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Abstract

The security landscape of Europe is evolving. The changing nature of European
governance, coupled with the experience of ever more complex internal and external
crises that cross various boundaries and policy domains, has increased the European
Union's (EU) role in providing for the safety and security of society, environment and
infrastructure. The means which the EU deals with these crises, through European Union
Civil Protection (EUCP) has therefore become a topical issue in the current political
landscape. The broadening of these internal and external security requirements begs the
question where Civil Protection now belongs within EU security.

The purpose of this study is to examine EUCP, its position within the EU security model
and highlight the extent to which this policy area has now become an essential element in
the security framework. The paper will examine traditional security theories and also
include contemporary risk-security studies. As a research tool, the paper will develop a
preferred framework of analysis, utilising both the logic of securitisation and the logic of
risk. Through a qualitative examination of legislation, policy and practices the paper will
aim to establish a correlation with either I‘ogic and better determine EUCP development
and its position within the EU security framework.

The conclusions suggest that while both logics are evident in the analysis, there is
increasing evidence of a creeping securitisation of the field. It is hoped this research can
better inform the debate on contemporary security studies and coniribute to the
understanding of the security steering aspects and the position of EU interests in disaster

and crisis management.
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A. Introduction

1. Introduction

The security landscape in Europe has been dramatically transformed since the end of the
Cold war. Security threats, previously conceptualised along military and geopolitical
concerns, have now expanded to encompass the complexities of critical infrastructures,
energy, environment and natural disasters. The broadening of these security concerns
from the state to society inevitable leads the EU acquiring a more nuanced security role,
becoming increasingly involved in providing for the safety and security of citizens and the
environment. In this context, the EU has developed a set of frameworks and assets for
increasing Europe's resilience to crises, disasters and structural risks that cross
geographical and functional boundaries. This emerging protection-oriented policy space,
also know as civil protection or civil security, is outside the EU’s Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) and the Area of Freedom Security and Justice (AFSJ) and is not
adequately covered by traditional terms such as internal security (Bossong & Hegemann
2015, p3)'.

The 2010 - 2014 European Council Internal Security Strategy (ISS) defines contemporary
EU civil security, and drafts how the EU should respond to existing and emerging threats
to society and citizens. It argues the concept of internal security should be understood in a
wide and comprehensive manner. It stresses the need to complement both internal and
external aspects of EU security policies, aiming to improve co-ordination, policy and action
through the development of a ‘European Security model’ (European Council, ISS 2010)2.
This represented a considerable shift from the previous 2003 European Security Sirategy.
The 1SS now links traditional internal security concerns of organised crime and terrorism

with a broader set of of health, social and civil protection services (Leite 2015, p1)3.

1 Bossong, R., Hegemann, H (2015) Chapter 1 ‘European Civil Security Governance - Towards a New
Comprehensive Policy Space?’ In Bossong, R., Hegemann, H (Ed.) European Civil Security Governance
London; Palgrave Macmilian pp 1-23.

2 European Council (2010), Internal Security Strategy for the European Union, Towards a European Security
Model, General Secretariat of the Council, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg.

3 Leite, C. (2015) Cooperation in EU disaster response and security provision: circulating practices,
European Security, 24:4, 560-578.
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Introduction

The introduction of these security concerns and threats were highlighted by analysis
(Shepard 2015)* and showed a trend within EU security strategies towards a mutual
dependence between internal and external security. The importance of the stability and
security of the ‘near abroad’ is highlighted by the current effects on member states to
ongoing crises in North Africa and the Mediterranean, with EU internal security
increasingly compelling action beyond EU borders and further considerations for EU
foreign policy. Efforts to enhance this new security role for the EU therefore can be linked
to the wider task of promoting peace and civil security both within and beyond its borders,
with EUCP playing a more prominent role (Bremberg & Britz 2007)5.

Broadly outlined, disaster management and civil protection appears not only as a specific
policy area, but now as a distinct part of EU security provision. This increasingly complex
picture has become a focus of security studies and this paper will attempt to combine
these issues of security and the EUCP. The research question that then arises and which
provides the basis and rationale for this study, is the extent to which this policy area,
originally established as a protection policy space for civilian crisis and disaster
management and initially separate from EU security discourse, has evolved to become an
essential element in a modern advanced security system.

This research will aim to further inform the debate on securitisation, which is the process of
the integration of an issue into a security framework, and how EUCP is viewed within this
process. In order to understand the degree of securitisation that may have occurred and to
draw on some viable conclusions, the paper will explore the governing logic for the field
and test the hypothesis that EUCP has evolved and developed into a crucial feature of EU

security and has therefore been successfully securitised.

4 Shepherd, A (2015) The European Security Continuum and the EU as an International Security Provider,
Global Society, 29:2, 156-174.

5 Bremberg, N & Britz, M (2009), Uncovering the Diverging Institutional Logics of EU Civil Protection,
Cooperation and Conflict: Journal of the Nordic International Studies Associations , vol. 44, no. 3, pp.
288-308, London: Sage Publications.
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Introduction
The first section of this paper, the literature review, will reference the concept of the EU as
a security provider, and key developments of EUCP. Once separate from EU security
concerns, the changing landscape has caused this policy sector to become part of the
wider security provision and will attempt to highlight the context of this shift. Through a
critical reading of the securitisation literature, exploring securitisation theories and logics,
an appropriate framework for analysis will be developed. The traditional discourse analysis
of the Copenhagen School(CoS) will be examined along with the subsequent development
of the utilisation of security practices. To further develop this framework, the theoretical
foundation of risk - security will be introduced. Risk - security is oriented towards less than
existential dangers, promoting long term precautionary governance as opposed to the
implementation of exceptional measures (Corry, 2012)6. The inclusion of risk - security will
aim to present a more refined framework for analysis of EUCP, its current configuration
within the European security framework, and better address the research question and
hypothesis proposed.

The research methodology is laid out in the second section. The research question and
the theoretical frameworks will be outlined from the literature section leading to the
formation of a testable hypothesis. The research strategy will also be defined, the sources
of information and how the data should be interpreted and applied.

The third section of the paper will serve as the empirical research section and is
compromised of a qualitative analysis of documents across a number of areas considered
most appropriate to interrogate the intent and direction of the sector. Firstly, the legal
frameworks will give evidence of the intent of the European Council and Commission for
the secior, while the analysis of policies will give an overview on the direction of
governance within these legal frameworks. Finally, the analysis of EUCP actions and
practices can determine if the intent of the legal frameworks and policies are being
realised.

6 Corry, Q. (2012), Securitisation and ‘Riskification’: Second-order Security and the Politics of Climate
Change, Millennium - Journal of International Studies, vol. 40, no. 2, pp. 235-258.
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The final section, the analysis - conclusion section of the paper will consider and review
the findings of the qualitative research. Reflecting on the theoretical framework and
research will allow conclusions to be drawn and provide a basis to answer the research
questions and proposed hypothesis. The paper will conclude that EUCP is subject to
increasing securitisation, but not through the traditional securitising dynamics. The
inclusion of security practices and the risk-security thesis will highlight the shortcomings of
the security discourse logic. It will demonstrate how a policy area such as EUCP becomes
an important element of the EU security framework and how the securitisation of a policy
area can occur that otherwise may be missed.



Literature Review

B. Literature Review

1. Introduction

The literature review is considered a principle step and key tool in every research project.
This literature section will aim to establish the background and map the substantive
theoretical area for the nature of the research questions proposed. To create a context for
the research, the paper will outline key elements of the concept of the EU as a security
provider and as well as the emerging EUCP policy sector.

Securitisation theories and logics are a crucial analysis set for the paper and will provide a
comprehensive background and framework for analysis. To establish the processes and
logics of securitisation, the theoretical framework will first build upon the CoS theory of
discursive processes, to identify a security grammar and then include the concept of
security practices to establish any instruments of securitisation. To widen the scope of
analysis, and enhance the theoretical framework further, the concept of the governance of
risk-security, which can otherwise be described as riskification, will also be included.
Instruments of riskification and a risk ‘grammar’ will also be established and identified. In
applying the theory and creating this framework it is hoped to better consider the position
of EUCP within the security nexus. This will address the research question by identifying
any suggestion of securitisation and logics that underpin its development.

2. European Union Security landscape

The EU is seen as a sui generis actor on the international stage. EU power has been
conceptualised of being along the lines of post - modern, normative and soft. This
distinctive approach of the EU is increasingly viewed in terms of a ‘Comprehensive
Approach’ (Barry 2012)7, where the EU with its variety of capabilities has the potential to
address security challenges holistically, something the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATO) cannot do and the United Nations (UN) currently struggles with (Shepard 2015,
p2)8. Contemporary EU security policy is reflected through a number of broad policy
documents. The recent 2016 European Union Global Strategy (EUGS) highlights the

7 Barry, L. (2010), The EU’s Comprehensive Approach , European Security & Defence Series, lIEA , Dublin.

8 Shepherd, A. (2015) The European Security Continuum and the EU as an International Security Provider,
Global Society, 29:2, 156-174.
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future strategy for the EU on the international stage, while the 2010 - 2014 Internal
Security Strategy (ISS) strategy deals with concerns within EU borders. The changing
nature and interlinked security threats are recognised by both policy documents. The
EUGS states that internal and external security threats are “ever more intertwined” (EUGS,
p14) °, while the ISS states that internal security “cannot exist without the external
dimension” and should be systematically addressed as part of EU external policies (EU
ISS, p29)1°.

Boin et al (2006)" point to this shift towards a ‘new’ security thinking in the last two
decades, based on the broadening of this definition of security along two dimensions.The
first is the increased number of perceived threats and the second is the object requiring
security has broadened from the state to society including citizens and critical systems that

sustain functioning communities.

The 2010 1SS outlines it as follows:

The concept of Internal security must be understood as a wide and comprehensive concept which
straddles multiple sectors in order to address these major threats and others which have a direct
impact on the lives, safety and well-being of citizens, including natural and man-made disasters
such as forest fires, earthquakes, floods and storms.

(European Council 2010, Internal Security Strategy for the European Union)12

Consequently, the EU moved from an implicit to an explicit provider of security for Member
states, with societal or non-military security concerns emerging to the fore. With these
concerns, the IS8 identified five key strategic objectives to address;

9 European Council (2016) European Union Global Strategy, Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger
Europe, pg 14.

10 European Council (2010), Internal Security Strategy for the European Union, Towards a European
Security Model, General Secretariat of the Council, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg,

pg 29.

" Rhinard M, Ekengren M & Boin A, (2006) The European Union’s Emerging Protection Space: Next Steps
for Research and Practice, Journal of European Integration, 28:5, 511-527.

12 European Council (2010), Internal Security Strategy for the European Union, Towards a European
Security Model, General Secretariat of the Council, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg.
pg 8.
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1) International Crime Networks
2) Terrorism

3) Cybersecurity

4) Border Control

5) Resilience to crises and disasters

The ISS views the EUCP as a vital element of the desired European Security model in

tacking these issues and refers to its importance:

In this day and age, civil protection systems represent an essential element of any modern and

advanced security system..... we have chosen a security model which integrates action on law
enforcement and judicial cooperation, border management and civil protection.

(European Council 2010, Internal Security Strategy for the European Union : 14,19)13

2.1 Definiton

It is important at this point to define and clarify this protection oriented policy area. The
concept of civil protection embraces a broad and encompassing definition but is
synonymous with security, defence and protection of citizens (Bossong & Hegemann
2015, p6)'4.

There is no formal EU definition of civil protection, however a European Council decision,
states civil protection shall;

. cover primarily people, but aiso the environment and property, including cultural heritage,
against all kinds of natural and man-made disasters, including environmental disasters, marine
pollution and acute health emergencies, occurring inside or ouiside the Union.

(European Council 2013 Council Decision 1313/2013/EU)15

13 European Council (2010), Internal Security Strategy for the European Union, Towards a European
Security Model, General Secretariat of the Council, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg.

14 Bossong, R., Hegemann, H (2015) Chapter 1 ‘European Civil Security Governance - Towards a New
Comprehensive Policy Space?’ In Bossong, R., Hegemann, H (Ed.) European Civil Security Governance
London: Palgrave Macmillan pp 1-23.

'S European Council (2013) Council Decision 1313/2013/EU 17 December 2013, Official Journal of the
European Union.
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Without a formal definition, some member states have advanced the concept of civil
security to describe their ambitions to reform their crisis and disaster management
systems. The Swedish Association of Civil Security define civil security as ‘the ability of
society to handle antagonistic or non-antagonistic threats with a significant impact on the
functioning of society’ (Swedish Association of Civil Security, 2016)'¢, while the French
Interior Ministry views civil security as taking place ‘on all fronts’ and for ‘all types of
disasters’ (France Ministry of Interior, 2011)17. It is therefore argued that civil security can
relate to the notions of risk management, governance and resilience that appear to have
been developed as a universally applicable panacea for management of diverse crises
and hazards (Bossong & Hegemann 2015, p7)'8. With no agreement on the definition of
these terms by policy makers, this paper will use the terms civil protection and civil security
interchangeably.

It is important to delineate the concept of civil security from the EU’s CFSP and the AFSJ.
While the CFSP is the EU’s foreign policy for security and defence diplomacy actions, the
AFSJ deals with home affairs and justice ensuring security, rights and free movement. Civil
security as previously outlined can be affiliated to both but does not adequately correlate
to either. The debate that then arises around security in this area revolves around two
perceptions; the desire to ‘democratise’ or ‘civilise’ the practices of security for societal
benefits or it can be interpreted as another indicator of the securitisation of aspects of ‘civil’
life, with the resulting claims of the need for the political authority to provide protection
(Bossong & Hegemony 2015, p4).

This ‘spillover’ between these two concepts prompts the research questions for the paper
and the extent to which a policy area originally separate from EU security discourse has
evolved to become an essential element of a modern advanced security system. To
understand where the EUCP policy sector belongs within this security nexus, it is

important to briefly highlight some key developments in the following sections.

16 Swedish Association of Civil Security (2016). Swedish Association of Civil Security. (4 June 2016)

17 France Ministry of Interior (2011). The Ministry of Civil Security. (4 June 2016)

18 Bossong, R., Hegemann, H (2015) Chapter 1 ‘European Civil Security Governance - Towards a New
Comprehensive Policy Space?’In Bossong, R., Hegemann, H (Ed.) European Civil Security Governance
London: Palgrave Macmiilan pp 1-23.
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3. European Civil Protection Policy Sector
3.1 Key Development Points

The foundation of EUCP cooperation started after a 1985 Rome environmental ministerial
meeting agreed to investigate a community role for improving collective response to
natural disasters (Rhinard 2015, p 259)20. Initially viewed as a liaison and co-operation
forum between national experts, it stressed the need to improve mutual aid and assistance
between member states in the event of natural or technological disasters (Morsut 2014)21.
The initial EU Civil Protection Mechanism (CPM) was established in 2001. It developed
previous practices into a more formal framework for cooperation, while promoting co-

ordination among national civil protection authorities across Europe (ECHO 2016)22.

The 2009 Lisbon Treaty amended the Treaty of Rome, known, in updated form as the
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU)23, finally recognised EUCP as a
treaty based article, ART 196. It was established as an area of ‘shared competence’
between the EU and member states and subtly shifted the balance power to the European
Commission. Subsequently, two main developments occurred; firstly, to improve synergies
and coordination between policy areas of Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection, the
Commission decided EUCP would merge with the Directorate General for Humanitarian
Aid, becoming the Directorate for Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection (DGECHO) in
2010. Secondly, the Commission also enacted a new CPM in 2013. Changes in the new
CPM provided for further integration of crisis management capabilities and now included a
formal external response Article (European Council,1313/2013/EU)24 allowing EUCP to
formally engage on the international stage. This linked it to the wider task of promoting

peace and civil security beyond EU borders.

20 Rhinard, M (2015) Chapter 12 ‘Who cares? The relevance of EU Crisis Cooperation for EU Scholars’In
Bossong, R., Hegemann, H (Ed.) European Civil Security Governance London: Palgrave Macmillan pp
256-277.

21 Morsut, C. (2014), The EU's Community Mechanism for Civil Protection: Analysing Its Development.
Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management, 22: 143-149,

22 Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection (2016) EU Civil Protection Mechanism. Brussels.

23 European Council (2012) Consolidated versions of the Treaty on the European Union and the Treaty on
the Functioning of the European Union, 2012/C 326/01, Official Journal of the European Union

24 European Council (2013) Council Decision 1313/2013/EU 17 December 2013, Official Journal of the
European Union.
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As previously discussed, one of the key objectives of the ISS was to link resilience to
crises and man made disasters with internal security. The 2013 Second Report on the
Implementation of the EU Internal Security Strategy developed these into a concrete set of
prescriptions and outlined three major issues relating to future EUCP development (COM
(2013)179 final)2s:

1) It highlighted the opening of DG ECHO’s monitoring and information centre the
Emergency Response Centre (ERCC) and the Migration and Home Affairs
Directorate’s (DG HOME), Strategic Analysis and Response Centre (STAR),
encouraging new synergies for security assessments and practices to be established.

This was the first time the two centres were linked in any official discourse.

2) It called for the first ‘cross-sectoral EU overview of natural and man-made disasters’,
now linking ECHO and the ERCC to the spectrum of EU internal security providers.

3) It acknowledged the concerns of some member states in sharing national risk
assessments and information, and advocated the establishment of a legal framework

treating such information as classified and restricting public access.

The development of these issues was reiterated in the 2014 Final Internal Security
Strategy Implementation report. The implementation of the Solidarity Clause, Art 222 of the
Lisbon Treaty was jointly proposed by the EU Commission and the European External
Action Service (EEAS), which became the new umbrella framework of response for
member states who are the ‘object of terrorist attack or the victim of man-made
disasters’ (JOIN (2012)39 final)?s.

From the key points highlighted, the development of EUCP and civil security has

progressed into an essential component of EU security framework provision. Its role has

25 European Commission COM(2013)179 Final, Second Report on the implementation of the EU Internal
Security Strategy, Brussels.

26European Commission JOIN(2012)39 Final, Joint Proposal on the arrangements for the implementation by
the Union of the Solidarity Clause, Brussels.

10
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also evolved beyond the EU’s border, coordinating with Humanitarian Aid and the crisis
management structures of the EEAS on military and civilian operations. The extent of this
integration into the security framework is the main thesis of this paper. Before this can be

empirically tested, it will be useful to explore the theories of securitisation.

4. Securitisation Theories

Security, regarded as a contested concept, is essentially about survival. Security analysis
considers the actors involved in security processes, the existential threats and the

designated referent objects, such as a state, territory or society (Buzan et al 1998)27,

During the Cold War the military - political consensus prevailed in security studies as the
legitimate objects of consideration. In this context of International Relations, security was
seen as survival against military threats to citizens of a state or community of states in an
anarchic international system (Milner 1991)28. With the end of the Cold War in 1989 this
narrative lost its force and the narrow focus on military security needed revision
(Huysmans 2006)%°. Therefore, a new focus on security emerged, no longer on states but
on society. A wider range of issues and referent objects were now considered as part of
the field (Buzan 1993)3. This reconfiguration also led to wider discussions and
implications relating to the processes of securitisation in both discursive and non-

discursive practices.

The benchmark framework in securitisation research, was proposed by Waever and Buzan
in collaboration with other researchers, collectively known as the Copenhagen School.
They proposed that security depends more on the framing of security practices through
discursive processes, rather than on the nature of the threat, and is guided mainly by the
logic of exception. Academics such as Didier Bigo took an alternative approach to

securitisation processes, arguing that discursive patterns were not sufficient enough to

27 Buzan, B., Waever, O. & Wilde, J (1998) Security: a new framework for analysis, Lynne Rienner Pub,
Boulder, Colo;London, pg 21.

28 Milner, H. (1991) The Assumption of Anarchy in International Relations Theory: A Critique. Review of
International Studies 17.1 (1991): 67-85.

2% Huysmans, J. (2006) The politics of insecurity: fear, migration and asylum in the EU, Routledge, London.

30 Buzan, B., (1993) The changing security agenda in Europe. In O. Weaever (Eds.) Identity, migration, and
the new security agenda in Europe. London: Pinter Publishers, pp. 1-14.
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understand how security operates. Bigo contended that to better understand the process,
the conditions of security practices, the physical, technical and material routines should be
considered( Balzacq et al 2010)31. These were identified as the logic of routines. it will be
the approach of this paper to combine both of these perspectives, official discourses and
policies on one hand and the practices and actions of EUCP on the other, to establish if

differences exist between the official intent and the operational application.

5. Copenhagen School of Security Studies

5.1 Logic of exception

The CoS was one of the first groups 1o 1o draw attention to this concept of logics in the
field of security. It argues that as a relative value, absolute security as unattainable,
dependant on the vulnerability of the threatened and the intensity of the threat (Waever
1993)*2. Accordingly, security is not treated as an objective but as a socially constructed
event (Nieman 2014, Leonard 2010)33. Therefore researchers should study the processes

through which an issue becomes socially constructed and recognised as a security threat.

Buzan et al suggest that security is not bound by an issue, but a logic :

We seek io find coherence not by confining security to the military sector but by exploring the logic
of security itself to find out what differentiates securily and the process of securitisation from what
is merely political.

{Buzan et al 1998: 4-5p34

Accordingly, for the CoS general logic of securitisation, a securitising move comes into

being through a fixed unit of analysis, a discursive process or ‘speech act’, through a

31 Balzacq T, Tugba B, Bigo D, Emmanuel-Pierre G and Olson C (2010) Security Practices, International
Studies Encyclopedia Online. Denmark, Robert A. Blackwell Publishing.

32 Waever, O. (1993) Identity, migration and the new security agenda in Europe, Pinter, London.

33 Niemann A, Schmidthaussler N. (2014). The Logic of EU Policy-Making on Migration: Securitisation or
Risk?, 2014/01. Paper No. 6. Mainz: Chair of International Relations, Johannes Gutenberg University.

Léonard, S. (2010) EU border security and migration into the European Union: FRONTEX and securitisation
through practices, European Security, vol. 19, no. 2, pp. 231-254.

34 Buzan, B., Waever, O. & Wilde, J (1998) Security: a new framework for analysis, Lynne Rienner Pub,
Boulder, Colo;London.

12



Literature Review

securitising actor. The issue itself is not defined by uttering the word securily, as the CoS
proposes a ‘grammar’ of security: a securitising actor identifies, to an audience, an
existential threat to a valued referent object. The issue only becomes fully securitised

when the audience, to which the speech act is directed, accepts it as such.

The securitisation of an issue then allows the successful securitising actor to use
emergency or exceptional measures and actions outside of the normal bounds of political
procedure:

Security the move that takes politics beyond the established rules of the game and frames the
issue either as a special kind of politics or as above polilics.

(Buzan et al 1998: 2315

Thus the CoS understanding of securitisation is centred on the discourse. There are no
security issues in themselves, only issues that have been securitised through securitising
speech acts. But it leaves unanswered the question who may be the securitising actor.

However, by labelling the issue as a security issue, accepted by the relevant audience, the
securitising actor can gain a number of advantages. It can move the issue into a special
realm, legitimising exceptional measures to ensure survival and control, but it is also an
effective means of drawing attention to that issue and prioritising it over other competing
agendas. By combating existential threats by exceptional measures, it re-inscribes the
threat in a different logic, the logic of exception (Aradau 2004)36,

35 Buzan, B., Waever, O. & Wilde, J (1998) Security: a new framework for analysis, Lynne Rienner Pub,
Boulder, Colo;London.

36 Aradau, C. (2004) Security and the democratic scene: desecuritization and emancipation. Journal of
International Relations and Development, 7(4), pp. 388-413.
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5.2 Logic of Routine

The work of the CoS provoked much debate and comment as various academics further
developed and refined this primary framework. Much of the critique of the CoS speech act
processes is that it becomes too oriented towards discursive practices. It ignores context,
and neglects the study of the conditions for the performances and effects of these

narratives and the practices of actors involved (Balzacq et al 2010, p2)%7.

The development of this approach, with the emphasis on security practices, was led by
scholars such as Didier Bigo. He argues that it is possible to securitise issues without
speech or discourse as the practical work, discipline and expertise are as important as the
forms of discourse. He views security as not necessarily about survival or urgency but as
largely defined by bureaucratic decisions and practices. These can create a sense of
insecurity and unease used by security professionals to increase the pressure for action
(Bigo 2002)38. In security studies this became known as the logic of routine. This sees
securitisation as a process of establishing and inscribing meaning through the process of
governance. This occurs through a series of routinised and patterned practices carried out
by bureaucrats and security professionals in which technology can also hold a prominent
place (Bourbeau 2014, p190)3.

In contrast to the CoS, Bigo’s fixed units of analysis are the security professionals whose
practices he studies. However he fails to clearly define or identify these actual securitising
practices. This was taken up by Balzacq (2008)%, who moves away from the term

practices and uses the concept of an ‘instrument’ of securitisation.

37 Balzacq T, Tugba B, Bigo D, Emmanuel-Pierre G and Olson C (2010) Security Practices, International |
Studies Encyclopedia Online. Denmark, Robert A. Blackwell Publishing.

38 Bigo, D. (2002) Security and immigration: Toward a critique of the governmentality of unease, Alternatives:
Global, Local, Political, vol. 27, no. 1S, pp. S63.

39 Bourbeau, P. (2014) Moving Forward Together: Logics of the Securitisation Process, Millennium - Journal
of International Studies, vol. 43, no. 1, pp. 187-206.

40 Balzacq, T. (2008) The Policy Tools of Securitization: Information Exchange, EU Foreign and Interior
Policies, JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, vol. 46, no. 1, pp. 75-100.
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Policy tools are viewed as powerful strategies for harmonising what otherwise remans
highly disputed, both in terms of what is at stake and what ought to be done (Balzacq
2008, p78)*1. He defines an instrument of securitisation as an identifiable social and
technical dispositif or device embodying a specific threat image through which public
action is configured in order to address a security issue and distinguishes four main

features of a securitising instrument (Balzacq 2008, p79,80)42:

1) Security Instruments do not construct a threat but are built to curb an already existing
threat.

2) The instrument has defining features that align it with others but design traits that can
make it unique.

3) The instrument can reconfigure public action, the aim of which is to address issues
identified as threats.

4) The instrument can embody a specific image of a threat and what should be done
about it.

There is also a broader view to consider on instruments of securitisation. They are not only
a technical solution to a problem but can also be political and symbolic actions. Security
instruments have technical attributes. Why they are chosen, how they operate, evolve and
their consequences, have political and symbolic attributes that inform citizens of the
collective perceptions of the securitising actors (Balzacq 2011, p17)43. Therefore the key
idea to draw from Balazcq's research is that securitising practices are activities that, by
their very qualities, convey the idea to those that observe them that the issues being
tackled are security threats. Applying this to the case of EUCP means that securitising
practices can be defined as activities that convey the idea that natural or man-made

disasters are now deemed a security threat to the EU.

41 ibid
42 ibid

43 Balzacq, T.(2011) Securitization theory: how security problems emerge and dissolve, Routledge, London.
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Broadly speaking Balazcq relates security practices into two kinds of instruments;
regulatory and capacity .

5.3 Regulatory Instruments

Regulatory Instruments, are often viewed as political and symbolic actions as they seek to
normalise the behaviour of the target actors. They aim to influence the behaviour of these
actors by permitting or prohibiting certain practices and can also promote certain
perceptions of threat. Regulatory instruments relate to the processes of governance, but
what makes them relevant is that they often provide the framework within which capacity

instruments can operate.

5.4 Capacity Instruments

Capacity Instruments call for enablement of skills; that is, skills that allow individuals,
groups, and agencies to make decisions and carry out activities which have a reasonable
probability of success. They are instruments that impose external discipline upon groups
and include things such as information, training, force or any necessary resource or
system to attain the policy purpose.

In summary, the CoS security speech model, emphasises the creation not the construction
of security issues. This understanding was further developed by Bigo and others, with
security viewed as a performance practice, embedding securitisation in circumstances that
actually then facilitates its realisation. There are many ways to consider the interactions
and sequential understanding of these logics. We could postulate that security speech acts
can initiate a securitisation process, while the practices ‘lock in’ a degree of securitisation.
Alternatively security practices maybe implemented before security discourses, and the
subsequent discourse legitimises any pre-existing situation. Bourbeau (2014, p195)+4
argues that highlighting the primacy of one logic over the other requires a constant
demarcation between discourses and practices throughout analyses. He contends that

given the social world of feedback and interaction, the logics interact with each other in a

44 Bourbeau, P. (2014) Moving Forward Together: Logics of the Securitisation Process, Millennium - Journal
of International Studies, vol. 43, no. 1, pp. 187-206.
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complex and wide range of ways. Thus the logics should not be viewed separately but as
reinforcing each other. Therefore, for a more clear and comprehensive picture, the
empirical section of this paper will investigate both logics of exceptionalist discourse and
routinised security practices to indicate the extent of any securitising processes that may
be occurring.

6. Risk Security

6.1 Logic of Risk

The final framework of analysis for conceptualising the characteristics of EUCP will be
applied through the logic of risk. Risk theorists such as Foucault and Bourdieu were some
of the first to observe trends in western societies that supposed a constant state of
everyday dangers as opposed to traditional singular existential threats. This concept of
everyday dangers or risk gained momentum in several academic fields in the 1990s and
years later gradually found its way into security studies (Beck 2006; Cory 2010)5. Corry
(2010)6 proposed that traditional western security threat - defence models were being
steadily replaced by risk management models. He argues this represents a new security

thinking, implying the previously applied CoS security ‘grammar’ may need revision.

Beck (2006, p 332)*7 argues that modern societies, which he terms as risk societies, are
increasingly occupied with debating, preventing and managing risk that they themselves
have produced. Although threats and insecurity have always been a feature of human
existence the characteristics of risk have come to the fore due to modern politics,
technologies and processes. Risk is then seen to act as a securitisation multiplier,

activating processes and technologies in the face of uncertainty (Corry 2012 , p236)48,

45 Corry, O. (2010) Securitzation and “Riskization*: Two Grammars of Security. In 7th Pan-European
International Relations Conference.

Beck, U. (2006) Living in the world risk society, Economy and Society, vol. 35, no. 3, pp. 32

46 Corry, O. (2010) Securitzation and “Riskization*: Two Grammars of Security. In 7th Pan-European
International Relations Conference.

47 Beck, U. (2006) Living in the world risk society, Economy and Society, vol. 35, no. 3, pp. 32

48 Corry, O. (2012), Securitisation and ‘Riskification’: Second-order Security and the Politics of Climate
Change, Millennium - Journal of International Studies, vol. 40, no. 2, pp. 235-258.
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However, if risks and threats have qualitatively different logics, securitisation as theorised
by the CoS would be transformed. This implies that risk is not an instance of securitisation
but something with its own distinct advantages and dangers. Similarly to securitisation,
riskification captures the idea of constructing issues politically, but in terms of risk.
Distinguishing between risk and security this puts risk logic on an equal theoretical footing

with the CoS rather than as supplementary version of security.

6.2 Risk Characteristics

The infusion of risk thinking into the security field has modified the question of survival that
many security practices confront as threats. Although risks can be catastrophic, it locsens
security from the level of existential threats. This makes the essential difference from
securitisation theory, which centres around existential threats and survival. Risks are

therefore seen as different to threats, because of their lack of immediacy.

For Beck the distinction between risk and catastrophe is the key to understanding of risk :

Risk does not mean catastrophe. Risk means the anticipation of catastrophe. They exist in a virtual
state and area only topical to the extent that they are anticipated.

(Beck 2005, p 332)9

Consequently, risks refer to future events, developments that threaten in the future that
maybe become real. The public accepts measures taken in anticipation of future events as
long as they believe the risk is real. Risks by their nature cannot be eradicated but only
managed. The emergency measures and exceptionality suggested by securitisation theory
gives way to a precautionary element of rational management and control as an attempt to
govern the ungovernable. Corry (2012, p245)°° summarises risk-security as the
decoupling of security from the idea of an existential threat and replacing the criteria of
emergency and exceptional politics with a governmental policy of longer-term societal
engineering.

49 Beck, U. (2008) Living in the world risk society, Economy and Society, vol. 35, no. 3, pp. 32

50 Corry, O. (2012), Securitisation and ‘Riskification’: Second-order Security and the Politics of Climate
Change, Millennium - Journal of International Studies, vol. 40, no. 2, pp. 235-258.
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Despite these differences with security logics, Corry (2012, p245)5! highlights the presence
of a precautionary risk dispositif. Similar to the previously outlined security dispositif, the
risk dispositif identifies an issue with the characteristics of risk. These are primarily dealt
with through routine bureaucratic and governance technigues but also through the use of
force if required. Utilising Balazcqg's technique on security instruments, four characteristics

{o a risk instrument can be inferred:

1) Risk Instruments do not construct a threat but are built to curb possible future threats.

2) The instrument has defining features that align it with others but design traits that can
make it unique.

3) The instrument can reconfigure public action, the aim of which is {o address issues
identified as a risk.

4) The instrument can embody a specific image of a risk and what should be done about
it.

Given these characteristics of risk-security, Corry (2012)52 broadly adopts the CoS set of
discursive rules for defining risk security which can help identify a distinct logic of a speech
act that turns issues into questions of risk. The issue of riskificaiton is also not simply
defined by proclaiming the words risk, but by a similar model of rules for risk ‘grammar’

which he argues helps distinguish between risks and threats.

Accordingly, in riskification, the would-be riskifying actor need not point to a specific or
existing threat but to the existence of the possibility of future harmful events. The locus of
security action then also changes. The plan with securitisation is to defend the referent
object against a threat, whereas riskification implies a plan to govern the conditions of
possibility for harm. The referent object itself becomes the target of governance rather
than defence. The final element in the grammar of risk security concerns the political
effects. Securitisation focus on direct causes, tending to urgency, short-termism and
tackling external sources of danger. Risk security, however, is characterised by

precautionary logic. This leads to preventive and pre-emptive strategies, promoting longer

51 ibid

52 jbid
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term thinking and investment in governance capabilities aimed at reducing vulnerabilities

and improving capacities.

7. Summary

In summary, the CoS approach to securitisation processes privileges discourse, while the
approach pioneered by Bigo emphasises the role of practices. As highlighted by Leonard
(2011)3, when considering a persistent or recurring threat, a singular focus on discourse
will overlook the existence of any security dynamics which could potentially be revealed by
the analysis of practices. Therefore it will be the approach of this paper to combine both,
as this strategy should reveal any differences between official discourses and policies as
against practices and routines. As the EUCP has been shaped by trends in development
over time, this will be particularly relevant to the analysis within this paper. Even the CoS
would also acknowledge that there are circumstances when a security logic is at play even
though no formal discourse has occurred in the public arena (Buzan et al 1998, p28)54.
This specifically occurs in the sui generis EU context. The unique political and institutional
set up has no formal government or unique set of solely European citizens, and security
discourses are rarely reported or discussed in public at an EU level.

It is therefore necessary to include the role of practices to adequately assess the extent of
any securitisation of the area. The inclusion of risk - security theory increasingly reflects
modern security practices revolving ar