda. In the US Africa

policy here discussed, the party composition of gbgernmental institutions has emerged as a

° We prefer to talk of “separation of power govermiti@r better “separated government” in order toie\identifying

US government system with “presidentialism”. Indeiéds arguable that the US has a presidentiabgawent, but it is
not a presidential democracy (Fabbrini 2008). ladéts democracy belongs to the genus of the ‘camganodel’ (to
which also the EU, and Switzerland, belong, Fab2097).
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significant “intervening variable” for understandirpolicy outcomes. Although anti-terrorism
became the top concern of US decision-makersstrategy was pursued with different approaches
in the period of divided government (1995-2000) amdhe period of unified government (2001-
2006): it was a selective multilateral approaclhie former period and a unilateral approach in the
latter period. Moreover, the War on Terror increhskee militarization of US foreign policy,
especially in the period 2001-2006, with the inabié strengthening of the Pentagon vis-a-vis the
State Department within the presidential officeu$hin order to understand US foreign policy, one
has to locate the US decision-making process ircdiméext of a government structured on multiple
separations of powers, where the president plgys-minent but not at all a predominant role.

The institutional features of the foreign policy kimg structure are influential also in the
case of the EU. Certainly, the capabilities of B¢ affect its international role. The EU is a not a
state, it has limited military resources, it hassannomic, more than political, power. Moreoves, it
nature of union of states has created powerfulniinees for the EU to project its multilateral
experience internationally. However, changing corabons of internal factors may pressure the
EU to pursue in different ways its multilateral amgch. Indeed, in our research, the pillar strectur
emerged as an important intervening variable fadewstanding the features of the EU Africa
policy. Certainly, the pillar structure introduckgl the Maastricht Treaty has not been as rigid as
expected (Stetter 2007). Many foreign policy issee$ across the three pillars, calling for
coordination of trade and development tools (inetlithe first pillar) with second pillar civilian dn
military tools and, more and more, with the judi@gnstruments of the third pillar.

That said, however, the difference between thesamtimaking regimes of the first and
second pillars affected the role of the EU in cohfinanagement operations in Africa. As long as
those operations were carried out within the fpdtar framework, the Commission was the
relevant actor in dealing with African conflictssing the development funds for promoting
structural stability in the area concerned throagheements with local regional organizations (the
AU in particular). Nevertheless, since 1993, the litgld also intervened in the area through second
pillar instruments, such as CFSP economic sanctamts ESDP operations, in order to tackle
African conflicts. Certainly, structural stabiligontinued to be the overarching goal for both first
and second pillar operations, also because it radttte interests of all the EU actors in preventing
massive immigration flows of African citizens torape. The EU implemented an ESDP operation
in Darfur and another one in the neighbouring coesit(Central Africa Republic and Chad),
whereas it did not deploy any CFSP/ESDP operationSomalia. The difference (between the
instruments utilized by the EU in the two counfriesight be explained with the role of single

member states, in particular of France. France thaditional relations with the Central Africa
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Republic and Chad. Those relations brought Framd¢akie unilateral initiatives in the region when
the crisis exploded, especially in the Darfur arBhe same European public opinion was very
active in asking for a humanitarian interventiorDarfur. However, when France decided to locate
its foreign policy within the EU, inevitably it dido via the intergovernmental procedure of the
second pillar. This might explain the decisionlu EU to opt for ESDP operations for supporting
its crisis management initiatives in Darfur and &udhus adding political and military components
to the otherwise economic/civilian core of the t&igy of structural stability

Thus, the foreign policy making process of the EWery different from that of its member
states. Like the US, also the EU is a union of amgtnical states which has necessarily
institutionalized a (even more complex) compoundlei@f democracy (Fabbrini 2007). Decision-
making power in foreign issues is diffused amonglwality of institutions, as the Council, the
Commission, the Parliament and the member staséituitions, according to formalized pillar logic.
Each institution, in turn, has to aggregate thereggts and preferences of different actors. Even th
most inter-governmental institution of the secontlap as the General Affairs and External
Relations Council (GAERC), has to aggregate thecpopreferences of 27 member states
governments. With a limited military power and wdignificant budget constrains, the EU has thus
tended to influence international relations maitilyough civilian resources. In post Cold War
Africa, the EU pursued a strategy of promoting ditgbthrough a multilateral approach. Inter-
regionalism was the all-mark of the European siyata the African continent from 1991 to 2008.
As opposed to the neo-conservative US engagedlatetal relations with African partners or
unilateral interventions, for the period in questtbe EU was the major supporter of the initiatives

of multilateral international institutions suchths UN and the AU.

Conclusion

For a more comprehensive understanding of the rdiifee in US and EU conflict
management strategies and approach in Somaliawadah3$n the period 1991-2008, one needs also
to consider the policy-making structures of thoge polities (Fabbrini and Sicurelli 2008) as well
as their positions in the international system. sThuis plausible to expect a significant change |
US foreign policy with the arrival of Barack H. Qba at the presidency and the conquest of the
majority of Congress by the Democrats (Fabbrini Smairelli 2009). Or at least it is plausible to
assume that the US will no longer behave as aasplttVestphalian” power, as it did during the
neo-conservative regime. Nevertheless, the magniafdsuch a change will be constrained, not
only by the legacy of the previous foreign poli¢gsategy and approach, but also by the power the

neo-conservatives still hold within the separatestiiutions of the US governmental system. In
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particular in the Senate, the neo-conservatives k@ possibility to stop any radical foreign pyplic
change through the use of, or the threat therkefjlibusteering.

The *al-Bashir affair’ is an example of the diffibpito introduce a significant discontinuity
in the US approach to international organizationdVarch 2009 the International Criminal Court
(ICC) issued an arrest warrant against Presiderdr®tassan al-Bashir of Sudan on the basis of a
mandate received by the UN Security Council. Ther kS ambassador to the UN, Susan Rice,
argued forcefully that the US "supports the IC@&8oas to hold accountable those responsible for
the heinous crimes in Darfur" (Reynolds, 20@8%aking with the anti-UN and anti-ICC rhetoric of
the former ambassador of the US at the UN, JohitoBdHowever,it will be unlikely that the US
will finally ratify the ICC Treaty, thus joining #horganization, both for procedural and juridical
reasons. From a procedural point of view, becaus®emocrats do not have the necessary 60 seats
majority in the Senate for neutralizing the inebitfilibustering the Republican minority would
threat to activate against the ratification of @ Treaty (indeed, the Democrats are 58, the
Republicans 41, with one senatorial seat, in Miotesstill in dispute, without considering that
among Democrats there are few senators with maglgratvs on the ICC). From a juridical point
of view, because of the opinion expressed in sé®umareme Court sentences that international
treaties cannot infringe upon the status of thestiation as the supreme law of the land
(Wedgwood, 1999). Indeed, on these basis, in 2@WatSr Obama argued that “the United States
should cooperate with ICC investigations in a waat reflects American sovereignty and promotes
our national security interests” (Citizens for GdbSolution, 2004), thus confirming this position i
a 2007 declaration (Citizens for Global Solutior§02). Nevertheless, the new Democratic
president and Democratic Congress seem engageathndefining a new foreign policy strategy
(scaling thus down the War on Terror) and elabogati new multilateral approach (based on the
idea of a renewed US leadership in multilaterabargation).

At the same time, the EU will continue to behave d4Bost-Westphalian” power because of
its institutional nature and constitutive ideolo@ertainly, the probable approval by the Irish vste
of the Lisbon Treaty in the fall 2009 will createetconditions for a more pro-active role of the EU
in the international relations. With the formal stgession of the pillar structure, with a stable
president of the Council and deg( facto)minister of foreign affairs, who will become alser
president of the Commission, the EU will have thesgibility of playing more coherently the
international game. However, the rationalizationtlod decision-making process, as promoted by
the Lisbon Treaty, will not alter the compound mataf the EU. Indeed, even without the previous
pillar structure, a differentiated decision-makiregime will continue to regulate common market

policies and foreign and securities policies. la EU, the decision-making process will continue to
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involve a plurality of separated institutions andgenerate regular incentives for those institigion
to compete with each other. This is why, in ordeumderstand both US and EU foreign policies, it
is important to consider not only the extent anel tlature of their international role, but also the
institutional complexity of, and the changing pchi equilibrium in, their decision-making
regimes. From this theoretical perspective, themdatlantic relations will always be open to
changes, due to the fluidity of political relatioméich structure the US and EU foreign policy
making process (Fabbrini 2004). Certainly, the eaystof international relations will foster
continuity in the behaviour of the US and EU, gitka former will continue to be a global/military
power and the latter a regional/economic one. Hewethis pressure for continuity will have to
face regular pressures for change and discontirmaitying from the internal structure of the two
polities. The US and EU relations will continue ¢ombine elements of both continuity and
discontinuity. In the Africa policy case, discontity might mean a convergence of US and EU

strategies and approach in the near future.
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