1. Introduction

bates around the trusteeship territories of British and French Togoland addresses the
tripartite constellation of African, colonial, and UN actors, that is, the various levels of
influence thatlegitimised political measures and interests during the period of decoloni-
sation. The empirical analysis will show that constructions of (in)security were influential
for the negotiation of trusteeship rule.

1.4 Relevance & Contribution

The study aims to contribute to literature in three key areas: historical Togoland research,
statebuilding literature, and postcolonial perspectives in International Relations.

Regarding Togoland, the research delves into its significance as a site of historical
precedents for postcolonial African states, such as being the location of the first UN-led
independence referendum.™ The study emphasizes the lack of comprehensive theory-
driven perspectives on Togoland’s decolonisation, highlighting its unique circumstances
and the role it played in the international spotlight due to the reunification movement.
In the realm of statebuilding literature, the research critiques the prevailing notion that
deficits in statehood, often observed in postcolonial African states, pose direct threats
to international security. It challenges the colonial continuity in contemporary state-
building missions and emphasizes the need for a nuanced examination of securitisation
moves and accountability bottlenecks in international statebuilding.

From a postcolonial perspective on International Relations and Critical Security
Studies, the study explores the historical context of the UN Trusteeship System within
20™-century decolonisation. It advocates for incorporating postcolonial theory into
Critical Security Studies, examining the conditions for success and failure in securitiza-
tion moves and addressing the colonial legacy in the Togo-Ghana region. The study aims
to bridge the gap between discourse approaches and sociological practices by analysing
articulations of colonial fears and threat constructions in both public and behind-the-
scenes forums. As this work is ultimately about a history of exclusion, it draws on guid-
ance on how to promote more inclusion, both in ways that would expand the circle of
who is speaking International Relations and Critical Security Studies,'** as well as the
inclusion of marginalized security speech.'®

1.5 Outline

The work is structured as follows: After this introduction, Chapter 2 outlines not only
the current state of research on but also the course of the academic debate on state- and
peacebuilding as well as Critical Security Studies. This is followed by the state of research
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on historical trusteeship and finally the research on security as well as nation- and state-
hood in Togoland. Chapter 3 engages the Copenhagen and Paris School of Critical Secu-
rity Studies and presents the research approach of a post-colonially informed securiti-
sation framework. Chapter 4 presents the methodological approach, explaining the re-
search design and operationalisation of archival sources, including considerations that
will address postcolonial sensitivities. Chapter 5 provides the historical context for the
main analytical chapter. Although this is not the main chapter, the analytical framework
comes into play to some extent in the presentation. Chapter 6 is the main empirical chap-
ter, which contextually examines how Ewe and Togoland unification were securitised in
the decolonisation process. An attempt was made to present the development of events
and thus the context for the articulations of (in)security as chronologically as possible. On
the one hand, this is deliberately done so as not to take securitisation moves out of their
context and, on the other hand, because earlier works tended to separate their analyses
of British Togoland and French Togoland for the sake of clarity.’** Such an approach was
decidedly not applied in the present work to emphasise the interconnectedness and si-
multaneity of events from the anti-colonial actor’s point of view. Finally, Chapter 7 sum-
marizes the findings and situates them in the context of the academic debate. A reflection
on the potentials and limitations of the research approach aim to provide an outlook on
remaining research desiderata.

104 Most notably D. E. K. Amenumey, The Ewe Unification Movement: A political history (Accra: Ghana
University Press, 1989), Ph.D. Thesis; George Thullen, Problems of the Trusteeship System: A Study of
Political Behavior in the United Nations, Travaux de droit d'’économie, de sociologie et de sciences
politiques 24 (Geneéve: E. Droz, 1964).
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