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The Biopolitical Warfare on Migrants: EU Naval Force and NATO Operations of

migration government in the M editerranean

Glenda Gardli and Martina Tazzioli

Abstract: This paper deals with the recent transformations of the military-humanitarian
technology for managing migration the Mediterranean Sea, focusing on two naval
operations, i.e., the European Union Operation Sophia deplayethe central
Mediterranean and the NATO operationthe Aegean Sea, both deployed between 2015
and 2016 and still underway. Building on archival research on both missions and on
interviews with officials of Operation Sophiae propose the notion dfbiopolitical
warfare” to discuss these military-humanitarian interventiamghe field of migration.
These operationsye argue, stage a mowe the offensivein the military-humanitarian
government of migratiohy enlisting warfare against the logistics of migrant journgys.

then situate this argument within the activist and Ithealiscourse on migratiom the
Mediterranan context: we differentiate the framework dfwarfare” from the “war on
migrants” argument deployed since the 198@8partasactivist discoursewe discuss the
migration and warfare nexus relationto the deployment dfmigrants asa humarbomb”

which has been characterizing the international relations discaurbéediterranean
countries since the early 2000s, including the recent Turkish-Greece context thahéd
NATO intervention. Subsequently, the paper focuses on the targets and operations of the
EU and NATO interventions and mobilizes the concepthybrid war” to discuss how
military and humanitarian techniques and rationales work when depésyesgtruments

of migration containment.

Keywords: migration crisis; refugee crisis; military-humanitarianism; EUNAVFOR MED;

Operation Sophia; NATO; biopolitics; warfare; Mediterranean Sea.



Introduction: Warfare and Migration in the M editerranean

The warfare and migration nexus has become increasingly complicated past few
yearsin the Mediterranean region, and particulaglysea. The paradigmatic figure of
migrants fleeing war through the Mediterrandanseek refuge has fact become
intertwined with massive and recursive military operatiamsthe areas of border
enforcement and the safeguarding of atesea, positing military technologies urgent
terrains of analytic engagement for migration studies scholars.

In this evolution, the humanitarian regime under which refugees and migta®s are
governed has progressivetytered new terrains that overlap with and complicate the
principle of international protection. This paper loak$wvo recent military interventions

in the Mediterranean refugee crisisneby theEU Naval Forces (EUNAVFOR) and the
otherby NATO — and maps the militarization of migration managensrgea and the
reconfiguration of both migration management and military intervenéistieey blendn

a governmental response the struggles of migrants and refug@eshe Mediterranean
(Albahari, 2015; Andersson, 2016; Cuttitta, 2015a, 2015b; Pallister-Wilkins, 2016;
Jeandesboz and Pallister-Wilkins 2016; Ligtal 2016, Vaughan-Williams, 2015).

Let us briefly trace this evolution toward a military approtcmigration managemeim
the Mediterranean. Military deploymeritsthe field of migration have growin the past
few years, moving from occasional rescue interventions opéebgtedlitary seafarersn
the Nineties and Zerggo a series of military operations specifically enlistedyovern
migration flows since 2013n these last four years fact, the governance of migration
the Mediterranean region has witnessadleast three massive military operations,
including the Italian“Mare Nostrum” missionin the central-southern Mediterrame
(2013-4), theEU Naval Force“Operation Sophia” in the central Mediterranean (2015-
ongoing), and the NATO interventian the Aegean Sea, which just recently started
2016.

1 Itisimportantto underline thatrescué& is mandatedo any seafarer finding itseih the
presence of a boat distress by international and maritime regulations.



What has progressively changed over timee span are both the targets who are pursued
and the military actions that are enlistgdthese operations. The focus has shifted from a
military-humanitarian logic of rescue offensive interventions against migration flows.
The main target of these military missions has changed from shipwrecked migraats
rescuedby militaries, asin the case of Mare Nostrurtg the disruption of the business
model of migrant smugglers through military intelligence and fas@ the case of the
EU Operation Sophia, to, finally, the blockage of refugee fltmysa securitarian and
military block, supportetbhy the NATO fleet.

In this paperve focus on Operation Sophia and the NATO interventicihe Aegean Sea

to map the evolution of the military approacithe containment, management, and control

of migrationin the Mediterranean. Our hypothesghat, at this warfare and migration
nexus, both the governance of people on the move and the politics of military interventions
change. Taking the notions ‘@higration crisis” and“warfare” asour objects of analysis,

we study these two missions for their impact on migrants and refugees on the move across
the Mediterranean and for the waiys which they articulate the military aim of the

governance of migration.

In particular,we map the evolution of migration managemanthe Mediterraneaasit
deploys military units and a warfare appro&xthe logistics of migrant crossing, looking

at the waysn which these operations impact on migrant journgys suggest the notion

of biopolitics of containment of transnational populatiomgdicate our approado the
study of these military operations/Vhile “biopolitics” is a lens most often applicd
national populations (Foucault, 200¥§ adopt a transnational approach, lookatdgow
these military-humanitarian interventions are aime#dcontaining the autonomous
movements of populations of migrants arriving from different countries and the

international organization of smuggling.

A second clarification about our use‘diopolitics” is required. Our use of the term does

not focus on affirmative biopolitics, i.e., modes of government that foster the life and the



wealth of populations (Hardt and Negri, 2001). Insteazlreferto political technologies
thatactboth upon singular individuals and transnational populations on the move and that
are aimedht containing their movementé/e use“biopolitics” to underline two processes:
first, the hold that states exert ouwaigrants’ lives—both individually andas part of
temporary groups; and, second, the specific politics of lifegladistaken the government

of refugeesat sea.As the paper will showin fact, migrants are not only subjecteda
politics of control but alsdo a specific politics of life targeting a continuum of tricky
subjectivities of which refugees are part. Migraattsea,n fact, are positedseither the
subjects of humanitarianism per excellence (i.e., lieebe rescued) oas part of an
insecurity continuum of tricky subjectivities, including smugglers, potential terrorists and
“illegal” migrants. Thus, migrantst sea are profileds risky subjects” and‘“subjects at

risk” at the samdime (Aradau, 2004)In this context, our contribution introduces the
notion of containmenasa constitutive a constitutive element of the biopolitical mode of

governing refugeest sea.

Through the notion of containmemte intend to underline the workings of military-
humanitarianism. Far from fully blocking movements, military-humanitarianisract,
works through a biopolitics which structures controlled channels of forced mobility across
the Mediterranean. Such biopolitics allows for a flexible deployment of security concerns
in relationto migrants. Containment should not be confused with detention, nor with
blockages. Ratheit consistsin measures that trouble, divert and decelerate migrants'
autonomous movementat the same time, containment could be considered part of a
biopolitical mode of governing migration sinde acts overmigrants’ bodies and
movements not through obstruction or prevention,dyuthanneling, decelerating, and
diverting their movements. Foas Foucault has argued, biopoliticssabout circulation,
about“making a division between good and bad circulation, and maximizing the good

circulationby eliminating thebad” (Foucault 2007: 18).

Building on this approach, this paper presents militamytanitarianism’s biopolitics of
containmentas operating alongsidéhybrid war” (Hammond, 2015; Bachmann, 2015)

which nation-states deplay the Mediterraneato disrupt, decelerate and divéttoubling



subjectivities" on the move. Our analysis buitesMichel Foucaufs work on biopolitics

that illustrates the twofold level upon which biopolitical technologies act: individuals and
populations. Yetaswe put Foucault’s biopoliticsto work on military-humanitarianism,

we also draw from scholars who analyze postcolonial biopolitical rationales, and
particularly from LalehKhalili’s analysis of confinement and counter-insurgency (2013;
but see also Gregory, 2010). This wagkiseful for situating biopolitical modes of power
within a geopolitical context, since the referetathe national frame-whichis implicitly
assumedh Foucault's work on biopolitiesis deeply inadequate account for techniques

of control and government aimedt managing postcolonial subjects through the
enforcement of asymmetries and inequalities across national bdrdeesticular, what

we retain fromKhalili’s analysisis the thesis that humanitarian discourses and practices,
legal regimen and military strategies of control have historically coexrstdxral forms

of warfarein colonial and postcolonial spaces and that these military practices have been

aimedat containing populations.

This analytical framework allows ue unpack the specific biopolitical modes that are
play in the military-humanitarian government of migration (Butler, 2015; Dillon, 2007;
Fassin, 2014) anidd move beyond the opposition between biopolitics and necropolitics.
fact, migrantsn distressat sea are presentegthe subjects of humanitarianism who need
to be rescued from the sea and from smugglers, and at thetigzgrtbeir autonomous
movements are subjecteéd containment, disruption and channeling more than being

simply leftto-die or being subjected a politics of killing.

Studying military operations that are currently underway presents sewthaldological
challengeso do with access. Operations tetalbe deployedh inaccessible areasin this
case, the high seasand hence prevent the possibility of direct observations. Moreover,
the military actors involvedh these actions, while opea talking with researchers and
even following-upby email after interviews, tenib stick to defined discursive domains
(e.g., the logistical deploy and the phases of operatigvisronfronted these challenges
by adopting a research design built on three sources of data collectiornw&gstyducted

archival research on Operation Sophia and the NATO interveriosiudying press



releases, leaked military documents published on public media websites, think-tank and
military experts’ analyses about the two operations). Secovel,conductedin-depth
interviews with the militaries involvenh different stagesf the two operations between
2015 and 2016. Thirdye interviewed other actors who had been involved with migrant
journeysin different capacities (durings well as prior to the military operationsjo
understand the impact of the military engagenietihe Mediterranearin particular,we
focused on the Italian and Greek Coast Guandl activists workingn landing ports
Military actors have been involved search and rescue operatiomshe Mediterranean

Sea for the past twenty years, and our research ainoviiasl the differences within the
continuities of these two operations and the militarization of migration management.
Finally, we engaged with scholarly debates about military humanitarianism with the aim
of situating these operations within the current literatiskgell ascontributeto the critical

understanding of the deployment of warfar¢he areaf migration management.

The remaindr of the papers dividedin four sectionsin the next sectiomwe present the
military operationsat the centerof our study, situating therm relationto migration
management, humanitarianism, and warfare, also touching on their evatuteoms of
the military-humanitarian operation Mare Nostrue then moveo situate the migration
and warfare nexus that characterizes these two operations within public debates and within
International Relations (IR) scholarshipne third and fourth sections sitashis argument
within the activist and th#R discourse on migratioim the Mediterranean contexh the
third sectionwe differentiate the framework dfwarfare” from the “war on migrants”
argument deployed since the 19@8partasactivist discourse. Building on this conceptual
and historical genealogy, the fifth sectifmeuses on the target of the EUNAVFOR MED
and NATO operations. Finallye conclude wittanoverview of the military-humanitarian
approachto the governance of migration, reflecting on the notion “offensive

containment.”

2 Weinterviewed the Italian Coast GuardJuly 2015attheir headquarterim Rome and the Greek Coast
Guardon the islandof Lesvosin April 2016.

3 Weinterviewed activists workingt Pozzallo, Augusta, and Catania (Sicilythe winterof 2016and
in Lesvos and Athens (Greea)different momentén the summeof 2016.



The main argument thate put forwardin this paperis that refugees are governed
accordingo whatwe call “biopolitical warfare” in the Mediterranean Sey biopolitical
warfare we mean a form of hybrid warfare exercised upon a whole series of unruly
subjectivities, ranging from migrants smugglers, fake refugees and potential terrorists.
We referto biopolitics since such warfare does not corresgoralpolitics of killing; nor

it worksby letting migrants diat sea. Rathert works through heterogeneous techniques,
interventions and measures tlaat on migrantsas singular individuals andat the same

time, as part of transnational populations on the move. Relatedly, mobilizing the term
biopolitics enables ut pointto the productive aspects of this hybrid warfanethat it
establishes partitions among migrants, channels unruly mobilities, and opens up new

spaces of governmentality.

Offensive Migration Containment: Military-humanitarianism as per Operation

Sophia and the NATO Intervention in the Aegean

The deployment of military operatiote govern migrationsn the Mediterranean has
progressively turnetb the offensivan the past three yearas military and humanitarian
technologies have become increasingly intertwinmedhe government of migration,
staging the militariessone of the lead actors carrying out humanitarian tasks (Garelli and
Tazzioli, 2015; Loycetal, 2016; Williams, 2014). ThHeU Operation Sophia, for instance,
aimsat disrupting the business of and destroying the as$étsrying migrants across the
central Mediterranean. Likewise, the NATO interveniiothe Mediterraneais deployed

to dissuade and eventually block migratory flows toward Greece from TiBkélyese are

two military-humanitarian operations deploytedattack migration flows, their logistics of

travel, and their circulatiom particular sections of the Mediterranean.

How do these two operations reldi® their predecessor, the Italian Mare Nostrum
Operation, the first massive military deploymemgovern migrationn the Mediterranean
Sea? The Mare Nostrum operation was laundhethe Italian governmennh October
2013,in the aftermath of two major shipwrecks where more than 600 people died and when



Italian authorities were accused of a fatal déhetyeir rescue operationsdt was explicitly
framedasa “military and humanitarianperation,” a label that was abundantly deployed

in governmental documents and political discourse about the operation and the migration
crisisin general. While the intended governmental goal was twefald., to both save

lives at sea ando prevent irregular migratioto Italy — the operation resulted mainly a
search-and-rescue missiolm this capacity, Mare Nostrum was the Italian military
responséo the international obligatioto safeguard the safety of litg sea. Amid lack of
support forits continuation undeEU control and funding, the mission closed after one

year.

As we pointto a turnto the offensivan these military operations, our gasinotto make

a historiographical argument, positing a humanitarfaafore” (the Mare Nostrum
operation) versus a warfare-lethfterward” (Operation Sophia and the NATO
intervention). Rather, our ains to map different configurations of the military-
humanitarian technology of migration manageménwther words, the use of military
technologiesn the government of migratiaa not about a transition from humanitarianism
to war, everaswarfare tactics of migration managemahsea have grown significantly
(Chandler, 2001)t is importantto underline thatve speak about warfare, not war. What
is at stakein the Mediterraneann fact, is not a deliberate politics of killing but, rather, a

politics of containment and a watlow intensity,asour analysis will show.

Security and humanitarian technologies have historically coal@s¢ed EU governance

of migration. In fact, a clear-cut distinction speaks mdre different institutional
jurisdictions—military and humanitarian domairgather than actual functions
performed. For instance, humanitarian organizations like UNHCR support the removal and
repatriation of irregular migrants. The saisetrue for the military and humanitarian
regimen nexug migration management (Fassin and Pandolfi, 2010): the deployment of
military tools and the protection of lives are pafrthe military-humanitarian approaoi

migration management. This holds true both when the militaries perform search and rescue

4 OnMare Nostrumsee:Carrera and den Hertog, 2015; Heller, Garelli, Pezzani, and Tazzioli,
forthcoming; Tazzioli, 2015; Cuttitta, 2014.



missiongto save shipwrecking migrants and when military units perform a naval blockade
against the cross-Mediterranean travels of migrants and refugees. Mare Nostrum rescue
interventions and th&U and NATO operations map the changing configurations of
military-humanitarianism-not necessarily a frorte-transition (from humanitarianisto
militarism) but the flexibility associated with a governmental technology. Such flexibility
consistgn the capacityo reconfigure and modify control accorditmghow the trajectories

and crossing practices of migrants change.

Having clarified our approactwe now turnto discuss the two military-humanitarian
operations that are the focus of this paper. The first was EUNAVOFOR MED, or Operation
Sophia that was launch&d June 201%y the EU. Already more than 100,000 people had
crossed the Mediterranean seeking refngeurope that year, with over 1,830 reported

have perishedt seaasthey took the unseaworthy, extremely expensive, and only passage
out of war and violence availabte them. Issuedn the aftermath of yet another tragic
shipwreckin which about 900 migrants were ladtsea, Operation Sophia was the first
large-scale military operation of migration managemanthe Mediterraneanit was
presentedby EU authoritiesasaninterventionto “save” migrants from perilous waters and
from pitiless traffickers and smugglers, aasd a “response”—indeed, a humanitarian
response of rescueto the migration crisisn the Mediterranean.But more than the
“search-andrescue” mission of Mare Nostrum, the declared goal of Operation Sophia was
to “disrupt the business model of smuggling aafficking” people from Libydo the EU.

As we explain elsewhere (Garelli and Tazzioli, forthcoming), this goal &drdsstroy the
logistics ofmigrants’ crossings, disrupting the ferrying of peofdeEuropean shores, and
potentially closing the central Mediterranean migration route. This offensive move against
migrant travels was justifiech humanitarian terms, i.ein the nameof “protecting”

migrants from the abusive practices of smugglers.

Headquartereth Rome and deployenh the central Mediterranean route, the Operation
consisted of three phases, starting with the surveillance and assessment of human
smuggling networké the central Mediterranean (this phase has conclatie time of

writing), then turningo the search and diversioh suspicious vessel finally engaging



in the disposal afmugglers’ vessels and asséfseferably beforeuse” —asEU authorities
putit in official documents- andin the apprehension of smuggleBy the end of January
2016, duringts first semester of operation, Operation Sophia haddede arrest of 46
suspected smugglers, the disposal of 67 boats, and the rescue of 3,078 naigthats,
Operation Commander, Rear Admiral Enrico Credendino of the Italian Navy, exglained
his restricted repottio the EU, which was brougho the public attentiorby Wikileaks
(Credendino 2016, page 3).

In February 2016, the NATO security alliance respongecquests of assistance from
Turkey, Germany, and Greece and sthtg first interventionin the EU “refugee crisis”.
The goal of the intervention was extend theEU operational areto Turkish territorial
waters asnotedoy the executive director of ti&U Border Agency Fabrice LeggérBince
Turkeyis part of the NATO Security Alliance, the NATO interventioan extend into

Turkish territorial waters, whereas tB& couldn’t.

The NATO interventionn Turkish waterss to be readn conjunction with other initiatives
that theEU has been undertakingblock the Aegean route of migrationthe first months

of 2016, suclasthe attempto createan“enforcement archipelago” (Mountz 2011; Garelli
and Tazzioli, 2016)n the Greek islands near Turkey through Btghotspot approach”®

and theEU-Turkey Agreement signdd March 2016 mandating that all migrants arriving
in Greece who are not allowgalclaim asylum will be returnet Turkeyin exchange for
aid and political concessiorte Turkey. The NATO fleet, Maritime Group & under
German command and enlists Turkish, Canadian, French, Dutch, British, German, and
Greek vessels and various airplane@snonitor the Aegean Sea. The challenge for the
NATO fleetis the detection and forced retush smaller-sized vessels, which tetodbe
hardto seeln the initialstages NATO ships worked around the islahtiesvos where the
majority of refugees usdd arrive but the operation was scheduiednove south toward

Chios, Samos, and Kos, all Greek islands ctogbe Turkish coast that are also landing

5 Sourcd: http://www.lemonde.fr/europe/article/2016/03/11/fabrice-leggeritelinede-frontex-
la-turquie-ne-doit-plus-etre-l-autoroute-pour-l-europe 4881160 3214.html

Source: http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/wieatio/policies/european-agenda- |
migration/background-information/docs/2 hotspots _en.pdf



http://www.lemonde.fr/europe/article/2016/03/11/fabrice-leggeri-directeur-de-frontex-la-turquie-ne-doit-plus-etre-l-autoroute-pour-l-europe_4881160_3214.html
http://www.lemonde.fr/europe/article/2016/03/11/fabrice-leggeri-directeur-de-frontex-la-turquie-ne-doit-plus-etre-l-autoroute-pour-l-europe_4881160_3214.html
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/european-agenda-migration/background-information/docs/2_hotspots_en.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/home-affairs/what-we-do/policies/european-agenda-migration/background-information/docs/2_hotspots_en.pdf

sites for refugees.

Unlike theEU’s Operation Sophia,the NATO operatigeturns migrantso Turkey even

if they are picked um Greek watersasNATO officials have explainenh interviews? In
both cases, humanitarianisim the justification for the extralegal action (Fassin and
Pandolfi, 2010, p 13) that intendedo block migrant and refugee flows.

“War on Migrants:” Situating a Catch-all Signifier and a Practice of Gover nance at

Large

Within activist discourse and critical migration studies scholarship, the notiammair on
migrants” has been abundantly deployedthe past twenty years (see, particular,
Migreurop 2006; but ats Carr, 2012; Fekete, 2003; Rosiere 2012, Mazzeo 2015), peaking
in the aftermath of the 2005 killingd the Ceuta and Melilla gates of the EU. The notion
has become the critical slogan under whiel migration politics has been summarized
but also challengebly activists and critical scholars. Different policies have ctoo®unt
aspart of theEU “war onmigrants,” from regulations against migrant aréugees’ access

to the EU spacé,to border enforcement initiatives the outer frontier of th&U--within

its space, and on off-shore locatieis state violence and abuses experiermechigrants

and refugees processing and detention centers.

The invocation of warfare has certainly plaggdmportant political task, especiaily the
Nineties, when the securitization of migration discoursehe EU context startedo
emerge, transforming the conversation about labor migratioreéigtes’ mobility into a
national security problem and essentializing migrant @fitgees’ flows as threats for
receiving countries (Bigo and Guild, 2005; Huysmans, 20@&his context, the notioof

“war on migrants” had a precise analytic purchase, pointmghe institutional violence

7 Sources: http://www.reuters.com/article/us-europe-migrants-nato-idUSKCNOVYOM7

8 E.g., from the policy of the Schengen vigathe policies of border externalizatido,the EU
border patrol missions.

% E.g., from eviction from migrant transient spateabusesn governmental run facilities for processing
and detaining migrants.



http://www.reuters.com/article/us-europe-migrants-nato-idUSKCN0VY0M7

embedded théeU migration policies through a powerful signifier and providing a

convincing critiqueo border and labor policies.

However, this notion has progressively lost specificity, standing for any governmental
approachto migration management, from visas regulating accessaval blockades
against migrant flowsto the use of drones for border patrm,human rights abuses
refugee camps, jusb name a few examples. Yet the ongoing transformatiortbe
deployment of military approaches and warfare practicése Mediterranean of migrants

has been problematically under-researched. Analytical constructs for thinking through this
fast-changing approadb migration management are missiagjs empirical research on

its military technologies and migration control practices.

But these operations enlisted the field of migrants’ and refugees’ travelsin the
Mediterranean require a critical engagement with the content, strategies, and outcomes of
military practicesAs a matter of fact, the military comes into piaythe Mediterranean
landscape of migration, not ordgthe agent of externalization and border enforcement or
asthe arm of search and rescue missions, butaksinstrument for containing migration

flows and hampering the attempts of migraotendin Europe.

Didier Bigo has importantly underlined how the notion“efar on migrants” may be
misleadiry, subsuming the complexity of border control under violent practices and
simplistic geopolitical narratives (Bigo 2014, 2015). Mapping the evolutions of migration
managemernit the Mediterraneaasit is carried out through military operationge build

on Bigo’s assertion, whilat the samdime attemptingto move the conversation forward

in relationto unpacking the&‘warfare and migration” nexus. Our contribution centers
particularly on the practice of migration containment, whsctiescribedoy Bigo as not
pertainingto warfare, especiallyn a context whereas his fieldwork suggests, the
“disposition” of border guardss not rootedin the intentionalityto kill but in that of
“tutelage.” Thus, Bigo concludes thate cannot spea&f a war on migrantdVe agree and
offer the notionof warfareto describe military-humanitarian interventions of rescue and

control targeting migranis the Mediterranean. Our approasimot that ofaninstitutional



ethnography of the military actors engagedhese operation8y studying Operation
Sophia and the NATO interventidn the Aegean Sea, our gaalto understand how
migration managemerg carried ougsit engages militaries and warfare technologies and
how, in turn, this military approacto the government of migration impactsgrants’ and

refugees’ struggles.

Whatis at stake for uss neither war nor border control pggbut“migration management
through a militarytechnology” (Garelli and Tazzioli, 2016). Methodologically, this means
that our interesis directed toward what this military approach produces and ihogy
configures the government of migratidro putit more directly, our works an attemptto
specify what migration warfarne whenit becomes a persistent biopolitical technology for
governing transnational populations on the move. Methodologically this neamnsve
beyond the levebf discursive analysim orderto engage with how military technologies
are deployed on the terrain of Mediterranean mobility (Mezzadra and Neilson, 2013;
Walters, 2011). While certainly our work draws from interviews with governmental actors,
from public or leaked institutional and policy documents, our geab confront these
governmental visions with their deployed logistics and tacticscamadderstand how these

impact the journeys of migrants and refugees.

“Migrants as a Human Bomb:” Political Coercion, Migration, and |nternational

Relations

The warfare and migration nexus extends well beyond thedfatdigration governance
illustrated above, playing a crucial rabethe domain of IR. The phenomenon of migration,
in fact, has been useak a levy for coercive diplomacy aras a blackmailing threat
launchedby potential sending state® potentially receiving onedn these contexts
migrants are useaisthe“human bombs’ or “human bullets” through which states threaten
to unsettle or actually do unsettle the border security of other states. The mitatoay
bomb” tacticis usedin orderto obtain targetedtates’ alignment with the threatening

state’s political agenda.



Building on JudithButler’s reflections on the political function of ‘“duman shield,” it
could be argued that migrant bodies are equally politicized with a somehow specular but
opposite function, namelgs“human bombs.” Reflecting on the us# childrenas“human
shields” in the Palestinian occupied territories Butler writes:
human shields are people who are positioned strategiogisevent attack,
or stave off a bombardmeintthe same way that shields may be saiolock
a blow (Butler, 2015, p.1).

If, accordingto Butler, bodiesanbe transformed into war instrumemdsprevent attack,
aswith “human shields,”?° likewise human bodiesan also be useds “human bombs”
launched (or threatene be launched) on some of internatiomeltions’ contested
terrains.As Kelly M. Greenhill’s study shows (2010);weapons of massmigration” are

indeed very powerful political tools.

The notion of‘migration drivencoercion” has historically playednimportant rolan the
Mediterranean context, and particularly with respgedtibya-EU relations.In 2004, for
instance, Muammaal-Gaddafi used the threat of tffBuman bomb” to stop sanctions
against his country (including the embargo) which had beeiorce since 1980As
Greenhill reconstructs:
sanctions were lifteih exchange for a Libyan promige help staunch a
growing flow of North African migrants and refugees across the
Mediterranean onto the European soil. The prime instrument of influence?
Not bullets, nor bombs but human beings (Greenhill, 2011, p.1, emphasis
added).

In 2011, when Italy had not yet joined the NATO interventiohibya, Gaddafi again used
the threat of‘weapons of massmigration” (Greenhill 2010) when he threatened Italian

Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconit a long standing business partner, ally, and friend for

101t is importantto underline that the use of human shietds war crime.



Gaddafit — to throw a“human bomb” against Italyby invadingit with migrants and
suspending his rolasthe EU preventativefrontier’s agent, a role rootedh Italy-Libya

agreements. Manyf the migrants who arriveid Lampedusat that time,jn fact, reported
that they had been forced migrateto Italy, kidnappeddy Libyan militias and forcedo

embark on overcrowded vessels dirediedtaly as part of Gaddafi’s retaliation (Garelli
and Tazzioli, 2013¥%

Four years later, after the end Gaddafi’s regime, the threat of using migratias a
“human bomb” comes again from Libya, this time from a revolutionized and unstable
country with o governmentslt is precisely the non-recognitiooy the international
communityof the government of Tripoli, oppossaithe government of Tobruk, which led
the formerto threaten Europe, and Itally particular,to provoke &‘migration tsunami’*?

in the Mediterraneahy loosening border controla Libya that were designegd prevent
out-migration, i.e., allowing and even forcing migrattdeave from the Libyan coasts

directedto Europe.

Starting from 2015, the Islamic State has also started osgr@ntsasa threat, declaring

it would smuggle half a million of migrants into Eurdp&urthermore and more recently,
in January 2016, Turkish President Recep Ta®ripgan threatened he would use the
“weapon of masamigration” (Greenhill 2010)n thecontext of theEU delayin providing

3 billion Euros that were committed helping Turkey for containing migrant flows within
its territory (and away from the EU) and providing fefugees’ needs?® The fact that
migrants are usebly statesas potential weapons corroborates our argument accotding
which migrants play the twofold role state narratives: of risky subjects and of subjects

atrisk.

11 See, for instance, the ltaly-Libya Friendship Agreement sign2d08.
2 http://www.faustobiloslavo.eu/scrivono/182.pdf

13 http://www.ilgiornale.it/news/politica/e-ora-tripoli-minaccia-litalia-tsunamigranti- |

1190603.htl

4 Source: [http://pamelageller.com/2015/09/the-islamic-state-had-warned-europe-théy-semal}
tml/

500000-migrants&sweapon.h
15 Source: | http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/turkeyIZT2N3T urkey-threatents-
open-the-gates-and-send-refugee&urope.htn:http://english.alarabiya.net/en/News/middle-

east/2016/02/11/Erdogan-threatéasend-refugees-outside-Turkey.hfml
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Biopolitical Warfare on Transnational Populations

The term “migration crisis,” often usedin scholarly and public debates, refes
phenomena that extend beyond migration itself, including a wide variety of subjects,
geopolitical issues and social dynamics. The insecurity continuum between terrorism,
(“illegal”) migration, crime and trafficking represents the script through which anti-
immigration policies have been legitimized &ifteast two decades (Bigo, 200R).recent

years, this continuurs at the center of governmental efforts toward the restructuring of
the politics of mobilityin the Mediterranan region and intersects witlts growing
militarization. Efforts toward strengthening security and containment measures (against
potential terrorists, migrants, or migrant smugglers) are increasingly crafted along the lines
of a hybrid warfare that hasnergedto respondo mixed but intertwined sources$ threat
(Hammond, 2015).

We argue that the EUNAVFOR Med operation clts¢he Libyan waters and the NATO
operationin the Aegean should be situated within a broader biopolitics of containment of
transnational populations that stems from applying a model of hybrid waofdahe
government of migration. The specificities of this biopolitical mode of governing
transnational populations consistsstrategies of confinement and capture exercised on
migrant lives that ainat deterring migrant crossings, intercepting migrant boats, rescuing

vesselsn distress and singling out migrants from smugglers.

In the field of migration, such a hybrid warf&reonsistsn the deployment of manifold
tactics for containing mobility and posits the figure of the migesart of a dodgy
continuum of risky subjects, including smugglers, traffickers, migrants themselves and
potential terrorists. Thus, hybrid warfare surreptitiously entails a certain biopolitics of

16 Interview with EUNAVFORMED officer at EUNAVOFR Headquarteris Centocelle (Rome),
DecembeR015.



populations on the moves it posits migrantsas the unruly conducts$o containby

preventing their crossing of the Mediterranean Sea into Europe.

In order noto abstract the expressiofisybrid threats” and*“hybrid war” from the political
and military contexin which they were forgedt, is worth reconstructing a brief genealogy.
During the Second Wan Lebanon, when Hezbollah startealgain recognition foits
military successn 2006, the notion dfhybrid threats” wasusedto indicate“multimodal,
low-intensity, kinetiaswell asnon-kinetic threat® international peace arécurity” and
included“cyber war, asymmetric conflict scenarios, global terrorism, piracy, retrenchment
from globalization and the proliferation of weapons of mé&ssruction.” (Bachmann,
2015, p.178). From the outséhybrid threats” designated asymmetrical relationships
between non-state and state actorg/hich attackgo state orders are conducted outside
the framework of international lavn parallel, the notion ofhybrid war” has been used
for describing state responesuch multi-modal threats and particulayunderline the
necessary flexibility and heterogeneity of war tactics needed vis-a-vis hon-conventiona
threats.In 2014 the notion ofhybrid war” was mobilized agaito describe the conflict
between Russia and Ukraimethe aftermath oRussia’s annexation of Crimeim 2014. A
year later, the European Parliament released a paper efflitleitrstanding hybrid
threats” mobilizing political attentiorio

... the interconnected nature of challenges (i.e. ethnic conflict, terrorism,

migration, and weak institutions), multiplicity of actors involved (i.e. regular

and irregular forces, criminal groups) and diversity of conventional and

unconventional means used (i.e. military, diplomatic, technological)

While migration featureasonly one of multiple possible threatsthe EU document, the
heated debate about the current refugee crisis has contribdiedstaging of thenigrant
asthe catalyzer for all the othétroubling subjectivities” on the move, from the terrorist,
to the smugglerto the foreign fighterln the current political climate, the migrant has
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become the central figune the dodgy continuum of hybrid threalts EU declarations and
documentsijn fact, the migrants featuredat the samdime asthe victimto be rescued
(from the waters or from smugglers and traffickers) asithe subject who could actually

be a concealed terrorist to have a rolén the business of human smugglifrgthis sense,

the migrants positedasa bodily threat, independently from his or her actual engagement

in actions against state security and order.

The fight against smugglers had already gained center staggitary-humanitarian
interventions during the Italian operatitidare Nostrum,” when the mission of rescuing
migrants closéo Libyan waters had come under criticism for the security thies¢emed

to pose, functioningsa sort of pull factor for migrants, whasthey became aware of the
presence of the military vessels, strategically used Mare Nosgtrormder to be ferrietb
Europe. Military-humanitarianism startegd shift from being a“politics of rescue”
(Tazzioli, 2015) whereby the effort of saving migrants from shipwrecks was militaazed
an intelligence practice increasingly markég “singling out proedures,” in which

criminals and refugees haalbe differentiated.

Such singling out logie-emphasizing the nedd distinguish refugees from criminals

of the military-humanitarian approath migration management cartea halt after the
2015Pais attacks, when a Syrian refugee passport was found near the body of one of the
perpetrators of the Stade de France attack. Starting from that moment refugees
particularly Syrian refugees became targets of preventive measures of nationalist
protection. The Hungarian Prime Minister Viktor Orban, crudely summarized thi®ghift
saying that‘all the terrorists are basically migrants, the questavhen they migratetb

the Europearnion.”*® Such a statement eloquently illustrates the continuum of unruly
subjectivities thats crafted through the military-humanitarian government of refugees

the Mediterranean.

19 http://www.politico.eu/article/viktor-orban-interview-terrorists-migraatsrussia-putin-borders- |

[___schengen/



http://www.politico.eu/article/viktor-orban-interview-terrorists-migrants-eu-russia-putin-borders-schengen/
http://www.politico.eu/article/viktor-orban-interview-terrorists-migrants-eu-russia-putin-borders-schengen/

In this context the EUNAVFOR MED Operation Sophia was presented not @séy)
humanitarian war against smugglers, but (aés@) strategy of deterrence against migrant
departures from Libya and, simultaneoushg, an attack on the logistics of migrant
crossing (Garelli and Tazzioli, 2016h the context of the humanitarian warfare against
smugglers mobilizethy the EU through Operation Sophia, the hybrid threat involves the
whole economy of migrant crossing atslogistics, and refer® risky subjects subsumed
under that economy, and thenixed” threats that economig said to produce. The
measures mobilizetb face such hybrid human threats are based on a multi-strategy
approach that includes the physical containment and blockade of migrant vessels, rescue
operations followedby police investigation on board and upon disembarkation,
intelligence activity, and deterrence. Evasrescue operations még performedaspart

of this warfare on smugglers, those rescued are immediately transforméd fint@mants”

for gathering intelligence informatiorBy “deterrence effect” we referto the decreasi

the number of migrant boatsthe central Mediterranean whi@sOperation Commander,
Rear Admiral Enrico Credendino, explaims the wikileaked report ori‘Sophia,”

characterised the first six months of the operétion

With respectto smugglers, Credendino underlines their prompt readbo®peration
Sophia through the reorganization of various facets of their busimeggrticular,as
Credendino details foEU institutions andas EUNAVFOR officials explainedo us
(December 2015 interviews), smugglers adaptedhe presence of thmilitaries by
changing their logistics and arehoperation. Since the beginning of Operation Sophia,
fact, smugglers used a significantly higher number of inflatable hogbsotect their
business from the loss revenues deriving from the destruction of wooden bogthe

militaries®. Moreover,in orderto avoid being arrested, smugglers started abandoning

19 According to Credendino, he operation has been successiiul “providing a deterrence effedn
international waters, preventing smugglers from operatimgternational waters (Credendino, 2016).

20 Thisis what emerges from the interviews conducted with EUNAVFOR officerat EUNAVFOR
Headquarteratthe airporiof Centocelléan Rome (Januarg016and July2016)who stressed smugglérs
changen strategy du¢o the presencef EUNAVFOR vessel$n front of Libyan coasts. The argument
has been highlighted aléy Rear Admiral Engo Credendin@sstatedn the leaked reporn Operation
Sophia states'Wooden boats are more valuable than rubber dinghies because they camaayeople



migrants within Libyan waters, before the vessels had reached international kudigins.

of the useof increasingly unseaworthy vessels and the pracfidengy abandonment, the
EU naval operation actually produced increased insecuritization of migrant journeys,
of the logistics and routes involvadferrying migrants across the Central Mediterranean.
Under EUNAVFOR MED, military seafarers have operated maia$yvessels of
dissuasion, sort of border-naviassea, dissuading smugglers from pursuing particular

routes.

Since 2015in correspondence with the start of EUNAVFOR MED Operation Sophia, the
number of migrants arrivingn Europe from Libya decreasé&y 9% in comparison with

the previous three years and only 16% of people fleeing across the Mediterranean now use
the central Mediterranean route, which remains the deadliest one (Credendino, 2016).
While EUNAVFOR MED may have had a deterrent effect on migrant depariubress

not decreased the number of deathsea and certainly has not prevented abuses against

migrantsin Libya who are blocketh by Operation Sophia.

The thesis developday LalehKhalili in her seminal book Timi& the Shadows abotithe

rise of confinement and incarceratias central tacticof counterinsurgencyarfare”
(Khalili, 2013, p.5)is particularly useful for unpacking the present biopolitics of
containment deployed against fleeing populatiomghe Mediterraneanin invoking
Khalili’s contribution we are not suggesting a comparison between the current
humanitarian politics of containment targeting migrants and liberal strategies of counter-
insurgency focused on the governmedpopulations. Unlike the carceral spaces described
by Khalili - suchasisland prisons and enclaves - the ongoing humanitarian warftre
Mediterranean (legitimizedsa war on smugglers @an the name of saving migrants)
neither waged on national populations nor conducted through detentiomfined spaces.

Rather, the biopolitics of containment put into plagenilitary forcesin the Mediterranean

... However, following operation Sophia entering into Ph2&e(high seas) smugglers caio longer
recover smuggling vessets the high seas, effectively rendering them a less economic optidhefo
smuggling business and thereby hampeiin@2016, p 9).



is exercised over transnational populations - people fleeing wars from differerdfiiags

world - in zones of departure and transit towards Europe.

Khalili’s study of liberal warfare contributés situating military tacticsn conjunction

with their security and humanitarian components. Ehkepreventative frontier enacted
through naval blockadér international waters and the borders on the move constituted
by the military vessels of EUNAVFOR MED and NATO anefact notin oppositionto a
humanitarian rationale. The entanglement between humanitarian and militaryisaubics
simply their juxtapositionit produces strategies of containment deployed through the
mutual support of military and humanitarian techniques, and endistailitary operations
rooted in humanitarian practicesi.e., blocking migrants away from Europe through
military-humanitarian interventions enlistéol rescue them from smugglers or possible

shipwrecks.

For the firsttime since theEU started talking about a refugéerisis” in its public
statementsin fact, the reference the humanitarian approads marginalized and the
whole documenis centered on thEU needto protect itself from the refugéerisis:”

“in respons¢o the migration crisis facing the EU, the objective mugbhbapidly

stem the flows, protect our external borders, reduce illegal migration and safeguard

the integrity of the Schengenca”

Yet, while at a discursive level humanitarianissless central thar wasin 2014 and
2015, it remains part of the current discouigean ambivalent way. The protectionist
approach (military operatiorte save migrants from smugglers and shipwretks) fact

the vehicle of forms capture against migrants. Practices of surveillance, identification, a
deportation are performeas part of military-humanitarian operations, hence reinforcing
the bind between safety and capture that Didier Fassin desaslies hallmark of the
politics of humanitarianism (2014). Building on thige see analytical approaches that
critigue the entanglement between the military and humanitarianighe name ofin
effective and genuine humanitarian politecssanalytically misleading: thécaptures” (De
Genova, 2013; Jeandesbodz, 2015) endnydtumanitarianism are well illustratéd the
scenes of rescue the Mediterranean, where migrants are sawedilitary actors and



identified (when already on the boat) and tlsespected smugglers and terrorists are

arrestedor returnedo their countries of origin.

The deployment of a NATO fleeh the Aegean set support Greece and Turkéy
managing the migration crisis was presertbgdNATO officers as an intervention for
“stemming illegal trafficking and illegatigration”?* through activities ofreconnaissance,

monitoring andsurveillance,” thus appearin@s a sort of intelligence operaticat sea.
Before engaging with the geopolitical struggles around and behind theenarfaigrants

in the Aegean Sed,is worth highlighting two points.

Firstly, NATO boats arén chargeof what Turkish and Greek authorities are prevented
from doingby international regulations, i.e., returning migraiatg urkey when they are
interceptedat sea everif their interception occurs outside of Turkish territorial waters.
NATO in fact has jurisdictiorin the whole Aegean Sea thartkghe participation of both
Greece and Turkein the Alliance. The captures and the trap of humanitarianism are
encapsulateah this rescue-and-deport operation perforrogdnilitary actors.

Secondly,in continuity with the EUNAVFOR MED Operation Sophia, the NATO
operationin the Aegearis also presentedshaving the goal of dismantling the logistics of
migrant crossing, combining the fight against illegal trafficking and smuggling with the
fight against illegal migration. More than saving migrants from smugglers, the double goal
of blocking migrants and combating smugglers resulthe attempto undermine the
economy of migrant crossiraga whole.

Simultaneously, migrants are usesthe“human bullets” through which states threaten or
effectively unsettle the bordeecurity of other states. The Turkish thréaflood Europe

with migrants coincides with the approval of the NATO operaiiorthe Aegean,
multiplying the border controversies stakein that sea-zone. The deployment of NATO
vesselsn support of Greek and Turkish authorities for detecting and intercepting migrants
at sea has ultimately heightened those border controversies and paved the ground for a

potential escalation of the abovementioned inter-state conflicts. Hovaethex same time,

2L http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohg/topics 128746.htm?selectedLocale=en
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the presence of NAT® the Aegean has a way contributedb legitimizing the ongoing
warfare on migrants and the attentptmove the frontiers of Europe further baak,

Turkey, with containment and return operations of migrants via Turkey.

Let us reflect on both operations now going btcthe question about war thae posed
in the opening sections of the paper: seproperly speakf a“war onmigrants” through
these two military operationgd what extent shouladie eventually stretch the very notion
of “war” in orderto describe the current military-humanitarian operations deploytd
Mediterranean™ goes beyond the scope of this papgprovide a renewed definition of
war. After all, the difficultiesin reconceptualizing what was today and retracing the
boundaries between wars and other forms of conflictsattee core of the present
challengedo IR:
“if we areto identify whether wais changing and it is - how those changes
affect international relationsye needto know first what war is. One of the central
challenges confronting international relations togathatwe do not really know
whatis a war and whas not” (Strachan, 2011, p.2).

Instead of attemptingp re-define the notion of wanye are interesteih mapping and
taking stock of the military-humanitarian approashmanaging and blocking migration,
interrogating the peculiar biopoliticsenacts and the kind of warfateenlists. Actually,

the notion of d‘war on migrants” may be misplaced when migrants are not presented as
the human targeb combat. This poinis important insofaasthe strategies of containment

and capture enforcdaly European actors are characteribgdhe entanglement between
military and humanitarian measuraswe described above. Migrants aagthe saméime

the subjectso put into safety (to rescue) and the subjéatthwartin their movemento
Europe.In other words, the dimensions of human security and border security overlap and

can’t be completely detached from one another.

A possible counter-argument could be thfathumanitarianismis constitutive of the
practices and the discourse of the European actors invwvgalverning migrationywe

could speak of @humanitarian war,” building on ChristopheCoker’s definition of



“humanitarian warfare” (2001).By “human warfare” Cocker referdo the humanitarian

aim that has been underpinning many contemporary wars, since thi \asovo.
However, the strategied containment enacted against migrantthe Mediterranean are

not mobilizedin the name of saving a national population from a dictatorship of from a
rogue state. Nor does the warfare against the logistics of migrant crossing rely on

democratizatiorasthe political goal.

Moreover, theraes a fundamental ambivalenge the humanitarian approath migration

that consist$n framing migrants botlasshipwrecked liveso be rescued anals subjects

to be blockedn their attempto rescue themselves from violence and conflatteome
(Cuttitta, 2015). Current military-humanitarian ways of managing migraitorthe
Mediterranean are nat all instance®f “military humanitarianism” (Lindskov-Jacobsen,
2015) since the actors involved saving and blocking migrants are military and
governmental forces, more than humanitarian organizations supporting military

interventionism.

The “Mediterranean frontier” is currently enforced and governed through a widespread
warfare on logistics of migrant crossing. Such a biopolitical warfare tardgedimgnational
populationsis enacted through heterogeneous tactics (Evans, 2011) - including military
and humanitarian measures - for containing mobifi/part of this warfaret is not only
migrants’ mobility thatis targeted, but a wide range of troubling subjectivitieise., the
migrant, the smuggler, the would-be terrorists a warfare tactic that oscillates between
moments and spacashigh intensity and visibility and others that remain overshadowed.
Mark Duffield has provided a compelling argument about the security-development nexus
when he wrote that “remains incomplete without a third category thathere called
containment. That is, those various interventions and technologies thab seskict or
manage the circulation of incomplete and hence potentially threatifahdDuffield,

2008, p.146). The twofold logic of control-and-rescue endayedilitary operationsan
hence be reframad terms ofEU membentates’ frantic attemptso restrict accest® the

European spade refugeesin atime of war proliferations across the globe.



The focus on a biopolitical divide thdtas deepened followindecolonization” (Duffield,

2008, p.147) and that resuiltsa series of measures of containment on national populations
and on refugees helps unpack the military-humanitarian interventidubsck and rescue
migrantsat sea. On this point,Foucault’s argument about the implications of positing the
military asthe kernel of politicgs particularly persuasive for grasping the biopolitis
containment over transnational populations tisaat stakein the Mediterraneanin
Discipline and Punish Foucault explains that the XVIII century was charactéyzbe
combination of warfaréas a way of conducting politics betwestates” and militaryasa

tactic for controlling individual bodies (Foucault, 1995).

By speaking of biopolitical warfare for designating the strategies of containment against
migrants’ mobility we do not only refeto the overt and muscular block of migrant boats
madeby Navy vessels positioned clogelibyan and Turkish waters. Rather, warfare also
includes the rescue and capture of migrants, their identification, and the techniques for
singling out suspected smugglers from migraitillows that the biopolitical dimension

at stakein the warfare against migrants concerns both stratégiesntain transnational

populations and techniques of capture exeraseddividual subjects.

An analysis that engages with the biopolitics of transnational populations enalites us
challenge the disciplinarization of migration studies (Garelli, Tazzioli, 2013; Mezzadra
2013). This consists a political and a methodological moagthe same time: politically,
this means reading the ongoing refugeassis” ascrisisin the management of transnational
populations on the move; from a methodological and theoretical standpoint, such a
refocusing involves challenging the reification of migratéman object of study and the
bordering of migration issues into a softautonomous and self-standing research field.
NicholasDe Genova has convincingly argued that
“migrations are always irreducibly particulan their historical specificitieard
substantive characteristicséet, they remain nonetheless also instances of a larger
dynamicof human mobility on a globatale” (De Genova, 2013, p.250).
But, De Genova continueSmigration scholarship (however criticaly implicatedin a

continuous ifg-) reification of‘migrants’ asa distinct categorgf humanmobility” (253).



In this paperwe attemptedio move beyond such reifications the discussion about
military-humanitarianismn the field of migrationwe offered the notion ofbiopolitical
warfare on transnationglopulations” as a critical framework for th&eU and NATO

interventionan the Mediterranean migratiowrisis”.

Concluding Remarks

Military-humanitarian approachds migration managemerh the Mediterranean have
gainedcerter stagen recent years, with the mobilization of warfare on migrant routes and
on the logistics of journeydn this paperwe worked with the notion of hybrid wdo
describe how this military-humanitarian approaish a biopolitical intervention of
containment which targets migrargspart of a dodgy continuum of tricky subjectivities
that include smugglers, traffickers and potential terrorists. \fglaistake herés not the
predicament of fostering the wealth of populations but the governofienigrant lives
through measures that contain their mobility and that profile #ensky subjects and
subjectsat risk at the same time. This amouritsa “biopolitical warfare” at play in the
Mediterranean insofaras it consistsin governing migrantsat sea not through
thanatopolitics and not evdoy simply letting them die, but rather through military-
humanitarian tactics deployatichanneling and containing their unruly mobility.

It would be misleadingp think of the series of military Mediterranean blockades against
migrantsasa European game oniy, which neighboring countries only play EU rules.

On the contraryjn order notto replicate a Eurocentric gaze on the government of the
border regimewe suggest framing theU politics of externalizatioby situatingit within
anongoing process of militarization of the Mediterranean fronteeprocess implemented

by European and non-European actors, although from asymmetrical positions and with
different long-term goals.

This paper has dealt with the recent transformationghe military-humanitarian
government of migratioatsea, focusing on the biopolitical warfare on migrants conducted

by European and non-European stateshe Mediterranean region. The two military



operations that are currently deploy&d the Mediterranean - EUNAVFOR Med
“Operation Sophia” and the NATO operatiom the Aegean - show how military and
humanitarian techniques and rationales of intervention are used for targeting the logistic of
migration crossing. The war on migrant smugglers tumfact, into a series of blockade

and containment strategies against migrant movements across the Mediterranean where

migrants become the triggersnot the weapons, of much broader geopolitical stakes.
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