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Abstract 
 

This research paper takes departure from the contradictions of understandings regarding 

the purpose of operation EUNAVFOR Med, which operates in the Mediterranean 

aiming at disrupting the business model of human smugglers. The alteration of opinions 

concerns the question(s) regarding, to what extent the operation should be considered a 

securitization, and if so, of what? Research has consequently been drawn from the 

Copenhagen’s School theory of securitization, looking deeper into the involvement of 

the main actors in the operation, the EU, the human smugglers and the migrants, in 

order to identify if this operation could indeed be considered a securitization act. By 

placing the main actors of the operation in the center of the theoretical framework this 

research has been able to identify how this operation can be understood from a 

securitization theory and also what has been securitized. The methodological approach 

is based upon Norman Fairclough’s critical discourse analysis, framing both the 

structure and the analytical apparatus of the research paper, enabling an even broader 

understanding of the case.  

            The result showed that there are indeed indicators demonstrating that operation 

EUNAVFOR Med could be considered a successful securitization of human smugglers. 

Also, in line with this operation, there are several indicators that shows how the EU has 

managed to pull a securitization move of migration, arguing that the migrants has 

formed an ‘uncontrolled problem’ for the EU.  

            

              

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Key Concepts: Securitization, the Copenhagen School, EUNAVFOR Med, 
Operation Sophia, EU, Human smugglers, Migrants, Critical Discourse Analysis, 
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 1 Introduction 
Over the last year, the sphere of migration, refugees and asylum seekers has been one of 

the main topics on EU’s political agenda (Amnesty International, 2015). Several 

member states have taken measures to handle the refugee crisis, both by defending their 

borders (Amnesty International, 2014) and claiming the migrants and refugees as 

illegal. The EU has taken united efforts, trying to stop migration ‘flows’ by developing 

detention centers. The migrants can now be held in custody if they have no ground for 

asylum (Amnesty International 2015).  

            The development of the European migration policy has been moving towards a 

common agenda of migration for the EU, centralizing and harmonizing the policies 

between the member states (Huysmans, 2000:752). However, this development has led 

to researchers claiming that policy development within the area of migration is resulting 

in a securitization act, meaning that the EU is creating a picture of migrants- threatening 

the EU (Dickson, 2015:449: Huysmans, 2000). A securitization of migration would not 

only lead to the a vast amount of problems for the migrants but it would also question 

whether the EU upholds their responsibility set out in the European Court of Justice 

(Dickson, 2015:449). 

              As the tip of the iceberg of this discussion, the EU launched a military 

operation, EUNAVFOR Med, aiming at destroying the business model of human 

traffickers in the Mediterranean, preventing migrants from losing their lives when trying 

to enter Europe. Soon after the council decision was presented, several respected 

organizations, such as the UN and Amnesty international, was accusing the EU of 

limiting the very venues that the refugees and migrants had for entering the EU, 

claiming that EU: s operation would only result in keeping the migrants out. Critique 

came from the United Nations (UN) General Secretary, Mr. Ban Ki Moon, who stated 

that: 

“When	  you	  consider	  destroying	  these	  boats,	  it	  may	  end	  up	  eventually	  depriving	  

the	  very	  limited	  means	  of	  those	  people,	  even	  if	  those	  boats	  are	  sometimes	  used	  to	  

smuggle	  people	  in	  criminal	  acts”(Ban	  Ki	  Moon,	  quoted	  in	  Euobserver,	  2015.)	  

	  

For others (Amnesty International, 2014) it was surprising that the EU managed, 

in a historically short timeframe (Moherini, 2015), to launch an operation with a 
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main purpose of saving migrants lives, and at the same time strengthen its external 

borders - aiming to keep the migrants out. Also, if this actually would be an 

attempt to keep the migrants out and closing one of the last doors to Europe by the 

use of military means, this could be considered an act of securitization (Buzan, B. 

2007).  

	  

1.1 Research Problem 

Regarding the understanding of EUNAVFOR Med, there is clearly an alteration of 

views regarding both the reason and result for the operation. The characteristics of being 

a securitization of migration has been challenged by the EU, who instead ensures that 

the operation doesn’t target the migrants (Press Release, 2015-06-22). 

            This study aimsto investigate whether operation EUNAVFOR Med can be 

considered a part of the discourse on the previous research of securitization. To 

understand this, one needs to lift out the main actors in the operation and “focus on the 

relation between the positions of these actors and the practice they perform” 

(Huysmans 2000:758).  

             Accordingly, if observing the official purpose of operation EUNAVFOR Med 

(Press release. Council Decision, 18th of May), there are three actors visible, the EU 

who launched the operation, the smugglers that the EU seeks to prevent and destroy and 

the migrants who shall not lose their lives when entering the EU. These roles are 

however questioned and the UN and Amnesty International claims that there is going to 

be other effects as a result of the operation (EUobserver, 2015).  

             If a securitization process of either smugglers or migrants explains the 

beahavior of the EU’s decision to launch the operation this could mean that the EU 

considered itself to have the legitimacy to act in whatever way they consider necessary. 

Which in turn could lead to even bigger consequences when it comes to migratory 

policies such as: stronger boarders, undermining the rights of asylum seekers or closing 

the last door to Europe  (Amnesty International 2014). Therefore, this research paper is 

going to look deeper into the case of EUNAVFOR Med through the glasses of 

securitization, enabling an understanding of what this operation strives for.  
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1.2 Aim and Research Question              

 

On the basis of these contradictions, this paper has two aims. First it seeks to investigate 

if EUNAVFOR Med can be considered an act of securitization. The second aim, which 

is reliant on the first, wants to understand what the launching of EUNAVFOR Med, if 

considered an act of securitization, could be considered to securitize. The following 

research questions has been identified:  

 

- To what extent, if any, can operation EUNAVFOR Med be considered an act of 

securitization? 

- What can operation EUNAVFOR Med be considered to securitize? 

 

1.3 Disposition 

The research paper is divided into six parts. The first chapter presents the introduction, 

research problem and aim of the research. The second chapter continues by presenting 

the theory of securitization, starting with a general overview which then leaps out into 

an operationalized theoretical framework and finish off with a critical section regarding 

securitization. The method chapter, chapter three, lifts up the methodological approach 

and also presents the analytical apparatus that will be used for analyzing the material. 

                 The fourth chapter is going deeper into the previous research within the area 

of securitization as well as providing an understanding of the material used for the 

paper. It also explains the relevance and academic contribution of the selected case.  

                 The fifth chapter presents the result of the selected material by using the 

analytical apparatus. The result from chapter five will then be analyzed on the basis of 

the Copenhagen school’s securitization theory in chapter six. Chapter six will also 

include answers of the identified research questions as well as a final discussion about 

the result and further research within the area of securitization. 
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2 Theory 
 
In this chapter I will present the theoretical framework for the research. Firstly there 

will be a systematic presentation of the Copenhagen schools (CS) securitization theory. 

This will be followed by a section, which gives an overall view of the linguistic 

approaches that are used for analyzing different cases. Thirdly, there’s a section 

breaking the securitization theory into a more operationalized theoretical framework 

that shows what preconditions are necessary for understanding if something is 

considered a securitization process.  

 

2.1 The Copenhagen School 
 
The three founders of the CS, Barry Buzan, Ole Wæver and Jaap de Wilde, in their 

book (1998) A new framework for analysis, shaped the securitization concept from the 

classical, state centric and realistic view on security. The CS argued that the concept had 

to change in order to approach the new world order (Buzan et al, 1998:1,45) especially 

after the Soviet Union was dissolved (Buzan et al, 1998:8, 21). And as a result of that 

they presented an alternative view on security, securitization, which, simply explained, 

should be thought of as a security process. They wanted to investigate further how 

something/someone became a security threat and how the authorities reacted to that 

particular threat (Buzan et al, 1998: 1, 20-23).  

              What the CS chose to include in the new concept was five sectors; Political-, 

Military-, Environmental-, Societal- and Economic security, hoping that that the new, 

moderated concept would be applicable to the new world order (Buzan et al. 1998:1-3). 

What measurements that can be taken depends in which sector the threat is a part of. 

The military approaches for example, which is more common in the traditional 

interpretation on security, might not be the most sufficient measure to enforce in the 

environmental sector and so forth (Buzan & Wæver, 2003).  

 

2.2 Securitization – Finding Power in the Language 
 

A key pillar for understanding securitization is to understand that,“security... is first and 

foremost a performative discourse constitutive of political order” (Campell, 1992:253) 

meaning that the security concept dervies from the utterance of discourses created by 
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the politics. Securitization has a close relationship with the linguistic methodology and 

the social constructivism, claiming that security is not a given concept; rather it should 

be seen as created by the social order and as a result, or a product of constructivism 

(Bergström & Boreus 2012). For Buzan, Waever and de Wilde, one of the most 

important aspects when using the securitization theory is to look at the discourses and 

the power relation within the written or the spoken language. They argue that the way 

someone is ‘speaking security’(Buzan et al, 1998:1,8) can be considered the very base or 

key pillar for understanding how securitization theory can be applied. So, securitization 

can be understood as the way of studying the relations of power within / or about a 

concept. It is in the material that all the relevant actors are presented and it is in the 

material the researcher can investigate how an; issue, actor or action, is represented and 

articulate. The CS argues that, without looking at the linguistics, both language and 

grammar, in the material the researcher neglects the most important aspects of 

securitization (Balzacq, 2005:190). 

                 Furthermore, when talking about security, one is actually talking about 

something negative. When something is considered a security threat it means, according 

to the CS, that the policy-makers have failed to grip the issue before it became a threat 

to society or other threaten areas. When a problem is handled through securitization a 

wide range of actors gets involved with a right to use extraordinary measures that would 

not be legitimate under other circumstances (Buzan et al, 1998:25). The very utterance 

of securitization means that there is only one way out, (even though that way can be 

considered extreme) that the authorities can use to protect; their territory, society, land 

or other subjected areas (Ibid.)  

               Buzan et al. (1998:5) claims that a problem, a security problem, is created by a 

security actor, such as politicians, society elites or social groups, which points out a 

referent object that is considered an existential threat. This is called the securitization 

process or the securitization move and is demonstrated further in figure 1. 
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Figure 1 
 

 
(Buzan et al, 1998:23-24, 74) 

 
 

There are three phases/spheres that a question can be a part of; the first one is the non-

politicized phase (1), when the question is a part of the societal phase, there is no on-

going public debate concerning the question. However, the question can get more 

political focus and be transferred to the second sphere and become a politicized question 

(2). In this phase the question is not only interesting for the political debate; it is also a 

higher grade of public involvement (Buzan et al. 1998:1-2,23). However, it is the third 

and last step that becomes most important for this study, the securitization phase. When 

or if a question is being treated in the securitization sphere it could require 

extraordinary measures. Basically, the third sphere treats the question as a threat for the 

survival of the state or territory, which the policy-makers have to protect. This means 

that the question is being prioritized to be handle on a higher level than the political one 

and the rulers is being legitimized to take on measures that would not be included in the 

former spheres (Buzan, et al. 1998:23).   

             The way that a question travels through these different spheres is dependent of 

what Waever calls the Speech-act (Buzan et al, 1998:46). It is up to the authorities to 

1)Securitization 

                   2)Politicized 

   3)Non-politicized 

 
Politicization 
 
 

De-politicization 

Securitization De-securitized 
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decide whether one question should get more attention (less attention) and travel either 

up or down (as demonstrated in figure 1). The speech-act will be operationalized further 

in the nest section (Weaver, 1995).  

 

2.3 Preconditions & Necessities for Securitization 
 
The broad aspect of the securitization theory needs to be narrowed down and 

conceptualized to enable, both the researcher and the reader, to get a clearer view on 

how the actors, the process and a succeeded securitization is interlinked (Huysmans, 

2000).  

               To start with, when looking at securitization the researcher must investigate 

who are involved in the securitization and what role these actors have. Firstly there is 

the securitization actors(s), the authorities. So, if something (or someone) shall be 

considered a security actor it has to fulfill two preconditions; it must be in a power 

position and it must be an ‘accepted voice’ in the society in which it’s a part of (Buzan 

et al, 1998:31). It is only when these steps are fulfilled that the actors can claim that 

something/someone is a security threat. This brings me to the second actor: the main 

precondition for securitization, the threat. Basically, a threat could be anything, in any 

sector, that threatens someone/something. But the important condition is that the threat 

is considered so immense that it threats the very existence of the third actor, the 

reference object (the one(s) affected). When these three elements are identified, the 

process of securitization must be put in center of the research (Buzan et al, 1998:24) so 

when starting to look at the process, one looks at the security actor’s way of claiming a 

security threat and command the actions that have to be taken. Therefore the second 

steps that will be observed are the utterance of security which, according to Buzan, is 

done by answering the questions:  

 

1) What will be the result if we do nothing about the threat? 

2) What will happen if we do act? 

(Buzan et al, 1998:32) 

 

An example is;- the creation of nuclear weapons will threaten the very existence of 

human kind- (that’s what will happen if we do nothing). -To avoid this and protect 

human kind, we need to take action to stop the countries that builds these weapons- (the 
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thing that will happened if we do act – avoid the threat against human kind) (Buzan et 

al, 1998:32-33).  

               The next step is to look at the interactions between the three identified 

elements. For this research that will mean to analyze how the elements are constructed 

and related to each other on the basis of EU:s press releases. This will be further 

explained in the method chapter where the analytical apparatus is explained. As Buzan 

states, the way of studying securitization is to investigate what discourses that creates 

the base for a security process and therefore, the analytical apparatus will be of most 

relevance when investigating these steps (Buzan et al, 1998:205).  

              So, when all these steps – defining elements, utterance of security and 

interaction between actors – are completed , there is only one more step that has to be 

accomplished to see if the security process can be considered a ‘success’ - the  speech-

act: 

 

a) The security actor (must have power) claims/decide that there is only one way to 

control the threat. 

b) The security actor creates a broad support from the audience (often the referent 

object or the once that will observe the actions taken)  

(Ibid.) 

If both these steps are fulfilled, the security actor has managed to create a successful 

securitization of the threat; showing what facilitates and impeids the threat. That also 

means that the security actor(s) have managed to move the question from the politicized 

sphere to the securitization sphere.  
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2.4 Critique Regarding the Copenhagen School 
 

The way that Buzan and Waever are conceptualizing the speech-act has been criticized 

from other securitization scholars. Primarily, the critique is built upon the notion of the 

very straight and performativity approach concerning the analysis of language. When 

Buzan and Waever argues that the very process of security is the utterances of a security 

threat, other researcher’s claims that they are overlooking other relevant reasons that 

could be applicable for understanding the security process (Huysman, 2000). 

             In addition, Holger Stritzel, a researcher within the field of securitization, 

claims that the securitization theory that Buzan and Waever presents undermines the 

role of the external dimensions, which in turn, undermines the possibility for the theory 

to be comprehensive enough. Stritzel argues that the approach of the CS is to static and 

‘messy’, which also results in a vague and unclear theoretical approach (Stritzel, H.  

2007:367-368). This critique is closely related to the general criticism pointed at the CS. 

From several perspectives, researchers argue that the securitization theory cannot be 

conceptualized or operationalized into a theoretical framework. There is a lack of 

analytical tools to provide a thorough understanding on how the CS explains a 

securitization process (Huysmans, 2000).  

              Given the critique pointed at the CS, this paper has focused on complementing 

the theory by the analytical tools of Fairclough’s CDA. This will be further introduced 

in the method chapter, presenting how the theoretical framework of the CS will be used 

in accordance with the analytical tools of the CDA. 
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3 Method 
 

This chapter will first present the essential methodological and epistemological 

considerations on which the research paper is based upon. The following section will 

continue the discussion by looking further into the reliability and validity. Thereafter 

there will be a presentation on how to use the CDA as a method. Lastly, there will be a 

section that chains the theoretical and methodological approach together, creating the 

analytical apparatus that this paper will rely upon.  

 

 
3.1 Methodological & Epistemological Understandings 
 
 
This research takes the form of a theory consuming case study, based on a linguistic 

approach (Esiasson et al, 2012:41). The use of discourse analysis provides both a 

theoretical approach and also a methodological approach (Winter- Jörgensen & Philips 

2000:12), but since the theoretical approach is already taken by the securitization 

theory, this study will only use the methodological understanding of CDA.  

             Even though there are other ways of approaching this issue, this research finds 

it most applicable, in order to come to term with the research  problem, to use a 

methodology that focus solely on the construction of language, since it is in the 

language one can discover discourses and underlying rhetoric (Winther-Jörgensen & 

Philips, 2000:8-9). By discovering the rhetoric and the discourses it provides the reader 

(and researcher) to understand societal problems and structures that in most cases are 

taken for granted. So, if drawing this argumentation back to the case, this type of 

methodology would provide a better understanding than for example a quantitative 

study which would overlook the importance of the language (Esiasson et al, 2012:210).  

 

3.1.1 Reliability & Validity 
 

Regarding the reliability and validity there are some issues with CDA and the 

securitization theory that needs to be bared in mind.  In one regard, if comparing the 

CDA with other text analysis, the CDA can be considered to have a more open mind 

regarding the analytical tool that are used when presenting the relevant material. The 

result can therefore be that the analysis itself, affect the intersubjectivity in negative way 

(Bergström & Boréus, 2012). However, a part of this problem is covered by the use of 
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securitization theory that actually argues that when doing a securitization study, the 

researcher cannot be objective or uphold to high intersubjectivity since the 

securitization itself is a subjective theory (Buzan et a. 1998). 

               There has also been stated that the result of the CDA and the use of analytical 

tools are sometimes hard to understand, often because the researcher has not 

operationalized the tools in a concrete way (Esiasson et al, 2012:61). Therefore, this 

paper has put in a lot of effort to operationalize the analytical apparatus in a structured 

and coherent way, aiming at increasing the readers understanding of the material. It is 

primarily important that the analytical unit(s), for this study: the EU, the human 

traffickers and migrants, can actually be observed and analyzed by the securitization 

theory (Ibid.). 

                Also, to increase the reliability more, the result chapter will be put forward 

relevant quotes from the analyzed material, which will improve the understanding of 

what the material shows and enable the reader to understand how to analytical tools are 

used (Bergström & Boréus 2005:407). It will also give increase the transparency of the 

research, showing that the presented results is not manipulated in any way (Esiasson et 

al, 2012:60-62).  
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3.2  CDA as a Methodological Approach 
 
 
The CDA was developed in the late 1970s. First and foremost, it was a reaction towards 

the structuralism that saw the use of language as independent from a social sphere and 

the social context. The CDA argues that the language that we, them or they use, cannot 

be considered neutral since everyone base their use of language upon their own 

upbringing, social context and geographical position (Winther-Jørgensen & Phillips, 

2000:33-36).  

                  Norman Fairclough is the person that often is called the leader or the prime 

representative of CDA. His approach has been the keystone for many researchers that 

aim at finding structures and discourses in different communications (Fairclough, 

1992). Not only are discourses, according to Fairclough, constitutive and constituted 

which basically means that they both shape and can reshape the social context of 

structures and process (Bergström & Boréus, 2005:308). But they also create both the 

spoken and written language, which together shapes a social practice.  

               Fairclough’s model for analysis is three-dimensional which enables 

researchers to use a wide range of different tools to analyze; both the written text but 

also the words used in the social practice. The relation between the dimensions can be 

understood as a dialectical-relational aspect, putting the interactions of the dimensions 

in focus. As figure 2 show, Fairclough’s three-dimensional scheme brings forward three 

different areas subjected for analysis. These dimensions will also form the structure or 

the skeleton of the research paper; enabling a structured way of analyzing the material.  

                First and foremost he looks at the object (a) for analysis, which can be both a 

text and something visual. In the text dimension, which is the descriptive part of 

analysis) the prime focus is on the linguistics that shapes the text and the grammar that 

becomes visible when analyzing the text (Fairclough; 1993:3). 
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Figure 2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

(Fairclough, 1992:73) 
 
 
 
 
The words or the signifiers that the researchers find in the material must be put in 

relation to the discursive practice, seeing how words are produced, presented and 

received (b). The discursive practice can be understood as the interpretive part of CDA, 

looking at different interpretations that can be withdrawn from the material (Fairclough, 

1993:78-79). The last dimension is the explanatory, social practice, which looks deeper 

into the socio-historical (c) context in order to get an explanation of why different 

signifiers are used and also why they are used in that particular way. 

(Fairclough;1993:4-5). 
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3.2.1 How to use CDA  
 

Fairclough’s idea of text analysis (descriptive) is constructed upon four analytical tools; 

Text structure, Cohesion, Grammar and Vocabulary, which is shown in figure 3 

(Fairclough, 1992:72-73, 75). 

 

 

	  
Figure	  3.	  
	  
	  
	   	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	  
	  
	  

(Adapted	  from	  Fairclough,	  1992:62)	  
	  

For Fairclough (1993:27), the vocabulary, as shown in figure 2, is the tip of the iceberg 

for the CDA. It is an	  analytical	  tool	  that	  aims	  at	  looking	  at	  discourses	  within	  a	  text	  and	  

analyzes how the discourses in a text are wording the world (or reality) in altered ways. 

Fairclough argues that it is sometimes more efficient to look at the semantic 

relationships among words to understand how the reality is shaped instead of starring 

blindly on the same word in different constructions and contexts (Fairclough, 2003:131-

132). One way of using vocabulary is to look at the different discourse and add the 

words that follow or precede the discourse.  

              The next tool, grammar, is closely related to what Fairclough calls modality. 

Modality aims at investigating how strong something/someone is articulated and 

constructed in the text (or in the spoken language) (Fairclough, 1993:142-143). For 

example, if a text articulates that, something is security threat, the sentence has a high 

modality compared to if the text articulates, ‘we believe it could be a security threat’, 

which has a lower grade of modality. This analytical tool will provide an understanding 

on how strongly the actor(s) are articulated in the texts and in the	  communications 

(Fairclough, 2003:154, 159). There is	  also	  the	  concept of metaphors. Metaphors, as a 

tool, look at the texts and see if there is a metaphorical wording of something/someone, 

 

Vocabulary 

Grammar 

Cohesion 

Text Structure 
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for example replacing the wording ‘many people are coming’ with ‘ there is a flow of 

people’	  (Fairclough, 1993:194-198).  

            Cohesion is on the other hand more focused on how the text is linked and what 

types of discourse chains that becomes visible (Fairclough, 1993:46, 77). There are 

several aspects which one can analyze by using the tool of cohesion. One way is to 

analyze how the text is structured, for example, one can observe how different parts in a 

text is being prioritized and referred to	  (Ibid.).  

             The last tool for the descriptive text analysis is the text structure. This is often 

used when analyzing dialogues or interviews and the researcher is then looking at the 

control over the turn	  taking. Since the material for the research is either based on 

interviews or far-‐reaching texts, this tool will not provide any help when presenting the 

results. Nonetheless it is important to mention the text structure since it can be afflictive 

to use when one of these two criteria’s are met (Fairclough, 1993:76-78). 

            The next part of Fairclough’s three-dimensional scheme is the discursive 

practice (interpretation) which is based on the concept intertextuality and 

interdiscursivity (Fairclough; 1993:9). Intertextuality enables the researcher to combine 

the study of the text with the tracing or analyzing of other texts that an article, or in this 

case a press release or a statement, makes a reference to. For this research focus will be 

on what Fairclough calls, manifest interdiscursivity which investigates what texts or 

quotes that the material makes a clear reference to (Fairclough, 1993:84-85; Fairclough, 

1992:86,89). Interdiscursivity on the other hand, analysis if there is a difference in how 

discourses are constructed in various texts (Fairclough 1992:102). For this study, this 

will be used to look at the discourses of the main actors: the EU, the human traffickers 

and the migrants.  

           The final part is the social practice (explanatory) where focus is on finding 

connections between the discourses and the social realm. For example the researcher 

must look at the discourses and see if there is a challenge between them. Is one of the 

discourses provoking the other one, or are the discourses in fact complementing each 

other. Primarily, Fairclough focus on the words hegemony and ideology, when speaking 

about the social practice. For this paper the prime focus will be on the concept of 

hegemony to understand the relations between and within the discourses related to main 

actors involved in EUNAVFOR Med.  
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3.2.2 Shaping	  the	  analytical	  framework	  
 
            Figure 4. -  Analytical apparatus 
 
 

Analytical	  
apparatus	  	  

	  

EU	   Traffickers/S
mugglers	  

Migrants	  

Vocabulary	  	   	   	   	  

Grammar	  

Modality	  

Metaphors	  

	   	   	  

Cohesion	  

	  

	   	   	  

Intertextuality	  	  

/	  

Interdiscursivity	  

	   	   	  

Hegemony	   	   	   	  

 
 
The presented result of the material will be put in figure 4. enabling the reader to get a 

clearer overview of the material. The apparatus also provides the main results of the 

finding that need to go through a securitization analysis.  

                The advantage of building the analysis on both CDA and the CS is that the 

analysis will take direct departure from the results provided. The paper will then look at 

the operationalized preconditions and necessities for securitization. Answering the 

questions: To what extent, if any, can operation EUNAVFOR Med be considered an act 

of securitization? What can operation EUNAVFOR Med be considered to securitize? 
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4 Material, Previous Research, Relevance of the Case 
In this chapter the aim is to provide an overview of the case. Firstly it will present the 

material that is selected for the research. Secondly there will be a section of the previous 

research within the field of securitization which provides an understanding of why this 

theory is used and what academic contributions it has delivered. Thirdly, there is a 

section about limitations and delimitations, explaining why some aspect concerning the 

case is left out. The last section will explain the relevance and the selection of the case. 

 

4.1 Material  

 
I have chosen to analyze the press releases and statements made by the EU. The choice 

of press releases and statements are based on both the theoretichal approach for the 

paper which emphasis the importance of ‘speaking security’ (Waever, 2005) which in 

the statements can be considered to do. Since the operation EUNAVFOR Med only was 

established one year ago, my timeframe for analysis will be 2015.                   

             Material related to the securitization theory and the critical discourse analysis 

(CDA) is primarily based on the book written by Buzan, Wæver & de Wilde, A new 

framework for analysis (1998),  Buzan’s book, Regions and Power - the structure of 

international security (2003) and Fairclough’s books, Critical Language Awareness 

(1992)  & Discourse and Social Change  (1993). Hence, there is complemented 

material, especially in combination with the description of the CDA. The goal is to 

enable a more comprehensive operationalization for the analytical apparatus and to 

provide critique pointed at the CDA and also the securitization theory. The secondary 

sources are not used to explain what the primary material cannot explain; rather they are 

operationalized as a supplement, only used with support from the primary sources. In 

this research the secondary material is both articles, which are peer reviewed, and books 

that provide a complementary methodological understanding of the research.   

                As in any research paper I need to draw some limitations regarding the 

analyzed material and in this research the material should be considered more narrow 

than broad since the methodological approach demands a very thorough reading of the 

texts. Firstly there is the limitation to only observe the EU:s press releases and 

statements by the EU:s high representative (HR). The choice is based on two 

preconditions. Firstly, the press releases are the main source for sharing information 

about EUNAVFOR Med, it is from the press releases that other actors can provide and 
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also share information concerning the operation. Secondly, the statements made by the 

HR are vital for the securitization theory when analyzing the construction of the main 

actors (Waever, 2005).  

 

4.2 Previous Research 

                 Operation Sophia is not the first military operation that the European Union 

has launched but it is the first procedure that operates in the South-Central 

Mediterranean with a purpose of: “disrupting the business model of human smuggling 

and trafficking networks in the Mediterranean and to prevent further loss of lives at 

sea” (Mogherini, F. 2015). Several researchers and international organizations have 

investigated similar operations that have occurred around the world. One of these 

researchers is Andonea Dickson who investigated the Australian government’s attempt 

to legitimize external border controls for vessels, carrying migrants and/or refugees, 

claiming this would be an act of securitization. She argues that: ”the processes of the 

securitization of mobility are transforming borders and, in so doing, changing the 

state’s geographies of rights and protection” (Dickson, 2015:450). And that the 

enforcement of military measures, off-shore, is based on a developing securitization of 

migrants by claiming them as ‘illegal’ or ‘unauthorized’ (Dickson, 2015:449).  

             Other researchers that have examined the area of securitization claims that 

migration has turned into a major field of analysis (Messina A. 2014). One of the 

researchers, Robert Dover, claims that the EU politics within migration can more or less 

be considered a sector of securitization where migrants, trying to enter the EU, are 

constructed as a national emergency and thereafter constructed to become a national 

security threat (Dover 2008:113). This securitization, Dover argues, is 

counterproductive for the EU. Because on the one hand, the EU needs labor force, and 

the migration is considered to be a keystone for developing jobs and strengthen the 

economy. Dover concludes by stating that: 

 

 ”the effects of these policies also run counter to the organizing principles 

of the EU — those of political tolerance, regulated economic liberalism and 

a guarantee of the physical security of the individual” (Dover, 2008:114).  

           

                  The European chief of Amnesty International, Johan Dalhousie, has asserted 

more critique against the EU’s new migration policy, especially in the Mediterranean. 
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He claims that the previous EU and Italian led Operation, Mare Nostrum, according to 

him, saved several lives in the Mediterranean and acted as a pure safe- and rescue 

operation that was fulfilling its purpose of ‘saving lives’. Yet, even though the operation 

was a success, the EU replaced it with another, operation Triton, and at the same time 

the resources were limited, both geographically and economically (Amnesty 

International. 2015).   

               The cut downs were a result of the amount of critique within the EU member 

states, directed towards Operation Triton, not wanting Triton to operate in the same way 

as its predecessor, Mare Nostrum. The member states were claiming that such a 

successful operation would in fact attract more migrants, since the migrants now would 

know that the chances of being saved and rescued were increased. The main 

contributors behind the critique were the UK and Germany (Sridharan, 2015). 

              Other researchers within this area, as Jef Huysman, have criticized the EU and 

claims that a common migration policy for the EU, an Europeanization of migration, 

also has led to a securitization of migration (Huysman 2000:771). If the EU continues 

with their migration policy, it will foster more securitization, which will have an impact 

on social integration, solidarity and the public order within the EU (Huysman 2000:769-

771). 

              The previous research of the EU and securitization within the EU is mainly 

pointing at a securitization regarding migration. However, both aspects assume that the 

migrants are already securitized and therefore their studies also puts the migrants in the 

centre for analysis, creating a ‘tunnel vision’ focusing solely on migrants. That is not to 

say that these researches have not contributed to the understanding of securitization but 

it does explain why this study has chosen to put the main focus on the interaction and 

articulation of the main actors as a starting point, and thereafter look into what actors 

that could be considered securitized.  This also follows the demand of the Copenhagen 

school, who argues that the researcher shouldn’t lock itself in an analysis of one fixed 

actor (Buzan et al, 1998:1,23). By putting the macro to micro approach as a starting 

point also decrease the critique provided towards securitization that claims that security 

studies can find security (not find) security wherever they want.  
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4.2.1  Limitations & Delimitations 
 

Other scientific scholars, claims that the linguistic approach, especially the discourse 

analysis, pays to little attention to the actual reality (Bergström & Boréus, 2012).  

            The delimitations are instead connected to my active choice of using the 

Copenhagen School as the only securitization theory. There could also have been an 

comparative analysis include other types security scholars but since complementing the 

Copenhagen School (CS) with the CDA provided a very comprehensive approach 

towards the problem,  I argue that this approach is preferable and will give a clear, 

comprehensive and structured base that will enable other researchers to use the 

approach for further research. Certainly there could be other aspects to look deeper into, 

such as the structure and launching process of the operation, yet, since the critique and 

questioners was based on the contradictions of how to understand the role of the actors: 

the EU, the human smugglers and the migrants, this type of focus will be desirable for 

this paper.  

 
4.2.2  Relevance of the Case 
 

There are several aspects that make this research paper of most relevance. By collecting 

the previous research within the field of securitization theory and migration, this paper 

can both contribute to the academic discussion and put forward new arguments and 

explanations on how to understand the EUNAVFOR Med. The paper will also be using 

the EU as prime source for the paper which enables an accumulative understanding of 

what types of constructions that are used. The combination of the critical discourse 

analysis (CDA) as analytical tool and the theoretical framework of the Copenhagen 

school’s securitization theory will also contribute to new ways of understanding 

complex cases, similar to EUNAVFOR Med and it will broaden the scope of 

possibilities on how to combine the two linguistic approaches, CDA and securitization, 

in the research field.  

             Even though securitization studies already has contributed with a vast amount 

of information and empiric date to the academics this research will extend the scope by 

looking at a new case that uses the macro ! micro approach of securitization (Buzan et 

al, 1998:21). 
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5 Result 
 
 
In this chapter I will present the result of the data. The chapter is divided into three main 

sections on the basis of the main actors; the EU, the traffickers/smuggler and the 

migrants. In each section there will be a presentation of the results from the analyzed 

material in accordance with Fairclough’s three-dimensional scheme and the analytical 

tools that was accounted for in the method chapter.  

 
 
5.1 Construction & Representation of EU 
 
The results of the analyzed material demonstrate how the EU constructs their own role 

regarding EUNAVFOR Med. By starting to look at the press releases that refers to (or 

quotes) the high representative, F. Mogherini, (HR) there is clearly a positive view of 

EU:s role in the operation. This should not be considered surprising since the EU is the 

source of the material and therefore, as stated in material section, the material may not 

be considered objective but as Buzan argues, it’s the subjective picture shaped by a 

subjective actor (Buzan et al, 1998:31).  

               Nonetheless, the EU uses a high form of modality – stresses the importance-, 

when describing their procedures in the Mediterranean. Looking at the text, it is distinct 

that the press releases are restating the wording; we are determined and we will when 

explaining their purpose of the operation (Fairclough, 1993:142-143). The role of the 

EU and the actions that have been decided is described with a high modality and both 

the press releases and the statements by the HR, connect the high modality with a 

positive vocabulary about the work that the EU does. For example the HR said that, 

“….the people	  we	  are	  saving,	  the	  lives	  of	  people	  we	  want	  to	  protect…	  fighting	  the	  smugglers	  

and	  the	  criminal	  networks	  is	  a	  way	  of	  protecting	  human	  life”	  (EEAS,	  statement,	  2015-‐09-‐25). It 

is clear that the modality that describes what the EU going to do is quite strong and 

close related to good deeds; saving lives, fighting smugglers and protecting human life 

(Press release, 678/15, published, 2015-09-28 ). Also, this positive view is shown by 

using metaphors.  

                In the press release (678/15), when the EU announced that ‘EUNAVFOR 

Med’ would change name to ‘Operation Sophia’, demonstrated how the EU uses 

metaphors to describe the operation. The name change was based upon a newborn girl 

that was saved by the EU ships in the Mediterranean. So, when the EU uses a metaphor 
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it is easier to reach out to a broader public as more people can relate to the actions taken 

by the EU (Fairclough, 1993:194-198). In that same press release the EU put a lot of 

effort into explaining how helpful the operation would be, and also stating that this 

would show the world that the operation actually is a way of saving lives.  

            In addition, the texts show an attempt of increasing the cohesion. In the 

statements the HR starts by saying EU directly followed by the word we, which 

according to Fairclough, would be considered an attempt to include the reader in the 

text, making him/her a part of the decision (Fairclough, 1993:142-143).  

             The HR puts a lot of focus in her statements to show all the diplomatic efforts 

that the EU is trying to in order to gain control over the situation. The HR said that, 

           

 “We are also united in our diplomatic efforts to find both a political solution to 

the crises in Syria and Libya, and, in partnership with the countries of origin and 

transit of the migration flows, to support the economic and social development of 

these countries."(Press release, 678/15, published, 2015-09-28) 
 

The quote is centralized around the discourse of EU:s efforts of being diplomatic. The 

HR uses the words: we united, unanimous and diplomatic which could be interpreted as 

if the EU is a moral and a coherent actor. It also lifts up the efforts that the EU have 

done to create close partnerships with third countries and transit countries, which are 

considered the reason for the migrations flows. All these elements can be understood as 

‘uplifting’ components which aims at finding a diplomatic solution to solve the problem 

that initiated the launching of EUNAVFOR Med.  

            Nonetheless, the main discourses that stipulates the understanding of EU:s role 

is therefore acknowledged as the diplomacy discourse – showing the interdiscursive 

chain which it’s built upon. This is especially shown in the text when talking about 

‘partnership with third countries’, ‘the diplomatic attempt to solve the Syria crisis’ and 

also the ‘economic and financial support’. (Press release, 482/15, published, 2015-06-

22; Fairclough, 1993:84-85; Fairclough, 1992:86,89). 

            However, another chain that becomes visible in relation to the diplomat 

discourse is the protective discourse. The chain is formed by the wordings: control- 

tackling symptoms- challenges (Press release, published 2015-06-22), lifting up some 

other incitements of the EU:s work. The protective discourse is most visible when 

looking into the EU description of the migrants (will be further demonstrated in the 

following section) as they put a lot of effort into presenting the operation as a part of a 



  
 

23 

wider approach towards migration. In relation to the previous diplomat discourse this 

chain surely puts in a new component to the interdiscursive mix. So, if looking into the 

discourse chains, the EU is one hand speaking about the lives that they must protect but 

at the same time, they put more effort and more textual space to emphasize that they 

need to take control over the migration situation.  

            The intertextuality (Fairclough. 1993:9) within the text reproduces the diplomat 

discourse, both by relating to respected organizations, other countries and international 

law, showing that there is nothing to worry about when talking about EUNAFOR Med. 

The EU underlies their actions by connecting them to internal law by stating that their 

actions are carried out accordingly. The references to other organizations shows how the 

EU collects a broad base of respected voices that are a part / or behind, the 

measurements taken (Fairclough, 1993:84-85).  

            The hegemony derives within the interdiscursive mix on how the EU is 

represented in regard to operation EUNAVFOR Med. The power relation between the 

EU as a diplomat and the EU as a protectionist is quite clear since the overall result 

shows that the EU is claiming to be the diplomat (Fairclough, 2003:45). 
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5.2 Construction & Representation of Migrants  

 

The material shows that the role of the migrants in regard to EUNAVFOR Med is 

described quite differently in the material, showing strong signs of an interdiscursive 

mix (Fairclough, 1993:84-85). The main purpose for the EU - disrupt the business 

model of human trafficking and to save migrants lives (Press Release of Council 

Decision, 778/2015, released 2015-05-18) - is often repeated in the press releases and in 

the statements by the HR.  

             However, there are other wordings in the texts that entail another view of the 

migrants. For example, the HR constructs a picture of migrants, stating that they are 

putting pressure on the EU borders (Press release, published 2015-06-22). This is not 

only a phenomenon in one of the analyzed texts since it occurs often and regular, 

although sometimes the wording can change to; migration pressure, migration 

challenges & the management of migration flow. The vocabulary and the grammar of 

the texts connect negative wording in relation with migration. For example, the wording 

is demonstrated in the following quotes: “Finding solutions to migratory 

pressures”(Press release, 678/15, published, 2015-09-28), “comprehensive approach 

towards migration challenges” (Press release, 301/15, published, 2015-05-18) and “ 

the first time the European Union takes the issue of migration so seriously” (Press 

release, 2015-06-22). First and foremost, the wording implies that there is a number of 

migrants that are putting pressure on the EU:s border, trying to enter. By doing so, the 

migrants become a challenge, a flow of challenges (Press release, 678/15, published 

2015-09-28). In other words, when the EU publishes press releases about the operation 

and its purpose of saving migrants lives, they also create a negative picture of the 

migrants, demonstrating what pressure that the EU is under due to the migratory flows. 

This is also the case when looking at the cohesion of the text in the parts that concerns 

migration (Fairclough, 1993:75). For example, the EU claims that “It is not only a 

European challenge; it is also - mainly, in fact - a regional and global challenge” 

(Press Release, Mogherini, published 2015-09-25). The statement includes the wording  

“world” and indicates that we have to see the migratory flow as a common challenge. 

However, with that said, it’s not clear in this particular statement if the HR means a 

challenge, which is negative for the EU (and the world), or if she means the challenges 

that the migrants has to endure, it is left implicit. Nonetheless the HR unites Europe 

with the regions and with the world, once again exposing a “we” and a “them”. On the 
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other hand, in one text, (even though it’s only in one of the press releases) the HR states 

clearly that the operation is not in any way, targeting the migrants. 

 

“The operation is being launched today. The target, let me be very clear, are not 

the migrants, the targets are those who are making money on their lives and too 

often on their deaths. It is part of our efforts to save lives”(Press release,  

2015-06-22) 
 

In this quote there is a clear separation between we and them and it’s most obvious that 

the target is the human smugglers and the traffickers, or other persons that make money 

on their journeys.  

          What is visible in the text is the notion of irregular/illegal migrants (Press 

Release, 301/15, published 2015-05-18). The wording of irregular/illegal migrants can 

both exclude and include the other types of migration, depending on which of the texts 

that are subjected for analysis. There is a systematic tendency in the text to present the 

problem of irregular migrants in association with migratory pressures in the 

Mediterranean. By combining these words and putting them next to each other it 

becomes quite clear that the discourses around migrants is built upon words like; 

challenges, control, pressure and flows.  

           Another statement by the HR, explains what the EU approach is: 

 

“…strengthening EU’s presence at sea, fighting traffickers in accordance 

with international law, preventing illegal migration flows and reinforcing 

internal solidarity and responsibility..”(Press Release,. FAC; Statement, 

2015-05-18)   

   

She states that the illegal migration flows must be prevented but she is not giving any 

clarification about the refugees whom, according to UNHCR, constitutes half of the 

migration flows (EUobserver, 2015) and by not using the word she is creating a 

discourse where all migrants, independent of their needs and reasons, together creates 

the flow(s) (Fairclough, 1993:179). 

              So there are two main discourses regarding the migrants’ role in the operation. 

First, there is the wording of illegal that gets a lot of room in the text, sometimes 

implying that the overall migratory pressure actually is illegal. This discourse, together 

with the wording: irregular, pressure, uncontrolled, symptom & flows, is creating a 
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discursive order which affect the interdiscursive mix that is a part of. Second, this order 

is only challenged by a, not very powerful, chain of: vulnerable and exploited (Press 

release, published 2015-06-22).  

            Regarding the intertextuality, there are a few reference presented in the material 

(in the end of the press releases). “Finding solutions to migratory pressures” (Press 

release 678/15, published 2015-09-28) and “EU’s comprehensive approach to migration 

challenges” (Press release, 301/15 published 2015-05-18).  The choice of making 

references to these texts, even to the content of the text will be left implicit in this paper, 

could enable an interpretation that the operation actually is an approach towards 

migratory challenges. 
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5.3 Construction & Representation of Human Smugglers  
 

As previously stated, the human traffickers and smugglers are getting quite low 

attention in the text concerning EUNAVFOR Med. The EU’s measurements towards 

the traffickers and smugglers are described with a medium high modality in the majority 

of the text, with only some exceptions that are showing tendencies to a higher form of 

modality. To demonstrate the difference there are two quotes following, exhibiting the 

different forms of modality:”… enable the EU naval operation against human 

smugglers and traffickers in the Mediterranean to conduct boarding, search, 

seizure...”(Press release, 2015-09-14). And: “Strengthening EU’s presence at sea, 

fighting traffickers in accordance with international law,” (Press release 2015-05-18).   

The later quote puts the verb ‘fighting’ in a definite form, making clear what actions 

will be taking. However the previous quote instead uses the word ‘enable’ before 

describing the measures taken, which lower the grade of modality. However, in 

difference with the migrants, the smugglers role are definite in the purpose of the 

operation, EU claims that the operation would not been put into force if it wasn’t for the 

smugglers.  

             There are no direct metaphors used when describing the role of the traffickers 

and smugglers. The closest wording is the use of ‘networks’ - symbolize the 

organization of smuggling. There is also the wording ‘business model ‘which also 

reflects the idea that the organization is both structure and implemented in a controlled 

way, like a business company. This could also be the reason why the smuggler doesn’t 

get as much attention in the text. The discourse of smuggler could be considered a 

hegemonic that entails that there is no wording, grammar, or other aspects that 

challenges the concept of smugglers. If comparing with the discourse behind the 

construction of migrants- a high interdiscursive mix, the smugglers instead have a clear 

discursive order without any visible signs of changes. Surely the discourse could 

change, for example if someone, with authority, claims that the smugglers are the only 

ones helping the migrants entering the EU. But that is not the case here.  

                   The intertextuality that becomes visible is the references to international 

law. The social practice and the text analysis is connected together in the sense that 

what is being describe in the text is going to play out (in practice) in line with 

international law.  

                   Combining all the press releases and statements together, one thing became 
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quite clear: the role of the EU in regard to EUNAVFOR Med was given the most space 

in articles, especially in relation to the migrants, who also received a high volume of 

attention. However, the human smugglers and traffickers, which the EU claims being 

the main reason for the launching of EUNAVFOR Med, were given quite astonishingly 

limited attention in texts. Mostly the press release only ‘copy pasted’ the purpose of the 

operation from the Council Decisions (when referring to the traffickers and smugglers), 

and instead focused on relating the operation to the migratory pressures.  

                    The presented result is concluded in Figure 5 (below). The wordings that 

are presented in the model should be considered an overview of the findings in the press 

releases. This apparatus is added for the clarification of what has been done in this 

chapter, enabling the reader to follow what has been said in the different steps. 
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Figure 5. 
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6 Analysis 
 
In this part, the research will analyze the findings from the result chapter through the 

lenses of securitization. After providing an overview of the findings there will be a 

section that presents the result in towards the preconditions and necessities for 

securitization. Thereafter there will be a short conclusion that provides an answer 

regarding the questions of the research paper. The last section, Further Research and 

Discussion will focus on alternative research regarding the EUNAVFOR Med and also 

discuss the implications that the result of paper may have. 

 
6.1 Securitization  
 

               To start with, there is almost no doubt that the EU can take the seat here- as 

the security actor- even though that was quite obvious from the start. The EU identified 

a threat and took the measurement / (extraordinary) actions possible to delimit the threat 

(Buzan et al, 1998:31) by launching EUNAVFOR Med. Also, since the EU, as an 

organization, upholds the role of a powerful institution, this paper argues that the EU 

fulfills the first demand or criteria –power position- of being considered a security actor 

(Ibid.). The second demand, of being an ‘accepted voice’ in society is also argued to be 

fulfilled. This is also supported in the material; especially since the EU is working 

actively in the press releases to ensure that they have the same positions as other 

organizations (Press release, 678/15, published, 2015-09-28). 

             Looking back into the result chapter there was a quote saying that the traffickers 

and smugglers, are responsible for the loss of lives at sea, in other words, the smugglers 

threatens the existence of the migrants, giving the security actor (EU) the mandate 

needed to act accordingly, even with extraordinary measurements (Buzan et al, 

1998:23).  

              The referent object, the one(s) that the EU seeks to protect, was also presented 

clearly in the previous section. The EU claims, multiple times, that the aim is to protect 

the migrants from losing their lives on the Mediterranean by disposing the criminal 

networks of human smugglers. So far everything is in line with what the EU states in 

their purpose of the operation.  

              However, what complicates the view on the operation is that the migrants are 

not only visible in the category of reference object(s). This is mostly due to the 

argument put forward by the EU, claiming that the migrants themselves has become an 
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uncontrolled problem, which the EU had to act upon by a comprehensive approach 

towards migration that the EUNAVFOR MED is a considered, a part of. Yet, the EU is 

not using the word ‘threat’ when referring to the migrants but they still point their 

finger, claiming, this is a problem that flows into Europe and they need to find a way of 

controlling those flows.  

                So, there is evidently two securitization chains of actors reviled – EU protects 

the migrants from the human traffickers and smugglers – and another that implies that – 

The EU protects – left implicit- from migratory flows by disposing the means of 

traffickers and smugglers. The first chain is more certain, in the way that the words, 

which Buzan looks for, are articulated directly in the texts, utterances of security. 

(Buzan et al, 1998:31) The discourse of the migrant’s role, the uncontrolled problem, 

therefore complicates the understanding of EUNAVFOR Med. If one were to only read 

the texts once, it would seem clear that the purpose was for the EU to securitize the 

human smugglers, saving the migrants lives or prevent them from dying on the high 

seas. But the space that is given in the texts that is only pointing out the role of the 

migrants, shaping the discourse of an uncontrolled problem and the references to the 

comprehensive approach towards migration surely emphasis, that the smugglers may 

not be the only one which will be negatively affected by the operation, yet alone, the 

only ones that will be securitized by it.  
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6.2 Fulfilling the Preconditions of Securitization 
 

Precondition 1). Claiming it is a threat:  

Firstly, the migrants are not expressed as a direct threat in the analyzed press releases 

and statements. There is however indicators, together shaping the discourse order of, - 

pressure- challenges- irregular- flows- uncontrolled, that could be interpreted as a 

threat. At least it indicates that there has to be measures taken against, what the EU 

calls, the ‘uncontrolled problem’.  

            The other threat being pronounced is the human smugglers. Regarding the 

representation and construction of smugglers there is a more evident picture framing the 

business model of smugglers as the main reason for launching the operation. The EU is 

clear in their description about the smugglers and they claim that the threat needs to be 

destroyed.  

 

Precondition 2). A threat to:  

Like Buzan, Waever and de Wilde  argues, there must be something that is considered 

being subjected for the threat (Buzan et al, 1998:24). What’s been stated from the 

analyzed material is that the human smugglers are direct responsible for the loss of lives 

in the Mediterranean. They are the reason that so many migrants have lost their lives. 

The referent object is therefore identified as the migrants, they need to be protected and 

secured by the security actor, the EU. Therefore, the human smugglers can be 

considered to fulfill the precondition of threatening the existence of the referent object.  

             However, even though the migrants could fulfill the first precondition of being 

claimed as a threat, there is no clear referent object that is subjected to the threat. 

Perceptibly, one could interpret that the EU could be considered to be the referent object 

in this case, or at least the European borders. The EU is arguing that the borders are 

under pressure from the migrants, however, there is no indicators implying that the 

migratory pressure is so high that it would threaten the very existence of either the 

European borders or the EU. Obviously, this is a question for interpretation and this 

paper will leave this precondition, claiming that it’s not fulfilled. 
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Precondition 3). The result if no one acts:  

So, what became visible in in this research is that the press releases regarding 

EUNAVFOR Med have put forward two alternative results of what could happen if 

nobody acts. The first answer is: If the EU doesn’t take measurements towards the 

smugglers, migrants will lose their lives on the Mediterranean. The second answer is: if 

the EU doesn’t launch the operation, they will lack control over the migrants, the 

‘uncontrolled problem’. Both answers are expressed with high modality, meaning that 

the EU as a security actor stresses the importance of managing both the human 

smugglers and the migrants, even though there are two different reasons why the EU 

wants to/should act. Therefore, this paper argues that both actors fulfill the precondition. 

 

Precondition 4). The result if someone acts: 

The EU stresses the importance to act and also lift up two alternative result that would 

happened if they wouldn’t launch the operation EUNAVFOR Med. Firstly the EU 

claims that: If the EU act, they will save the migrants live. Secondly the EU stresses 

that: If the EU acts, they will have control over the uncontrolled problem.  

              There were two main differences in the way that these answers was articulated 

and represented in the press releases and statements. The first answer did not get as 

much space in the text as the second answer. The press releases repeatedly came back to 

the discourses regarding the migrants roll in the operation, putting more efforts in 

describing this ‘uncontrolled problem’ then they did they did with the human 

smugglers. However, this could be explained by the fact that the discourses shaping the 

migrants role are going through changes, reconstructing the discourse order that the 

migrants relies upon. And since, as stated before, the discourse order behind the human 

smugglers is more stabile and not going through any large-scale, hegemonic challenges, 

more attention was put on the migrants. This does not however, remove the fact that 

what the EU refers to as the problem of migration - in relation to the military operation- 

gets more attention then the problem that the EU officially seeks to remove. This could 

be one of the main reasons why the operation has been criticized of being a way of 

keeping the migrants out. 
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Precondition 5). The only way out: 

This precondition is reliant on the speech-act, the way that the security actor speaks of 

the threat. As the CS claims, if a securitization is in progress the security actor must 

indicate that the measurements that are taken to delimit the threat, are ‘the only way 

out’. Concerning the threat of the smugglers, there are strong indicators that this 

precondition is fulfilled. The high modality the EU uses when describing what will 

happened if nothing is being done in combination with putting the responsibility of the 

migrants death on the smugglers, shows that operation EUNAVFOR Med was a 

necessary measure to use. The press releases state that: if the business model of human 

smugglers were destroyed, no migrants would have to lose their lives. Therefore, this 

research paper claims that the precondition is fulfilled.  

           However, regarding the migrants, the EU is not stating that EUNAVFOR Med 

would be the only way of controlling the pressures. They are instead making references 

to other parts that will enable a solution, even though EUNAVFOR Med is a part of that 

solution. The intertextuality shows that the solution of the migratory problems also lies 

in financial support to third countries, partnership with transit of origins and a solution 

to the Syria conflict. 

 

Precondition 6).  A broad public support: 

The paper has already stated that the security actor, the EU, has proclaimed a broad 

public support. The proclaim is transpired in two ways. First, the EU has been clear 

about the consequences of what would happen if no one reacted towards the human 

traffickers and smugglers – migrants would die. And secondly, the EU has also 

explained that the operation is a part of a comprehensive approach towards migration, 

saying that the EU needs to take control to handle the pressure. The intertextuality that 

the EU uses,  Yet, the launching of EUNAVFOR Med is described as the only solution 

to save the migrants life on the Mediterranean.  

           However, since the migrants has been considered, by other actors, to be the ones 

affected by the operation, the support from parts of the audience, the UNCHR and 

amnesty international, has been low. That is not to say that the EU lacks support for 

targeting the smugglers, but the discourses used to describe the operation has had, what 

could be considered, unwanted effects for the EU since the audience is questioning if 

the solution (EUNAVFOR Med) is the right way to approach the problem. 
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Fulfilling preconditions:  The migrants would, according to the securitization theory, 

be understood as a politicized area with some incitements of being on the merge 

towards a more securitized sphere. It is important to keep observing the migrants’ role 

in similar operations or other EU-approaches, to see if this securitization move, in the 

future, could lead towards a more successful securitization process. Or, maybe the 

migrants, in the future, will go towards a de-politicized question becoming a non-

political problem for EU.   

          The smugglers on the other hand has managed to fulfill all preconditions of being 

considered such an extensive threat towards migrants that the EU can claim 

extraordinary measures to dispose both the business model and the vessels of the 

smugglers. These extraordinary measures might result in closing the last door into 

Europe but according to Buzan, Waever and de Wilde, since the threat is so massive, all 

necessary means and measurements are allowed.  

 

 
 
 
 
6.3 Conclusion  
 
To answer the first question, to what extent, if any, can operation EUNAVFOR Med be 

considered an securitization act? The answer is, that the EU led operation EUNAVFOR 

Med, fulfills all preconditions  of being considered a securitization.  

            So, what can operation EUNAVFOR Med be considered to securitize? The first 

answer is that EUNAVFOR Med could be considered to securitize the human 

smugglers. The second answer is that the launching of EUNAVFOR Med could be 

considered a securitization move towards migration, framing a picture of the migrants 

as an ‘uncontrolled problem’   
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6.4 Further Research & Discussion 
 

So, what the result showed was in line with the official purpose of the operation and 

therefore, the operation should not be considered a securitization of migration. 

However, to some extent this operation has led to a securitization move towards the 

migrants, which could have devastating complications in the future. The exclusion that 

the utterance of security can lead to can have an huge impact on people lives, making 

them both socially excluded and exploited for society. Even though the result showed 

that there was ‘only’ a securitization move, there is clearly a change going on within the 

discourse order regarding migration. If the EU continues to add more negatively loaded 

discourses, into the interdiscursive mix, it would eventually affect many people to see 

the wording of migrants connecting to something negatively. Therefore this research 

paper argues that the further research should look deeper into the de-securitization 

sphere, providing an understanding on how the public (audience) can affect the 

discourses used by the power-holders, leading the question of migration towards a -

politicized question instead of a securitized question.   

            Also, even though this paper found it most applicable to use a linguistic 

approach, other possible ways of analyzing the operation could provide other answers. 

For example, when the last phase of the operation have started, it could also be of most 

relevance to do a quantitative study, seeing if the EU has managed to save the lives of 

the migrants or only moved the deaths away from the European borders.  
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