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Abstract
From the Commission’s first communication on African conflicts in 1993 to the Artemis Operation launched in 2003, the EU has progressively become an important security actor in sub-Saharan Africa. Much attention and resources have been dedicated to try and prevent, manage or resolve violent crises despite the arguably limited European interest south of the Sahara. The EU has drawn on many different tools to this aim, most notably with humanitarian and development aid, trade policy, CFSP and lately ESDP. The present paper relies on the framework designed by Albert, Diez and Stetter (2003, 2004) to first analyse how the EU has been involved in African regional conflicts. A brief comparison between the EU involvement in the conflicts ravaging Sudan and the Great Lakes region will then provide a precious insight on the impact of ESDP on pre-existing EU conflict prevention instruments.
« Convaincre les hommes de parler entre eux, c’est le plus qu’on puisse faire pour la paix. » 
Jean Monnet, Mémoires, 715-6

Introduction
In some ten years, from the first Commission Communication on African conflicts in 1993 to the launch of Operation Artemis (2003), the EU has become a full-fledged security actor in sub-Saharan African conflicts. Such a profound evolution can be analysed in the three different dimensions of actorness identified by Bretherton and Vogler (1997: 5), namely presence, opportunity and capability. The very presence of the EU in sub-Saharan conflicts seems a paradox. African countries have lost in the 1990s the strategic interest granted by the Cold War bipolarity, while their share in world trade -whether legal or illegal- has decreased and does not represent a significant stake for the EU. Explanations in terms of shared or converging national interests therefore do not seem to account for the EU involvement in African conflicts. 
While the presence of the EU as a security actor in Africa therefore raise a good number of interesting issues, this paper will concentrate on its varying opportunities and its overall capability to make a difference in African conflicts. The opportunity to exert some influence needs to be measured up against the presence of other international actors (esp. the US and the UN), and of regional powers (South Africa, Nigeria), but also of some of its own member states (mainly France and the UK). This points to the necessity to put back the EU foreign policy in the wider context of European Foreign Policy as a whole, including national and EU foreign policies.
Even though sub-Saharan Africa does not belong to the EU immediate periphery, it has witnessed a particularly high degree of EU involvement in comparison to other overseas conflict resolution programs (Sri Lanka, East Timor, Panama..). The instruments mobilised to deal with crises and conflicts in Africa range from development and humanitarian aid to trade policy, CFSP and ESDP, under the two broad headings of conflict prevention and crisis management
. The EU conflict prevention policy in Africa shares many patterns with the influence it exerts on its neighbourhood through accession, association and stabilisation processes. The EU-ACP development cooperation partnership has acquired long-term conflict prevention objectives and short-term preventive mechanisms in the successive Lomé and Cotonou agreements. Although only one military operation has been launched so far, other uses of the more recent EU crisis management tools have been evoked in Western Sudan and again in the Democratic Republic of Congo.
Although it was originally meant to analyse the impact of integration, the theoretical framework designed by Albert, Diez and Stetter (2003, 2004) proves no less useful when it comes to analyse the EU conflict prevention policy in Africa (Loisel, 2004). It distinguishes different levels of conflict and identifies four different paths through which the EU can scale down the intensity of a given conflict. The scope of the EU involvement in African border conflicts is however larger than conflict prevention and resolution stricto sensu. From development programs to food aid and military interventions, the different instruments mobilised by the EU in reaction to African conflicts fulfil quite different functions relating to various levels of conflict. The main purpose of this paper is twofold, as it attempts both to include crisis management tools in the framework developed by Albert, Diez and Stetter, and to bring out a few remarks on the issue of coherence between the EU conflict prevention and crisis management instruments. 
The first section of this paper will briefly present the framework designed by Albert, Diez and Stetter to investigate the impact of the EU on border conflicts (1). This analytical tool will then be applied to the EU development cooperation policy toward ACP states (2). The EU involvements in the Great Lakes region and in Sudan will then be shortly compared to offer a comprehensive view of the EU as a security actor in sub-Saharan Africa (3). 
1 - The European Union and border conflicts: a framework for analysis 
The process of European integration has constantly been confronted to issues of peace and conflict. It is first of all generally granted with the. First, the Franco-German reconciliation is generally heralded as a success in securing long-lasting peace in a war-torn continent profoundly marked by power rivalries and conflicting national identities. The successive enlargements have in their turn raised specific border conflict issues, as with the accession of the United Kingdom and Ireland (Northern Ireland), Greece (Greece-Turkey) and the fifth enlargement currently underway (Cyprus, Kaliningrad). The EU has also been involved in other conflicts in its neighbourhood (the Balkans, Israel-Palestine) and overseas (Nicaragua, Panama, Sri Lanka, East Timor, sub-Saharan Africa). 

The involvement of the EU in these different conflicts is often manifold and difficult to analyse. It does not mobilise the same tools at the same time, depending on the intensity of the conflict, its history, its geographical location and its relation to the EU or to some of its member states. Albert, Diez and Stetter have recently designed a comprehensive framework to analyse the impact of integration and association processes on border conflicts, whether within its territory or in associated countries (2003, 2004). Although it is mainly concerned with conflict prevention and conflict resolution, and not about crisis management, this analytical tool will prove useful to investigate the different capabilities available to the EU either to prevent conflicts or manage crises in sub-Saharan Africa. The framework is based on a constructivist understanding of border conflicts (1.1) and identifies four paths through which the EU can exert an impact (1.2).
1.1- The securitisation of identities and interests in border conflicts
The framework refers to a wide understanding of the concept of conflict, which is not limited to physical violence but also encompasses latent conflicts where incompatible interests or identities confront each other and may eventually lead to a political argument and even an outbreak of violence. “Conflict” is therefore defined as an incompatibility of subject positions, whatever its concrete manifestation. It is not deemed bad per se, but only when it triggers mechanisms of identity exclusion and violence. The framework is further based on a constructivist epistemology and assumes that interests and identities are the outcomes of discursive practices and therefore historically contingent and constantly evolving. The concept of securitisation developed by Ole Waever (1995 ; Buzan, de Wilde, Waever: 1998) is a key instance of such practices through which the Other is described as a threat to an in-group, requiring specific attention, if not legitimising physical violence. Conflicting interests and identities are therefore the product of discursive mechanisms (or speech acts) whereby a particular speaker addresses an audience to convince them of the reality of an existential threat, of the existence of an enemy. Securitising moves often bestow upon national borders and ethnic boundaries a renewed salience as defining lines between the referent object and the source of the threat.
Four different stages of conflict can be identified in this respect, depending on the level of incompatibility between the two sides of the border. Conflict episodes refer to isolated instances of the articulation of the incompatibility regarding a particular issue. The conflict is contained to the mere acknowledgement of diverging positions on a given question. Issue conflicts occur when both parties attempt to convince the other of the rightfulness of their respective position. Dialogue and cooperation can still be considered as a normal outcome of such situations where compromises will have to be conceded on both sides. These first two levels are not usually described as “conflicts” by the actors themselves, given the exceptional and violent character commonly associated with conflict. It however provides a good insight into the setting of early warning indicators and the understanding of the root causes of (violent) conflicts.
A conflict can then escalate to a third stage, that of identity conflicts, when both sides oppose each other not so much by arguing on a wider series of contentious issues, but in reference to their very identity. The construction of identities becomes more important as the conflict rages higher. Racist, ethnic or nationalist discourses often rely on such discursive moves where the Other is depicted as foul, mischievous and a threat in itself. One’s interests become determined in opposition to the identity of the other side, leading to suspicion, recurrent assumptions of hostile motives and discursive violence. A fourth and last stage of conflict can be reached when physical violence is said and believed to be a legitimate means to deal with the “threat”. Internal or international conflicts are the most obvious instances of such subordination conflicts, where the aim is to dominate the other and which can culminate in the attempt to annihilate its existence as a social group (genocide). 
1.2 - Conflict transformation and the different impacts of the EU 
Such an understanding of conflicts allows for a new and wider approach to conflict prevention and conflict resolution. Conflict prevention means the prevention of conflict escalation throughout the four levels identified above, and not the prevention of any form of conflict. Conflict resolution will similarly aim at shifting a conflict away to a lower stage, as would a cease-fire in a subordination conflict or a cooperation program between two sides engaged in an identity conflict. Both conflict prevention and conflict resolution policies therefore fit within the broader term of conflict transformation, often used by Albert, Diez and Stetter. 

Conflict transformation aims at reducing discursive and physical violence to lower stages of conflict, which normal political rules are considered enough to handle. Such interventions can be primarily directed at the political (and military) leaders, or address a wider range of social actors, including civil society. They can also take two different forms whether these approaches are direct and discrete initiatives or structural and more diffuse incentives. This helps to identify four different paths through which an actor can help de-escalating a conflict. These are summarised in the table 1.

	
	Approach adopted by the EU

	
	Direct
	Structural

	Direction of incentive 
vis-à-vis conflict parties
	primarily political leadership
	(1) compulsory impact
	(2) enabling impact

	
	principally wider societal level
	(3) connective impact
	(4) constructive impact


Table 1: Pathways of EU impact (adapted from Albert Diez and Stetter, 2004)
A compulsory impact relates to the direct incentives an actor can address to political and military leaders engaged in a conflict. The suspension of development aid (as a negative incentive) or the offer of membership (as a positive incentive) constitute two tangible ways through which the EU can exert a direct influence on conflicting parties. An enabling impact occurs when the EU supports an institutional and discursive framework favouring de-securitising moves by local leaders. The offer of a new discursive register, most often articulated on the idea of “peace and integration” is a diffuse incentive for local actors to give up exclusionary discourses and promote cooperation and integration among former enemies. Such a socialisation of political leaders is most obvious in the case of association agreements where there is a perspective of European accession. The EU can also influence a conflict by addressing a wider societal audience. It can in this respect either directly support civil society actors promoting peace and reconciliation at the grassroots level (connective impact), or indirectly put in place new discursive frameworks in which identities are being constructed through peaceful communication rather than conflicting patterns (constructive impact). While the EU is slowly developing its connective impact in external conflicts, including in sub-Saharan Africa, its constructive impact is only perceptible within its borders, as the Franco-German conflict or the situation in Northern Ireland show.
2 - The impact of EU development cooperation on African border conflicts

This second section will use the framework delineated above to analyse the EU involvement in African border conflicts. While the framework was originally designed for accession and association agreements, the same features also apply to development cooperation too (Loisel, 2004). The three first paths identified in the framework will be used to provide a comprehensive understanding of the EU impact on African border conflicts, whether it operates through political conditionality (compulsory impact - 2.1), promotion of regional integration (enabling impact - 2.2) or cooperation with civil society actors (connective impact - 2.3).
2.1 - The development of political conditionality: a compulsory impact

The EU development cooperation policy with ACP countries (Africa, Caribbean, Pacific) has undergone a steady politicisation since the mid-1980s. References to political norms have been introduced which have gradually become legally binding. By 1989, pressure came from EU member states to mention human rights, democracy and the rule of law in the body of the Lomé Convention IV. The Lomé Convention IVb (1995) further characterised these values as “essential to the aim of the Convention”. The possibility to suspend development aid was introduced, albeit not much elaborated (art. 366 bis). A consultation procedure was established to determine when aid should be suspended. The Cotonou agreement has set a formal procedure for aid suspension in cases of wide human rights abuses (art. 96). It has also facilitated potential aid reduction strategies, thanks to new rolling programs and mid-term reviews of Country Strategy Papers (CSP) against conflict-fuelling regimes.
The EU can therefore threaten and reduce or cut development funding on a wide array of reasons, ranging from human rights abuses to breaches against basic democratic principles and the rule of law. While conflict-fuelling attitudes are not explicitly included in the list, it has been one of the greatest concerns motivating the suspension of aid to Zaïre (1992) and Sudan (1990), where social unrest and political repression fuelled widespread violence and ultimately civil wars. The aim is to increase the cost for policy-makers to engage in securitisation strategies and divert them from legitimising violence to handle a crisis. While the Cotonou agreement does not formally foresee sanctions for countries in conflicts, conflict prevention is included in the scope of the political dialogues established between the EU and its ACP partners, with a view that conflict-fuelling attitudes could affect the allocation of funds.
Several researches have been conducted on political conditionality in the EU development aid, particularly after Lomé IV bis. Most tend to highlight the limited number of sanctions adopted. Youngs (2001, 356) for instance shows how European coercive reactions were limited to human rights abuses (Libya) or to dramatic interruptions of democratic processes, as the coups d’Etat in Togo, Niger, Comoros and the Ivory Coast. Cooperation was only “wound down” in cases of internal conflicts, as in Somalia, Rwanda and Burundi. Nigeria was sanctioned only after the execution of Ogoni activists in 1995. Aid suspension is a powerful instrument but it often occurs too late when social tensions and securitisation strategies have already raised a significant level, as in Zaire (Congo DRC), Zambia, Kenya and Zimbabwe. Smith (1998) has interpreted these mixed results as the consequences of diverging interests among EU member states. Even though the mere possibility of aid suspension might act as an inhibiting factor, many African leaders seem to rely on their privileged relations with particular EU members and on the consequent divisions in the Council to block effectively most sanctions.
2.2 - The support for regional economic integration and regional organisations: an enabling impact

The EU exerts an enabling impact on African leaders by promoting regional integration as an alternative to securitising strategies. It backs up alternative communication channels based on multilateral cooperation in a limited number of domains, often as a pre-requisite for the construction of transnational infrastructures. The EU also actively promotes regional integration processes and often offers a direct political and financial support to regional communities and institutions. However limited in influence and efficiency, these programs allows for a communication mostly deprived of securitisation processes, if not of tensions and conflicts. Regional cooperation in this sense is a means to contain or reduce the overarching of societal communication by conflict-related patterns. Economic and security coordination at the regional level is perceived by Europeans officials as a way to improve overall security conditions on the continent. 
The European support for African regionalism is mainly channelled through the Cotonou Agreement Four Regional Economic Partnership Agreements (REPAs) have been negotiated with the regional organisations mandated by the ACP group (SADC, ECCAS, ECOWAS, COMESA-IGAD
). The Commission has successfully pushed in 2002 for the 9th EDF regional programming to take into account conflict prevention as a non-focal priority in regional infrastructures or regional economic integration. Beyond programs explicitly targeting conflict prevention, it is expected that regional cooperation will both help diminish the monopolisation of interstate communication by identity conflicts and offer positional alternatives for political leaders to engage in desecuritisation.
The EU is also developing political dialogues with the same actors (SADC, ECOWAS, IGAD, AU). The latest Council Common Position on Conflict Prevention in Africa (2004: Article 4) for instance states that
Recognising that the AU and African sub-regional organisations constitute the central actors in the prevention, management and resolution of conflicts in Africa:

1) the EU shall seek to increase its support to regional arrangements and efforts in conflict prevention by enhancing corporate responsibility, strengthening the rule of law, training in conflict prevention, building capacities for, inter alia, political and economic analyses, early warning systems, negotiation/mediation skills, improving international sanctioning and enforcement mechanisms, developing mechanisms that address economic factors that fuel conflicts […]
2) the EU's support for and cooperation with the AU in the field of conflict prevention, management and resolution shall be pursued with a view to developing a long-term partnership […]

In the recent years, the EU has supported the IGAD mediation mission (in Ethiopia/Eritrea), the Lusaka agreements and the inter-Congolese dialogue (on Congo DRC). The EU has also recently started financing African peacekeeping and disarmament operations. 50M euros from the FED have been granted to the West African Peace Force in Liberia (ECOWAS, August 2003) and 25M euros to the first AU peacekeeping mission (AMIB), launched in Burundi. On request of the AU the EU has earmarked a 250M euro Peace Support Operation Facility in November 2003, to equip African peace-keeping forces.
 2.3 - Decentralised cooperation and political dialogue: perspectives for an EU connective and constructive impact

The EU development cooperation has long exclusively worked with governments and national agencies. A growing awareness of the role that civil society actors can play in post-conflict peace-building emerged among European actors in the 1990s. The Cotonou agreement thus recognises the importance of civil society in economic and social development. It has accordingly enlarged the range of potential EU development partners to civil actors. The agreement also mentions local authorities and the private sector. Article 2 states as a principle of the agreement that:

apart from central government as the main partner, the partnership shall be open to different kinds of other actors in order to encourage the integration of all sections of society, including the private sector and civil society organisations, into the mainstream of political, economic and social life;

The new agreement offers a financial and political support to a wider array of local NGOs, working in either micro-economic development, healthcare or reconciliation sector. It however requires from local actors to know about Cotonou provisions and EC procedures, and from the Commission to identify reliable partners. The agreement also foresees their participation in the negotiations of the National Indicative Programs between the Commission and each African State. Local, private and civil actors must “be informed and involved in consultation on cooperation policies and strategies, on priorities for cooperation especially in areas that concern or directly affect them, and on the political dialogue” (art.4).
The Cotonou agreement moreover grants an official recognition of the role civil society can play in processes of conflict prevention and reconciliation. Local and civil society actors have been explicitly included in the political dialogue, which aims at developing EU-ACP political cooperation in areas of common concern. Its agenda explicitly includes democracy, human rights, peace-building, conflict prevention and corruption, among others. Such a procedure is meant both to improve the efficiency of political conditionality and to prevent the necessity of resorting to it. There is a further trend toward funding multi-ethnic NGOs and regional networks of civil society actors, such as the West African Network on Small Arms (WAANSA). 
Development cooperation thereby allows the EU to exert a real, although still limited connective impact on local associations and African civil networks. Such actors can “provide a counterweight to the societal reach of securitisation” (Albert, Diez and Stetter, 2004: 24). As the revised Council Common Position on Conflict Prevention in Africa (2004: Article 9) eventually states: 
Throughout the different phases of the conflict cycle, the EU shall:

· evaluate the important role that "non-state actors" can play either fuelling conflict or helping to resolve or prevent it. Either way, their role and the positive contribution they may make, needs to be accounted for,

· encourage the application of UN Security Council Resolution 1325 on Women, Peace and Security, through ensuring that a gender perspective informs planning, implementing and evaluating the impact of conflict, the needs of the different actors in conflict and the level and nature of participation in decision-making in the prevention, management and resolution of conflicts, including peace processes and negotiations […]
 

In conflict-affected countries, such cooperation is however proving much more difficult to achieve. The identification of potential partners raises specific challenges in polarised societies. After violent conflicts, the State is generally keen on restricting the political space, as in Rwanda or Congo. Local EC delegations are well-placed to select trust-worthy partners, but it requires time to get to know the internal dynamics of a civil society and avoid being caught in internal political competition (da Cãmara, 2001). Moreover, external funds have tended to create new opportunist NGOs, as for instance in Congo, instead of relying on pre-existing, experienced organisations, therefore weakening the civil society peace-building capacity as a whole (Bourque and Sampson, 2001).

3 - The impact of ESDP on the European Union as a security actor in sub-Saharan Africa 
The development of EU crisis management instruments since 1999 have been hailed by some as a necessary complement to pre-existing conflict prevention tools (Council, 2003) while others expressed concerns at the militarization of the Union (NGO Voice, 2002). The launch of Operation Artemis and the debates about other potential interventions in Sudan and in the DRC offer a concrete insight into the impact of ESDP on EU conflict prevention policies. The following section will briefly sketch the context in which these ESDP initiatives have been considered and decided, particularly in regard to the previous involvement of the EU in the two countries (3.1, 3.2). A few remarks will then be put forward on the potential impact of the emergence of ESDP on the EU as a security actor in African border conflicts (3.3).
3.1 - The EU political responses to the conflicts in Southern Sudan and Darfur
The conflict in Southern Sudan dates back to 1983, when a rebellion movement led by John Garang was funded under the name of the Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA). It was not until 1990 however that the then-EC unilaterally decided to suspend its development program, mostly in reaction to a coup headed by Al Bashir and the establishment of an Islamic authoritarian regime. The EC decision was mainly motivated in reaction to the breach of democracy and human rights abuses. Unlike the US, a former ally of Sudan in the 1980s and a staunch supporter of the SPLM in the following decade, the EC has kept a low profile in the conflict which might account for the very limited impact of its sanctions.
ECHO has long remained the only European actor involved in Sudan, especially when it later launched a “Humanitarian Plus” program to improve the link between emergency relief and rehabilitation. The European Union started a political dialogue with the regime in Khartoum in 1999 to try and improve the human right situation, but it stood clear again of a direct involvement in the Southern conflict. The European Commission however decided in 2000 to withdraw from the areas controlled by the SPLA as the latter tried to gain international recognition by imposing a Memory of Understanding stipulating the conditions under which NGOs could operate. While the EU avoided being to closely involved in the conflict itself, it has been compelled by its humanitarian activities to take side against the SPLA and, to a lesser extent, to the US.
The attacks on September 11th led to a dramatic change in the US policy toward Sudan, which soon represented a precious ally in its war against terrorism. This has opened a window of opportunity for the EU to contribute to the resolution of the conflict. It decided to support the mediation efforts led by the IGAD, and financed the logistics for the regional conferences successively held in Nairobi and in N’Djamena. 
The outbreak of an appalling crisis in Darfur in early 2003 has further modified the context and allowed for the EU to get more involved in the new conflict while the US kept the upper hand on the mediation in the Southern conflict. An EU military intervention was even evoked by the UK, at first confidentially in the summer of 2002, and later at the Franco-British summit in Le Touquet, in the midst of the Iraq crisis
. The idea has lost salience on the European agenda with the launch of Artemis in May 2003. However, the conclusion of a peace agreement in Southern Sudan and the worsening of the crisis have led to several calls for an EU military intervention in Western Sudan
, while others favoured the use of the new Peace Support Operation Facility for an African intervention under the lead of the AU
. Meanwhile the Facility has been used for the first time to support an African Union observation mission in Darfur.
3.2 - The EU political responses to the conflicts in the Democratic Republic of Congo
The first EU reaction to the long series of domestic tensions and regional conflicts that have plagued the DRC and the Great Lakes region as a whole was to suspend development aid to the regime in 1992. It continued to send humanitarian aid throughout the 1990s, and launched a “Humanitarian Plus” program similar to the one it implemented in Sudan. The Union remained little involved in the conflict, mostly because of a continuing disagreement between France and the United Kingdom on the initiatives to adopt and the local actors to support. Despite obvious humanitarian emergencies, the attempts by France to Europeanise its Operation Turquoise in 1994, and to launch another intervention in 1996 were successively rejected by its European partners who feared to get caught in the winding paths of French African policy. The EU only agreed on the nomination of a Special Envoy to the Great Lakes, Aldo Ajello, whose capacities to formulate a common regional policy were however strongly limited by the Council (Bourque and Sampson, 2001).
A marked rapprochement between the French and the British positions in the aftermath of their Saint Malo declaration on Africa opened the way for a stronger EU involvement in the region. The EU supported politically and diplomatically the negotiations that led to the Lusaka agreements in 1999, soon followed by a series of bilateral agreements between the former enemies. While foreign troops had been officially withdrawn from the Congolese territory, the conflict in Eastern Congo however continued internally between different militias supported by the neighbouring countries. The Belgian presidency in 2001 put the Congolese conflict high on its agenda and organised a visit of the Troïka in six countries of the region in December 2002. This renewed impetus led the EU to support the launch of the Inter-Congolese Dialogue in March 2002, which eventually led to the formation of an interim coalition government. French and Belgian lobbying obtained by the end of 2002 that the EU resumed its development aid to the DRC, despite reservations from the Commission, the UK, Ireland and the Netherlands who expressed concerns about the stalemate of the Inter-Congolese Dialogue at the time.

Rival ethnic-based militias supported by Rwanda and Uganda triggered again violent conflicts in Ituri in North-Eastern Congo. The incapacity of the Monuc to cope with the situation revived fears of ethnic cleansing and reminiscences of the Rwandan genocide. The regional peace process and the Congolese coalition government were directly threatened. It is in this context that Operation Artemis took place from June to early September 2003. The UN Secretary General issued a call on the international community to launch an interim military intervention until the Monuc could be reinforced. France answered the call but it explicitly required a British participation as an exclusively French operation would have been ill-perceived, if not militarily opposed by Rwandan-backed militias. The EU adopted a common stance vis-à-vis interfering parties, to ensure the success of the first out-of-area EU military mission. The EU Special Envoy Aldo Ajello and the High Representative used covert political conditionality on European development aid, notably during the HR visit to Kampala (Uganda) and Kigali (Rwanda) in July
.

The EU resumed its normal humanitarian and development activities in the aftermath of Operation Artemis. When a new rebellion movement has taken control of the Eastern Congolese town of Bukavu in the beginning of June, the Congolese president called for France to launch another European intervention, an idea rapidly accepted by Jacques Chirac and the Belgian Foreign Minister, but eventually declined by others. The rebellion has left town since then. It is suspected that the move was a way to probe the willingness of the EU to launch a new intervention in the event of a wider rebellion. It is still unsure whether the response of the EU has had a dissuasive impact on the leaders of the rebellion.
3.3 - Coherence in the one-stop-shop? 

This last section only aims at putting forward a few remarks on the impact of ESDP on the EU political responses to African conflicts. The development of crisis management capacities offers new tools to the EU to handle violent conflicts. It fills in a gap which is particularly obvious when confronting the framework designed by Albert, Diez and Stetter and the brief chronology of the EU involvements in Sudan and DRC. While conflict prevention tools can help de-escalating an identity conflict to the level of issue conflicts, they remain powerless when confronted to subordination conflicts. Development aid is then suspended not as a political sanction but as a practical necessity as development aid actors cannot work in sufficient security conditions. Humanitarian aid workers also need to be able to work in decent security conditions, as shown in the case of the SPLA Memorandum of Understanding on the safety of aid workers, or in the Darfur region, where the Khartoum government forbad humanitarian NGOs to go. Operation Artemis has in this respect been positively viewed by humanitarian NGOs to which it allowed to go back to a province they had to leave a few weeks before due to insufficient security reasons. Reciprocally, development aid is also useful for the military interventions to take place in the best context possible. Covert political conditionality was a major asset for the success of Artemis. In this respect conflict prevention and crisis management tools seem to complement each other.
Complementarity however does not entail consistency. Issues about the coherence between the different EU policies related to Africa (development cooperation, trade policy, humanitarian aid, CFSP and to some extent CAP) existed long before 1999. The growing involvement of CFSP had in particular raised specific concerns. Several actors had insisted on the necessity to improve the efficiency o the EU through a better coordination of its different instruments (Development Council, 1997b, 1998) while respecting their specificity, particularly when it comes to humanitarian aid (Nielson, 2002). The emergence of ESDP has stirred similar fears. Not only has it added new and complementary instruments to the range already available to the EU, but it has also brought in new actors (Ministries of Defence, COPS, EUMC, EUMS), new interests and new funding procedures which will further complicate the European decision-making process and render its overall coherence more difficult. The lack of cross-pillar coordination is a major limitation to the influence of the EU conflict prevention policy in sub-Saharan Africa. It is also a main concern for NGOs and Commission officials, who fear they might be sidelined with the empowerment of ESDP tools.
It could be asked whether crisis management instruments fit within the four paths identified in table 1. Military capacities allow the EU to exert a coercive impact on conflicting parties, and a dissuasive one on the neighbouring countries. The use of civilian crisis management tools (rule of law, policing, civil administration, civil protection) is meant for capacity-building and institution-building missions. It could be argued in this respect that they fit into the enabling impact identified in the framework. That the new ESDP capabilities fit in the first line of table 1 does not mean that they do not profoundly modify the EU as a security actor. The effectiveness of conflict transformation also depends on the way the external actor is perceived and how its actions are interpreted. For actors in the Great Lakes region, the EU no longer represents a civilian power image. In this respect, the “cost” of militarising for the EU might well be that of a reduced legitimacy, as Karen E. Smith says (2003: 170), but this does not stems from its diminished role as a model for other regions, but from its perception as a partial actor in the conflict by the conflicting parties themselves. The European Union might thereby have lost more than an image, its innocence.
Conclusion

The EU has been actively involved in conflict prevention and resolution in sub-Saharan Africa for more than a decade now. The framework developed by Albert, Diez and Stetter applies to the paths through which the EU intervenes in African border conflicts. The EU institutional relationship with ACP States allows for direct and structural impacts on the political elites, the regional organisations and the civil society actors in the conflict.
The emergence of ESDP has however changed the identity of the EU as a security actor on the continent, even though case studies still lack in comparison with the variables to measure. While the jury may still be out on the demise of “civilian power Europe”, the ESDP has endowed the EU with a new range of instruments which have increased its capability to make a difference even in subordination conflicts. The opportunities for the EU to intervene have therefore been widened since it is now formally able to act in any situation. Its presence as a security actor in African conflicts has thereby profoundly evolved as it can now be perceived as a potential actor within the conflict itself. The EU involvement in the region however still depends on the political will of its member states. Moreover issues of coherence between the different instruments available to the EU have only increased with the emergence of new actors, new rules and new interests in the European decision-making processes.
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