
EditEd by Eva Gross, daniEl Hamilton, Claudia major, HEnninG riECkE 

Preventing ConfliCt, Managing Crisis

Center for Transatlantic Relations
EU Center of Excellence Washington, D.C.
The Paul H. Nitze School of  
Advanced International Studies
The Johns Hopkins University
1717 Massachusetts Avenue, NW
Suite 525
Washington, DC 20036
Tel: (202) 663-5880
Fax: (202) 663-5879
Email: transatlantic@jhu.edu
Website: http://transatlantic@sais-jhu.edu

Network of European Union

Centers of Excellence

EUCE

Over the past two decades the U.S. and 
Europe have engaged actively in efforts to 
prevent conflict and to manage crises around 
the world. Efforts to stabilize the Balkans 
and interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq 
challenged the transatlantic community, and 
many questioned the need for Americans or 
Europeans to engage at all. Yet the Rwandan 
genocide, the Srebrencia massacre and 
other atrocities brought home the horrifying 
costs of non-intervention. Together these 
experiences have sparked intensive debate 
about the relationship between state failure 
and insecurity, the appropriate mix of civilian 
and military means in conflict prevention 
and crisis management, the nature of U.S. 
and European interests and the limits of 
Western effectiveness. The U.S. and the EU 
have also drawn operational lessons from 
these experiences; each has developed new 
capabilities for conflict prevention and crisis 
management.

How effective have such efforts been, and how 
could they be improved? How can the U.S. and 
its European partners create more effective 
synergies among their respective efforts, 

particularly in an age of Western austerity? 
What are the most effective institutional 
mechanisms through which coordinated or 
complementary transatlantic efforts could 
be achieved? How may other partners be 
best engaged? The Arab Awakening and 
continued turmoil in many regions of the world 
make answers to these questions urgent 
and of high priority. The practitioners and 
experts in this volume offer recommendations 
and apply them to specific case studies. In 
addition, we offer the Crisis Management 
Toolbox, which outlines the key principles, 
actors and instruments guiding such efforts—
an invaluable resource for anyone interested 
in these issues.  
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Introduction:
Changing Scenarios in Transatlantic Conflict Prevention and 
Crisis Management

Eva Gross, Daniel Hamilton, Claudia Major, Henning Riecke

The past two decades have witnessed signifi-
cant transatlantic engagement with crisis man-
agement. The wars in the Balkans challenged 
the transatlantic community not only to inter-
vene militarily but also to engage in post-con-
flict reconstruction and long-term institution 
building efforts. The Rwandan genocide dem-
onstrated the moral costs of non-intervention, 
just as the massacre in Srebrencia and other 
war time atrocities during the Balkan wars 
shifted the focus to the plight of individuals 
and civilians rather than the security of states. 
Interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq high-
lighted how state failure could affect regional 
as well as global security, but also the limita-
tions of military instruments in post-conflict 
intervention. These experiences collectively 
spurred the conceptual debate on the link be-
tween state failure and insecurity and discus-
sion about the appropriate mix of civilian and 
military means in crisis management.

Both sides of the Atlantic also drew insti-
tutional and operational lessons from these 
experiences. The EU created the Common 
Security and Defense Policy (CSDP) and 
amassed operational experience particularly 
in the civilian aspects of crisis management. 
Since the launch of the first CSDP operation 
in 2003, the EU has conducted 28 civilian 
and military operations around the globe, and 
has attained significant experience in civilian 
contributions to crisis management ranging 
from police, justice and border reform to the 
integrated rule of law. The U.S. for its part 
came increasingly to recognize the value of 
civilian aspects of post-conflict reconstruction 

in pursuit of a comprehensive or integrated 
approach to crisis management. Consequently, 
the U.S. has developed capabilities within 
State Department structures for planning and 
coordinating conflict response to strengthen 
the diplomatic and development components 
of its international capabilities. Both partners 
also increasingly work together, either through 
U.S. participation in CSDP missions or the 
EU working alongside or in partnership with 
U.S. or NATO operations in the Balkans and 
Afghanistan. 

The ongoing Arab transition and transatlan-
tic responses, particularly with regard to the 
intervention in Libya and its aftermath, have 
brought full circle many of the conceptual 
debates and operational challenges outlined 
in the first paragraph. They also reinforce the 
need for the EU and the U.S. to tailor and 
design individual and collective responses; and 
to improve the framework for cooperation. 
At the same time, the global and transatlantic 
contexts have changed significantly since the 
early 1990s and the post-9/11 environment. 
This also applies to geopolitical conditions in 
the crisis regions. Both have important impli-
cations for future transatlantic crisis response 
but also long-term engagement.

First, economic constraints resulting from 
the financial crisis and subsequent austerity 
programs, limit the scope of possible crisis 
response missions in a long term perspective. 
Second, alternative models of transition as-
sistance demonstrate that the transatlantic 
community as a whole is no longer the only 
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actor in crisis management. Along with these 
changing circumstances—or perhaps because 
of them—there is a noticeable lack of appetite 
on the part of the transatlantic community to 
engage as a full-bore crisis manager, partly due 
to lack of political will to utilize the significant 
capabilities that have been created over the 
past two decades; and partly due to financial 
considerations.

The experience in Afghanistan, which has 
provided a broad canvas for lessons learned 
in post-conflict engagement, also represents 
a cautionary tale for future engagement. This 
applies in particular to the sliding scale of in-
ternational engagement—but without being 
able to declare ‘victory’—and the implications 
for future transatlantic engagement, a theme 
that is taken up by a number of authors in this 
volume. Beginning with a legitimate mission 
of self defense, and initially limited to an oper-
ation to restore state power, coalition partners 
progressively expanded the scope of ISAF and 
NATO involvement throughout Afghanistan. 
NATO has been faced with the insurmount-
able task of stabilizing a country in turmoil, 
with only few of the original goals achieved, 
with the threat of a re-emerging Taliban par-
ticularly after the end of the ongoing transi-
tion period, and with a Western public deeply 
critical of the operation. 

The collective experience of crisis management 
over the past two decades has shown that crisis 
response through military instruments is less 
conducive to creating stability than reliance on 
civilian means and a focus on conflict preven-
tion. A number of push and pull factors act on 
the continuing efforts to create, maintain and 
apply conflict prevention and crisis manage-
ment instruments. Normative shifts towards 
the Responsibility to Protect—R2P—and a 
focus on individual security, alongside the 
clearly perceived threat of state failure, ter-
rorism and organized crime for regional and 
global stability, constitute a strong push factor 
in favor of increasing efforts. The increasing 

consensus in favor of a comprehensive ap-
proach reflects the operational lessons of 
post-conflict reconstruction. Lacking politi-
cal will and leadership, along with financial 
constraints on the other hand, represent the 
pull factors—both at the level of nation-states 
as well as international organizations—that 
threaten to undo the progress made over the 
past decade. The chapters in this volume col-
lectively address these questions.

Normative Shifts: Towards R2P 
and Individual Security

The post-Cold War period, but particularly 
the post-9/11 era, has witnessed an evolu-
tion towards different modes and norms of 
intervention. Rather than inter-state conflict, 
conflict drivers are weak and failing states and 
transnational threats, including terrorism, but 
also organized crime and more generally the 
potentially destabilizing effects of migration. 
John Herbst makes this point very clearly 
when he states that failing states and ungov-
erned spaces are to remain part of the global 
security agenda. For Herbst, rather than mov-
ing beyond the post-9/11 era the transatlantic 
community will continue to face reconstruc-
tion challenges, which run up against current 
tendencies in the U.S. to cut budgets and 
focus on different policy issues. The need for 
continued investment in civilian response ca-
pabilities, as well as for partners who can share 
the burden of civilian reconstruction, remains 
as important as ever. 

Along with this changing focus on state weak-
ness and failure and the need to broaden suit-
able instruments for intervention away from 
military to civilian instruments, there has 
emerged a doctrinal shift towards the protec-
tion of civilians. The emerging norm of the 
Responsibility to Protect links closely to the 
threat of state failure. It also provides the 
ideational underpinning of the interventions 
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of the past decade. According to R2P propo-
nents, states claiming sovereignty must accept 
a responsibility to protect their citizens against 
gross violations of human rights, genocide, or 
ethnic cleansing. In cases where states do not 
have the ability or the will to live up to this 
responsibility or, as in recent cases of Libya or 
Ivory Coast, actively shun it, the international 
community must act. According to the R2P 
concept, which was signed by the UN General 
Assembly as a political, not legal obligation, 
the UN has the obligation to get involved. 
R2P thus departs from ‘traditional’ humani-
tarian intervention in broadening the focus of 
responsibility from internal state actors but to 
external interveners as well. It can thus create 
thus legitimacy for international action—al-
though the operationalization of R2P rests on 
decisions by UN member states that, accord-
ing to their interests, take up the task to com-
mand R2P missions. 

Some argue that R2P has already seen its ze-
nith: disputes over the implementation of UN 
Security Council Resolution 1973 in Libya, 
which represents the clearest example of the 
implementation of the R2P norm, have alien-
ated the already critical UN Security Council 
members Russia and China from accepting the 
new paradigm. Emerging powers—including 
but not limited to UN Security Council mem-
bers Russia and China—continue to place a 
higher value on sovereignty and have not been 
persuaded of the universal applicability of 
R2P. This suggests that a future consensus to 
exercise R2P, at least through military means, 
will be difficult to forge.

Resolutions along similar lines thus do not 
seem to be likely in the foreseeable future. It 
must be kept in mind, though, that the range 
of instruments for appropriate responses in-
cludes civilian and preventative responses—
and that military intervention represents an 
instrument of last resort. 

R2P broadens the focus not only on individu-
als but also on the broad range of crisis man-
agement and conflict prevention measures. 
Still, protecting civilians in practice entails 
political choices, and the decision to intervene 
has to date been taken selectively. Western 
states could thus rebuild the frail consensus 
behind R2P by both improving their crisis 
prevention capabilities and by seeking to 
strengthen regional actors to work for the pro-
tection of civilians in crisis regions.

Alex Vines argues that the massacres in 
Rwanda and the atrocities in Somalia have 
changed the African Union’s attitude to inter-
vention—it might be better for the course of 
the crisis if missions could be commanded by 
African actors, particularly since Western mili-
tary intervention does not have the intended 
effect on a crisis anyway. Jon Temin, writing 
about Sudan, echoes this argument when he 
states that the announcement of Western in-
tervention will affect the conflict and might 
even expand the activities of parties hoping for 
support. 

Beyond highlighting the role of regional orga-
nizations and the impact of looming decisions 
to intervene on conflict dynamics, however, 
R2P also relies for its implementation on the 
interest of states to intervene. Here, Temin 
also points to the lack of interest of Western 
states to become engaged in Sudan. 

The future application of R2P thus hinges on 
a pull factor outlined earlier: the reluctance of 
individual states to move from a non-interven-
tionist stance towards one that would natu-
rally consider intervention, including through 
military means. Domestic inhibitions and stra-
tegic cultures act as filters for these emerging 
doctrines, and do not necessarily lead to a shift 
in fundamental positions. 
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Changing Strategic Cultures?

Normative and doctrinal shifts towards more 
comprehensive and integrated crisis response 
on behalf of individual as well as state security 
clearly have occurred over the past decade. 
The selectivity of response but also the tools 
chosen for such response, however, suggest 
that national cultures do not necessarily reflect 
these doctrinal shifts—rather, they can slow 
down or otherwise affect the operationaliza-
tion of crisis management operations. 

The case of Germany illustrates this quite well: 
although Berlin has moved from its pacifist, 
non-interventionist stance during the Cold 
War and engages militarily in Afghanistan 
and elsewhere, the abstention to the UNSC 
vote on the intervention in Libya has raised 
questions over the limits of Germany’s inter-
national actorness—and, more fundamentally, 
Germany’s strategic culture. Niels Annen’s 
analysis of the way the Afghanistan engage-
ment has changed German thinking about 
the use of force is instructive. Given German 
skepticism towards military means, in shor-
ing up support for engagement in Afghanistan 
Berlin looked for moral justifications for its 
military engagement. In this particular do-
mestic context, these justifications end up 
negatively affecting collective implementa-
tion through the resulting narrow operational 
guidelines.

Adopting a transatlantic viewpoint, Glenn 
Nye argues that budget constraints hamper 
the ability of Western governments to cre-
ate support for crisis interventions. The gap 
between the transatlantic partners regarding 
military capabilities, and the diverting strate-
gies for post-conflict reconstructions add to 
the problem. The Arab Spring has highlighted 
the state of crisis response also in a transat-
lantic context, including unequal willingness 
and capability to respond. Decisions leading 
up to the intervention in Libya and the actual 

campaign itself signals a shift in the U.S. re-
lationship with its partners. The U.S. made 
it clear that it will reduce its commitment to 
international crisis management, redefine its 
strategic priorities, and expect the Europeans 
to assume greater international responsibilities 
particularly in the Europe’s own backyard.

NATO has displayed a new way of doing busi-
ness in Libya—namely, that the U.S. plays a 
supporting role while two European coun-
tries take the lead. Despite the unfortunate 
characterization of the U.S. “leading from 
behind,” Operation Unified Protector does 
not necessarily mark a point of departure for 
the transatlantic alliance or security coopera-
tion. Rather, U.S. capabilities will continue to 
be crucial to sustain crisis interventions; and 
European partners cannot be counted upon 
to agree to an intervention or to participate 
when it comes to intervening. In a climate of 
impending and most likely severe budget cuts, 
this rather suggests less, not more interven-
tion—and the need to rethink transatlantic 
approaches towards crisis management in 
terms of selectivity and in terms of forging 
political and operational partnerships beyond 
the transatlantic space. This applies equally 
to the civilian aspects of crisis management. 
Although the past decade has seen significant 
engagement with the civilian aspects of post-
conflict reconstruction, increasing demands 
for contributions have increasingly conflicted 
with limited resources and capabilities.

Expanding Conflict Prevention 
and Crisis Management 
Cooperation

Changing strategic cultures in response to 
changing international norms and doctrines 
for intervention have led to the creation of 
crisis management capabilities on both sides 
of the Atlantic, and both partners increasingly 
cooperate internationally. 
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On the EU side, although the first decade of 
CSDP operations has seen significant growth 
in this particular policy area, recent years have 
seen a contraction in the size but also the 
numbers of missions. As Claudia Major and 
Martina Bail argue, European civilian capabili-
ties have not only reached a plateau but the 
political will to launch, staff and fund opera-
tions has decreased—despite ongoing need 
for small- and large-scale interventions, and 
despite the fact that the Lisbon Treaty, which 
entered into force in 2009, was supposed 
to strengthen the European Union’s capac-
ity to act in the realm of foreign and security 
policy. The crucial problem of civilian CSDP 
is the limited political will and interests of 
the member states—it blocks both efficient 
decision-making and the appropriate provision 
of resources. 

Underlying strategic motivations in Brus-
sels and Washington may be similar—but 
the domestic and institutional contexts are 
significantly different, and this affects coop-
eration in practice. As Eva Gross argues, U.S. 
capabilities remain smaller than that of the 
EU, and bureaucratic innovations that focus 
on coordinating crisis response, planning and 
lessons learned have not been immediately 
been accepted and absorbed in the larger dip-
lomatic and development practice. And, while 
the U.S. government has embraced the need 
for civilian contributions in post-conflict re-
construction, the chapters by John Herbst and 
Eva Gross both warn that the sustainability of 
these structures is far from secure.

On the broader political level, transatlantic co-
operation has intensified and this can reinforce 
ongoing joint operational experience. Direct 
EU-U.S. cooperation may be limited to civil-
ian aspects and be small in scope. However, 

the contribution by Patryk Pawlak highlights 
the need—as well as the opportunities—for 
the EU and the U.S. to engage in a coordi-
nated manner with individual countries in the 
Middle East and North Africa. Alfred Pijpers 
makes a similar case for transatlantic coopera-
tion in the Middle East, highlighting a set 
of priorities for EU-U.S. approaches to the 
Palestinian-Israeli conflict. 

Lessons Learned for Transatlantic 
Cooperation in Crisis 
Management

For transatlantic relations, the individual 
chapters in this book highlight a number of 
lessons. First, normative shifts towards R2P, 
while taking place, remain contested—and the 
transatlantic partnership no longer holds the 
monopoly on intervention or the capacity to 
bring about consent. Regional actors (in the 
ongoing Arab transition this includes Turkey 
but also the Gulf countries) participate but 
also help shape, and can constrain, transatlan-
tic political innovations. 

Transatlantic capabilities—whether in the 
context of NATO or EU-US relations - re-
main limited, and are unlikely to grow in the 
near future due to economic considerations. 
This places a premium on cooperation, and 
fine-tuning joint interventions as well as 
their broader political context. It also places 
emphasis on prevention rather than active 
management of conflict. This in turn places 
a premium on joint political in addition to 
operational engagement so as to influence 
the context of a specific conflict, or to engage 
regional and global partners in the search for 
solutions both in the prevention and the man-
agement of conflict.
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Chapter 1
Failed States and the International Community  
Ten Years After 9/11: A Shifting Paradigm?

John Herbst1

When the Berlin Wall fell, thinkers in the 
global1 community began to talk about the 
need for a new, post Cold War conceptual 
framework. Who was going to be the next 
George Kennan and identify 1) the defining 
problem of the international system and 2) 
the right strategy to meet it?

Frank Fukuyama created a stir in the late 
1980s with the optimistic notion that history 
had ended with the victory of liberal democ-
racy. This did not mean that there would no 
longer be war or other international problems. 
It did mean that the great contest between 
Communism and liberal democracy was over, 
one champion was left standing and the world 
would be ordered in a liberal democratic way. 
Time has demonstrated the limitations of this 
insight. 

Samuel Huntington created a large splash in 
the mid-1990s with the view that we were in 
a clash of civilizations. His analysis was imme-
diately both misunderstood—as a clarion call 
to the West to stand up against other “civiliza-
tions”—and controversial.

The 9/11 Consensus?

September 11 appeared as a clarifying event. 
History was not over. Maybe Huntington was 

1    This opinions expressed herein are solely those of the 
speaker and do not necessarily reflect those of the National 
Defense University, the Department of Defense, or the U.S. 
Government. 

right, some said, though many disagreed. This 
was not a clash of civilizations. It was a war of 
terrorists—later, violent extremists—against 
civilization. Or it was a war within the Mus-
lim world to determine its future direction.

Whatever the interpretations of Huntington’s 
thesis, there was no disagreement that we had 
entered a new world disorder. The Cold War 
may have put us on the edge of Armageddon, 
but the post-Cold War world was exception-
ally messy, and dangerous in new ways. 

In this new world disorder, failed and failing 
states and ungoverned spaces represented a 
new challenge. Thanks to the interconnected-
ness of global society—in economics, trans-
portation and communication—and the de-
structive power of modern technology, it was 
suddenly possible for sub state actors—terror-
ist groups or criminal syndicates—to wreak 
enormous damage on countries at a distance. 

Since sub-state actors can nest in ungoverned 
spaces, countries in turmoil can become ma-
jor threats to distant lands. Things seemed 
very clear in the fall of 2001, as the United 
States built an international coalition to drive 
the Taliban from power and Al-Qaeda from 
Afghanistan. Things were less clear two years 
later as the U.S. built another, more contro-
versial coalition to topple Saddam Hussein, 
but found itself facing a real insurgency by the 
fall of 2003.
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Are We Leaving the Post 9/11 
Period? 

Seven years later—today—international forces 
are still on the ground in both countries. The 
U.S. has lost nearly 6000 troops and spent 
hundreds of billions of dollars in these coun-
tries. The U.S. troop presence is drawing down 
steadily in Iraq and, with the failure to sign a 
Status of Forces Agreement, the withdrawal 
should be completed soon.

Against this backdrop, it is not uncommon 
to hear in Washington that such massive “na-
tion building operations” are not part of our 
policy future. According to some skeptics, 
such operations are inherently impractical, 
and expensive. The popular blogger Andrew 
Sullivan hosted several posts along these lines. 
Columnist George Will, once an enthusiastic 
backer of the Iraq adventure, also turned sour 
on “nation building.” 

Moreover, we are also starting to hear that 
the U.S. is moving out of the September 11 
world. To support this point, commentator 
Peter Beinart in a 2010 blog notes that in that 
year’s mid-term elections, Iraq/Afghanistan 
played no role; the only foreign policy issue 
raised by Congressional candidates was China 
because American voters are worried about 
the impact here of Chinese economic policies. 
Beinart also pointed to President Obama’s No-
vember Asia trip (India, Indonesia, Japan and 
South Korea) as evidence that we are turning 
our attention properly to the Pacific.

Implications for Policy toward 
Failed and Failing States

Why, you might ask, are we taking this quick 
twenty-year review of thinking on the in-
ternational system? Because such thinking, 
especially in influential circles in Washington, 

will influence what we can and will do in un-
governed spaces. This is especially true in tight 
budget times and following a mid-term elec-
tion in which the American people apparently 
voted to put government on a diet. 

To be honest, this is a problem that I have 
been expecting for a long time. I spent my 
last four years at the State Department (2006-
2010) trying to build the Civilian Response 
Corps (or CRC).

My near enemy in that mission was the bu-
reaucrats at State and other agencies, and 
their Hill allies, who thought that there was 
no need for a new structure to work in this 
field. These were people who believed that 
our civilian operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan were adequate or that some other part of 
the government, their part, should have this 
responsibility. 

But the far enemy was always that distant 
specter, that following frustrating operations 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, the American politi-
cal system would decide that it never, ever 
wanted to do that again. And it would zero 
out funding for any capacity associated with 
that effort. There is historical precedent for 
this. After Vietnam, Congress removed vital 
capacity from USAID—and the CIA and the 
Pentagon—that would have been extremely 
valuable to our operations in Iraq and Afghan-
istan. The CRC was and is an effort to restore 
lost capacity.

Thanks goodness, we have not reached that 
critical stage. And while Washington may be 
devoting more time to East Asia, it is prema-
ture, with the Iranian nuclear issue continuing 
to loom, to conclude that we are turning our 
attention from the Middle East. And if the ad-
vocates of military action have their way, there 
may be an urgent need for the expeditionary 
civilian capacity represented by the Civilian 
Response Corps. Yet even with that caveat, 
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the rumblings against “nation building“are 
growing. 

The sudden, belated attention Washington is 
finally giving to our runaway deficit spend-
ing compounds the problem. Our long-term 
financial health and, therefore, our national 
security require that we find a way to reduce 
the deficit sharply. That will require major 
spending cuts and it would not be surprising 
for near-sighted Congressional budget hawks 
to see our modest, new civilian capacity for 
stability operations as an unnecessary expense. 

 

A Prudent Response 

In this environment, how do we protect what 
we have built and build further? First, we need 
some clarity on the breadth of the danger. The 
U.S. Government impetus to build civilian 
capacity for ungoverned spaces was certainly 
a response to our unsatisfactory civilian op-
erations in Iraq in 2003. But the problem 
that such civilian capacity addresses is much 
broader. 

There are 40-plus states with major gover-
nance problems around the globe. While at 
some point our political system may decide 
that we no longer want to invest in Iraq or 
Afghanistan or Iraq-and Afghanistan-like situ-
ations, those 40-plus countries are not going 
away; and some of them will pose threats to us 
best dealt with by the civilian capacity of the 
CRC. While the factors I cited at the begin-
ning make distant ungoverned spaces poten-
tially dangerous for us, close by chaos is always 
a threat. 

We saw again in the winter of 2009 that we 
do not yet have the civilian experts and system 
to manage the crises that erupt periodically 

in Haiti. We have seen over the past several 
years the growing danger to the U.S. coming 
from the under-governed city streets of north-
ern Mexico. However tired we are of “nation 
building,” we will need civilian capacity to 
address the danger of chaos-induced refugee 
flows from Haiti or drug flows and drug-fu-
eled violence from Mexico. 

Moreover, despite our budget woes and frus-
trations with Iraq and Afghanistan, 2011 
witnessed once again the American inter-
ventionist impulse. This time in Libya. Yes, 
the Obama Administration placed limits on 
our involvement and chose to work through 
NATO. But there is no question that through 
whatever mechanism we engaged, the U.S. 
Government has some responsibility for ensur-
ing that post-Qaddafi Libya does not fall into 
chaos. To have a chance of doing this right, we 
need our new civilian capacity. 

Second, we need to explain the different uses 
of this capacity. Yes, it was created for large 
stability operations, but it can and far more 
often will be used in small and conflict pre-
vention operations. This capacity really does 
represent smart power, that ounce of preven-
tion that can save the lives of American sol-
diers by stabilizing a situation before there is a 
need for troops. 

We have a good example of this in Southern 
Sudan, which held a referendum in January of 
2011 in which it voted for independence from 
Sudan. In July it declared its independence. 
This turn of events was not a surprise. 

The U.S. and the global community have a 
large stake in what happens in South Sudan. 
Roughly speaking, there are three possible 
outcomes: a relatively smooth transition to 
independence, a civil war or the emergence of 
a failed, independent state, ie, a new ungov-
erned space. 
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Either of those last two outcomes would lead 
to a humanitarian catastrophe and refugee 
flows that would further destabilize East Af-
rica, including Uganda, Ethiopia and Kenya. 
The chaos could provide cover for extremist 
groups to move into new areas in East Africa. 

To avert this, the U.S. Government began 
working with the UN, the AU, the EU and 
other international partners months before 
the January 2011 referendum. Initially under 
the direction of Special Envoy for Sudan Scott 
Gration (who is currently the U.S. Ambassa-
dor to Kenya), the Office of the Coordinator 
for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) 
has put the CRC into the field to develop the 
capacity of our small Consulate in Juba, to 
help identify/address problems that increase 
the chance of north-south friction and to en-
hance state capacity in the South. The CRC 
established a presence in the 10 South Sudan 
state capitals and other key locations in the 
country. 

This is just the sort of expeditionary diplo-
macy that the Obama Administration has 
been trumpeting since coming into office. The 
UN has also made an extraordinary effort to 
place its personnel in all state and provincial 
capitals. While South Sudan’s transition to in-
dependence has faced some difficulties, it has 
thus far averted the two dire outcomes of civil 
war or the emergence of another failed state. 
The preventive work of the U.N., the U.S. and 
other—placing trained civilians throughout 
South Sudan—has played an important role 
in preventing the transition to independence 
from spiraling out of control. 

This Sudan operation is the first soup-to-nuts 
CRC mission that will demonstrate the utility 
of this new capacity. Thus far, the results have 
been very good. 

The Need for Focus and 
Humility… 

The third thing that American practitioners 
of civilian response must do to protect their 
baby in the months ahead is to be focused and 
realistic. Focus means that we must limit our 
attention to problems that have a clear impact 
on the national interest. We must be able to 
explain in a simple way why the missions we 
undertake are important for American in-
terests. Why we should spend our time and 
money there despite astronomical budget defi-
cits and high unemployment at home? 

Realism or humility means that we must un-
derstand our own limits as we consider an 
operation. Can we truly stabilize a tottering 
friendly government? Will our intervention 
both relieve/avert a catastrophe and allow us 
to get out before our public grows weary with 
the operation?

...And Friends 

We also need friends and partners. The experts 
in this room are very familiar with TransAt-
lantic relations, including the old bugbear of 
burden sharing. This concept grew out of the 
defense burdens of maintaining the Alliance, 
but the concept has broader application. As we 
anticipate the American political class taking 
a more jaundiced view of stability operations, 
it is important for its advocates to be able to 
point out that the U.S. has many partners in 
this field. That we are not doing this alone. 

Fortunately, this is not a problem. There are 
a dozen countries active in this field, and 
the number is growing. We have close ties 
with all of them, and with the UN, the EU, 
the AU, and others. In fact, peacebuilding is 
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one area where our partners are outspending 
us—whether we are talking about Australia, 
Canada, Germany the Netherlands or the EU. 
This forum is a good example of the coopera-
tion between the EU and the U.S. in this field, 
though I believe we can—and must—enhance 
that cooperation in practical ways. 

QDDR

There is one more thing that we need to make 
sure that the CRC is a permanent part of the 
U.S. national security structure. The Adminis-
tration must embrace it, deploy it and resource 
it. It appears to be the intention of Secretary 
of State Clinton, having worked through her 
first Quadrennial Diplomacy and Develop-
ment Review (QDDR), to do just that.

There is some irony in the Administration’s 
handling of this issue. It arrived in office with 
the correct notion that the field of conflict 
prevention and response was critical and new 
resources were needed to do it. It placed this 
issue as one of the centerpieces of the QDDR; 
but it also decided to take a blue sky look at 
the problem that paid, initially little attention 
to the work that S/CRS had done. The result 
was 1) months-long paralysis on this issue 
within the QDDR as different parts of the 
bureaucracy tried to claim the responsibilities 
that belonged to S/CRS and 2) a reluctance 
to use S/CRS and the CRC as crises emerged 
and CRC capacity became available. This was 
evident as S/CRS was largely shut out of the 
planning for post-earthquake reconstruction 
in Haiti. 

The cloud placed over S/CRS and the CRC by 
these short-sighted decisions had unintended 
and unwelcome consequences. The Senate 

appropriations subcommittee marked down  
S/CRS’ 2011 budget request from $160 mil-
lion to $50 million, pointedly noting that 
there was no reason to fund a capacity that 
the Department was not using in a crisis like 
Haiti. 

Fortunately, the QDDR team came to its 
senses and the final report recommended the 
empowerment within State of the CRC and 
an S/CRS successor organization. Unfortu-
nately, the QDDR has yet to implement these 
decisions. As this article is edited—early No-
vember, 2011—State Department officials are 
saying that the QDDR will implement these 
decisions by the end of the year. Let’s hope 
that happens.

Secretary Clinton has let it be known that she 
will be a one-term Secretary of State. That 
means that even if President Obama wins a 
second term, there will be a new Secretary of 
State in 2013. There is no reason to suppose 
that the new Secretary will have an interest in 
Secretary Clinton’s QDDR. If the QDDR is 
to have any meaning it must be implemented 
while Secretary Clinton still has the author-
ity—to ensure that its changes are institution-
alized. If the decisions related to the CRC and 
S/CRS are not implemented for another six or 
eight months, they are not going to be firmly 
in place by the time a new Secretary takes of-
fice, which means that this capacity will be in 
a state of flux through the new Presidential 
election. 

If the QDDR is implemented in a timely 
fashion, if high level support for the CRC 
is evident and if the force is used in current 
operations, its future prospects become much 
brighter. Even if we turn away from large op-
erations in the near future, there should always 
be room for an efficient mechanism that pro-
motes order, relieves misery and reduces the 
burden on our troops. 





Chapter 2  
Waiting for Soft Power:  Why the EU Struggles with  
Civilian Crisis Management

Claudia Major and Martina Bail

“The journey from war to sustainable peace is not possible in the absence of 
stronger civilian capacity (…) Without this capacity, there may be breaks in the 
fighting, but resilient institutions will not take root and the risk of renewed violence 
will remain.”

-- Jean-Marie Guéhenno, former UN  
Under-Secretary General for Peacekeeping Operations.

States and international organizations increas-
ingly insist upon the crucial importance of civil-
ian instruments for sustainable crisis solution. 
The lessons from recent operational experiences 
with fragile or failed states, whether in Afghani-
stan, Somalia or the Balkans, have brought 
home to the international community that 
no conflict can be resolved by military means 
alone. For a sustainable and comprehensive 
crisis solution, civilian instruments that address 
the political, social and economic dimensions 
of a conflict are crucial. The European Union 
(EU) prides itself on having developed a useful 
tool for exactly these tasks with the inception, 
in 1999, of the civilian component of the Com-
mon Security and Defense Policy (CSDP). 1 
CSDP was meant to enable the EU to achieve 
the aims that were codified later on in the Eu-
ropean Security Strategy (ESS), namely ward-
ing off security threats to the EU, stabilizing 

1   With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009, 
the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) was 
renamed Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP). 
For better readability, the authors exclusively use the term 
CSDP.

the neighborhood, and strengthening effective 
multilateralism.2

However, the 17 civilian missions deployed 
since 2003 have only partly allowed the Union 
to reach these goals. While some of these mis-
sions have yielded success, most have been too 
small in size, ill-prepared, and under-resourced 
to bring about enduring change und sustain-
ably stabilize crisis regions. The key players of 
the CSDP, the member states, manifestly fail 
to take the necessary political decisions for ef-
fective missions and to materialize them. A 
sign of the decreasing capacity to act might be 
the fact that no single new civilian mission has 
been deployed since 2008, although several op-
portunities came up. At the same time, member 
states hold on to their 2008 Level of Ambition, 
whereby the EU wants to be able to conduct 12 
civilian missions in parallel plus various civil-
military operations.3 The apparent slow-down 

2    European Union, A Secure Europe in a Better World – 
The European Security Strategy (Brussels: EU, December 
12, 2003).

3    Council of the European Union, Declaration on 
Strengthening Capabilities (Brussels: EU, December 11, 
2008).
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of the civilian CSDP is even more surprising 
given that since the first civilian mission in 
2003 the EU had been starting one or even 
several new missions each year. In addition, 
the Lisbon Treaty that entered into force in 
2009 was supposed to strengthen the capacity 
of the Union to act in the realm of foreign and 
security policy. 

The limited capacity to act under the civilian 
CSDP clashes not only with the Union’s own 
level of ambition. It is also challenged by the 
growing demand for civilian crisis manage-
ment capacities worldwide. EU instruments 
could indeed offer useful support, for example 
to the developments in North Africa or Sudan. 
However, the Union can only pretend to be a 
strategic actor in international security policy 
when it is able to improve its capacity to act.

This chapter seeks to identify and analyze the 
factors that determine the Union’s capacity to 
act with regard to civilian CSDP. It aims to ex-
plain the mechanisms, structures and processes 
at both the national and European levels to 
grasp the dynamics that explain why the EU’s 
soft power hasn’t yet lived up to the expecta-
tions the EU outlined for itself in the ESS and 
the 2008 Level of Ambitions.

Civilian Crisis Management in 
the EU’s Common Security and 
Defense Policy 

In June 1999, in the wake of the Kosovo 
War, EU member states launched the CSDP 
with the goal to enable the Union to conduct 
autonomous crisis management. Still act-
ing under the shadow of the Balkan Wars, 
states initially concentrated their efforts on 
the development of military capabilities for 
EU missions. But already in December 1999 
they agreed on complementing the military 

conception with civilian instruments.4 The 
civilian CSDP deploys missions composed of 
civilian experts to crisis regions to carry out a 
wide range of tasks, from police training and 
security sector reform (SSR) to rule of law 
missions. Such missions can be deployed in 
both situations related to conflict prevention 
and resolution, but first and foremost in post-
conflict consolidation, when weak state struc-
tures need to be strengthened or rebuilt after 
armed conflicts.

Changing Parameters for Civilian 
CSDP

Various European and international develop-
ments demand reflection on how the EU and 
its member states use civilian CSDP:

Increasing Demand: Cooperation and Com-
petition.  Both the demand for civilian experts 
and their presence in international operations 
have been increasing in recent years.5 States 
and international organizations increasingly 
view civilian instruments as a key element for 
sustainable conflict regulation and expand 
their capacities. The Pentagon established its 
Civilian Expeditionary Workforce in 2009. 
France started to establish inter-ministerial 
structures to improve the recruitment of 

4    For comprehensive chronological and historical sur-
veys on civilian CSDP, see Reinhardt Rummel, Deutscher 
Einfluss auf den Ausbau ziviler Krisenintervention der 
EU (Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, July 
2006 (SWP-Diskussionspapier 03/2006); Agnieszka 
Nowak, “Civilian Crisis Management within ESDP,” 
in Agnieszka Nowak (ed.), Civilian Crisis Management: 
The EU Way, Chaillot Paper 90 (Paris: EU Institute for 
Security Studies, June 2006), pp. 15-37.

5    Jens Behrendt, “Zivilpersonal in Friedenseinsätzen: 
von der Improvisation zur Systematik?”, Zentrum für 
Internationale Friedenseinsätze, Berlin, January 2011 
(Policy Briefing).



16    Preventing Conflict, Managing Crisis: European and American Perspectives Waiting for Soft Power:  Why the EU Struggles with Civilian Crisis Management    17

civilian experts in 2010.6 NATO announced 
the set up of a modest civilian planning and 
conduct capability in its 2010 Strategic Con-
cept. If the EU wants to play a role in civilian 
crisis management, it must decide what line to 
take with the other organizations with which 
it is both cooperating and competing for spe-
cialized personnel.

Repercussions of the Financial Crisis Re-
quire Common Action.  As a result of the 
austerity programs that were implemented 
by virtually all EU governments as a response 
to the financial crisis, contributions to crisis 
management are decreasing, at least temporar-
ily. The member states must reflect on how 
to keep EU structures efficient in times of 
restricted budgets. Reportedly, demand for ci-
vilian missions is stable and may be increasing. 
Crisis management tasks cannot be fulfilled by 
one state alone: it is only through the pooling 
of contributions from different states that any 
deployment (in regards to both equipment 
and personnel) is possible. The EU plays an 
important role here, as it bundles the various 
contributions of the member states into one 
EU package.

Civilian Crisis Management—Which Role 
Should It Play for the EU?  Despite the fact 
that CSDP has been in existence for ten years, 
EU member states still struggle to agree on 
military action: the divergent strategic cultures 
are still strong. The Libyan crisis in the spring 
of 2011 affirmed this. A pragmatic perspec-
tive, taking into account what EU states and 
EU partners can really rely on, begs two ques-
tions: if not in the military realm, is the Union 
at least capable of acting in the civilian sector?; 
and will the Union —out of feasibility rather 

6    Claudia Major and Elisabeth Schöndorf, 
Comprehensive Approaches to Crisis Management Complex 
Crises Require Effective Coordination and Political 
Leadership (Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, 
September 2011 (SWP Comments 2011/C 23).

than out of conviction —in future concentrate 
on this civilian dimension, because it is more 
consensual and thus more likely to lead to ac-
tion, i.e. EU missions?

Mixed Results: CSDP Between Aspirations 
and Reality.  Since 2003 EU member states 
have launched 17 civilian missions, ten of 
which are ongoing.7 Their principal tasks were 
threefold: develop police forces, build rule of 
law structures, and perform monitoring mis-
sions, (at border control stations, for instance). 
The EU initially undertook many missions 
at a rapid pace, most of which being civilian 
rather than military. However, the contribu-
tion of civilian missions to sustainable stabili-
zation, peace, and security of the crisis regions 
is controversial.8 

Increasing Expectations for the EU as a Se-
curity Actor.  At the same time, international 
expectations are increasing for the EU to as-
sume greater international responsibilities. 
First of all, the United States is reducing its 
commitment to international security. During 
the 2011 mission in Libya, the U.S. govern-
ment exercised restraint, stemming both from 
political intent and financial considerations. 
Statements made by President Obama and 
outgoing defense secretary Gates in the spring 
of 2011 confirmed this approach. Second, 
some EU member states are less and less 

7    See www.consilium.europa.eu/eeas/security-defence/
eu-operations.aspx?lang=en,  accessed  August 29, 2011.

8    Giovanni Grevi/Damien Helly/Daniel Keohane 
(eds.), European Security and Defense Policy. The First Ten 
Years (Paris: EU Institute for Security Studies, 2009); 
Muriel Asseburg and Ronja Kempin (eds.), The EU as 
a Strategic Actor in the Realm of Security and Defence? A 
Systematic Assessment of ESDP Missions and Operations 
(Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, December 
2009 (SWP-Studie 32/2009), pp. 164-177; Christopher 
S. Chivvis, EU Civilian Crisis Management: The Record 
So Far (Santa Monica: RAND Corporation, 2010); 
Daniel Korski and Richard Gowan, Can Europe Rebuild 
Failing States? (London: European Council on Foreign 
Relations, October 2009).
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capable—due to financial and political is-
sues—of shaping security policy unilaterally. 
The EU offers the necessary structures to bun-
dle capacities and act jointly. Finally, some ask 
the question whether the loss of U.S. military 
force can be compensated—even partially—by 
European “soft” power. 

New Framework through Lisbon.  The Lis-
bon Treaty altered the framework of the civil-
ian CSDP as of 2009. Especially the European 
External Action Service (EEAS) was supposed 
to make the EU foreign and security policy 
both more coherent and efficient, and thus 
improve the EU’s capacity to act. As post-
Lisbon structures did not become operational 
until 2010-11, EU member states have scope 
for action in three dimensions: first, they can 
shape and interpret the structures and tasks 
of the embryonic institutions and processes 
by every day routines; second, they may make 
recommendations for the scheduled evalua-
tion in 2013-14; and third, they can take ad-
vantage of the general dynamics of change for 
new initiatives.

Defining “Actorness” in Civilian 
CSDP 

If European countries define civilian crisis 
management as a major political objective, 
they should develop ideas on how to efficiently 
use civilian CSDP and to optimize its results. 
Strategic actorness is a highly fashionable 
term, and its sloppy and inflationary use easily 
obscures its meaning. The debates in the Eu-
ropean and strategic studies community have 
yielded numerous attempts to define the term 
from which three central criteria emerge.9 
They guide the present analysis:

9  Concerning the academic debate on European or 
national strategic actorness, see Charlotte Bretherton 
and John Vogler, The European Union as a Global 

1.	Existence of a shared strategic culture:  
the convergence between conceptions and 
preferences, i.e., to what extent do actors 
present a common vision of the aims and 
means of civilian crisis management and 
consider the EU to be an appropriate 
forum for common action? The strategic 
culture of a country is a distinctive body 
of beliefs, attitudes and practices regarding 
the means (civilian vs. military), partners, 
frameworks of action, etc. of a country 
in foreign, security and defense policies, 
which has developed gradually over time 
through a unique protracted historical 
process.10 A strategic culture is “persistent 
over time, tending to outlast the era of its 
inception (…) It is shaped and influenced 
by formative periods and can alter (…) 
at critical junctures in a collective’s 
experience.”11 Large differences between 
the strategic cultures of EU member states 
complicate the emergence of a European 
strategic culture.12

2.	Political and administrative decision-
making ability: the ability to assign political 

Actor (London: Routledge, 1999); Fritz Scharpf, 
Interaktionsformen. Akteurszentrierter Institutionalismus 
in der Politikforschung (Opladen: Leske + Buderich, 
2000); Paul Cornish and Geoffrey Edwards, “The 
strategic culture of the European Union: a progress re-
port,” International Affairs, No. 4 (2005), pp. 801-820; 
Claudia Major, “It’s a long way to...regional strategic 
actorness. Assessing the EU’s ongoing (r)evolution in 
strategic and regional affairs,” in Kathrin Brockmann 
and Bastian Hauck (eds.), Security in a Globalized World: 
Towards Regional Cooperation and Strategic Partnerships 
(Berlin, German Council on Foreign Relations, 2007), 
pp.19-32.

10    Kerry Longhurst, Germany and the Use of Force: 
the Evolution of German Security Policy 1990-2003 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2004), p. 17.

11    Ibid., p. 17.

12    On the debate on strategic culture and the pos-
sibility of a European strategic culture, see Christoph 
O. Meyer, The Quest for a European Strategic Culture: 
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and strategic priorities, overcome conflicts, 
develop a conceptual framework, gather 
requisite information and analyze it jointly, 
formulate and make decisions.

3.	Provision of resources: to develop capacities 
in conformity with decisions taken and 
supply financial and material resources. 

This chapter seeks to identify the factors that 
affect the capacity to act, that is, the actorness 
of civilian CSDP. The analysis focuses on the 
decision-making level in Brussels and in Euro-
pean capitals.

Civilian Crisis Management in 
European Security Policy 

Even though the term “civilian crisis manage-
ment” has been included in official EU docu-
ments and discourse since 1999, for a long 
time EU member states could not agree on 
a definition. Civilian crisis management was 
often simply described as “non-military crisis 
management” as opposed to military (crisis 
management) in EU documents. In the mean-
time, a genuine understanding has established 
itself.

Civilian CSDP is a dimension of EU security 
policy which primarily targets acute crisis situ-
ations. The goal is to make civilian personnel 
contribute to stabilization, conflict prevention 

Changing Norms on Security and Defence in the 
European Union (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2006); Frédéric Mérand, “Social Representations in the 
European Security and Defence Policy,” Cooperation 
and Conflict, 41 (2) 2006, pp. 131-152; Longhurst, op. 
cit.; Bastian Giegerich, European Security and Strategic 
Culture. National Responses to the EU’s Security and 
Defence Policy (Baden-Baden: Nomos, 2006); Emil 
J. Kirchner/James Sperling (eds.), National Security 
Cultures: Patterns of Global Governance (London: 
Routledge 2010).

and resolution in crisis areas. Civilian crisis 
management can be used when states are not 
able or willing to fulfill their functions, such 
as the protection of their territory, population, 
state institutions and services. In many cases 
the states in question are weak or failed and 
cannot settle an acute crisis, prevent the escala-
tion of a situation, elaborate and comply with 
peace agreements, or reconstruct statehood 
without external help. Whereas military opera-
tions can freeze a conflict by use or threat of 
military force, civilian crisis management aims 
at sustainable conflict transformation that sta-
bilizes the region in a long- term perspective 
and prevents it from suffering a relapse into 
conflict. Tasks such as security sector reform 
and the strengthening of civilian administra-
tion and of the rule of law fall within this 
ambit. Stabilization accomplished by such 
commitments also contributes to keep security 
risks to the Union at bay.

Hence, civilian CSDP complements estab-
lished financial, diplomatic and economic 
means of both CFSP and the European Com-
mission, such as sanctions or trade agree-
ments. It flanks the Commission’s long-term 
development and cooperation policy, which 
is predominantly meant to support long-term 
structural change.

The coming into effect of the Lisbon Treaty 
in 2009 transferred the structures of civilian 
CSDP into the EEAS.13 They directly report 
to High Representative (HR) Catherine Ash-
ton, who coordinates EU foreign and security 

13    On the provisions of the Lisbon Treaty, see Claudia 
Major, Außen-, Sicherheits- und Verteidigungspolitik der 
EU nach Lissabon (Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und 
Politik, January 2010 (SWP-Aktuell 7/2010); Nicolai 
von Ondarza, Koordinatoren an der Spitze. Politische 
Führung in den reformierten Strukturen der Europäischen 
Union (Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, April 
2011 (SWP-Studie 8/2011); SWP-Dossier Die EU nach 
Lissabon www.swp-berlin.org/de/swp-themendossiers/die-
eu-nach-lissabon.html, accessed August 29, 2011.
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policy. Nevertheless, civilian CSDP remains 
intergovernmental in nature. Here, member 
states did not transfer decisive power to the 
EU as they did in other areas such as develop-
ment policy within the Commission frame-
work: relevant decisions, for instance whether 
or not a mission is deployed, are made by EU 
member states.

National, European and 
International Obstacles to an 
Efficient Civilian CSDP

The commitment of member states, the ef-
ficiency and coherence of the interplay of the 
Brussels institutions, as well as EU interaction 
with international partners all enable or limit 
the actorness of civilian CSDP.

EU Member States: Big Influence, Big 
Differences 

Decisions in CSDP are taken unanimously 
and thus require agreement among EU mem-
ber states. Such agreements indeed occur quite 
frequently, but are due less to a convergence 
of the strategic cultures of member states 
than rather to the limited interest in civilian 
CSDP. The successful deployment of a mission 
particularly depends on the commitment of 
personnel and thus (once more) on the back-
ing of states. However, in most states there is 
little support because of a lack of interest, but 
also because states have not created the neces-
sary administrative settings. Member states are 
therefore part of the weak actorness problem, 
but also prerequisites for its solution, as they 
can initiate improvements at a national level. 

Intergovernmentalism and Strategic 
Culture

The intergovernmental CSDP decision-mak-
ing process illustrates that EU states are not 
willing to abandon their sovereignty in the 
realm of security and defense: EU institutions 
might prepare decisions, but states enact them. 
Also, the commitments states undertake at EU 
level, for instance for the capability develop-
ment in the framework of the Headline Goals, 
are merely political self-commitments. Non-
compliance can only be sanctioned through 
rhetorical and moral pressure.

The institutional and political influence of 
member states manifests itself in various ways. 
They decide whether a mission is launched, 
define its mandate, decide whether they take 
part in it or not and whether they allocate 
personnel to it. The Foreign Affairs Council, 
where EU foreign ministers meet under HR 
chairmanship, is the highest decision-making 
level and decides on the planning and de-
ployment of missions by a unanimous legal 
resolution.14

As decisions about deployments have to be 
taken unanimously, a common understanding 
of the issue at hand is vital for CSDP actor-
ness. A minimum level of coherence in how 
member states perceive civilian crisis manage-
ment is hence needed to make CSDP work.

The conceptions and the priority states at-
tribute to civilian means are defined by their 
strategic cultures. If they contrast so strongly 
that they cannot be brought down to a com-
mon denominator, states cannot take a de-
cision at EU level. As a matter of fact, big 

14    Until the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, these 
resolutions were called Joint Actions. Through resolu-
tions, the EU gets operational: they contain objectives, 
scope, funding, conditions and, where applicable, the 
timeframe of the mission.
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differences exist with regard to security policy 
and civilian means. But this is rarely prob-
lematic, as civilian missions seldom cause the 
controversies military operations have the po-
tential to. Many states do not explicitly reject 
civilian CSDP, but just attribute little priority 
to it. Disagreement usually leads to the adjust-
ment of mission mandates, with the result that 
missions are guided less by the specific needs 
of the crisis region than by member states’ po-
litical and material willingness to contribute. 
Yet, states usually do not oppose missions, but 
rather express their limited interest with re-
stricted contributions of personnel. As a con-
sequence, missions frequently are too small, 
ill-prepared, and badly equipped. Moreover, 
they then enjoy little political support and 
therefore have only limited impact on conflict 
resolution on the ground. One example is 
the not very successful security sector reform 
mission in Guinea-Bissau (EU SSR Guinea-
Bissau, 2008-2010).

Another example, EULEX Kosovo, illustrates 
on the one hand that EU member states are 
capable of initiating missions despite differ-
ences of opinion. Although five EU member 
states (Spain, Cyprus, Romania, Slovakia, 
Greece) did not recognize the independence 
of Kosovo, they accepted in 2008 the deploy-
ment of a EU rule of law mission to support 
state building. This succeeded because EU 
member states defined the mission as a techni-
cal solution and tried to circumvent the politi-
cal question about the status of Kosovo. As all 
EU member states agreed on the necessity of 
stabilizing Kosovo, that an independent and 
efficient judicial system was indispensable to 
that aim, and that the future of Kosovo and 
the Western Balkans could only be found in 
Europe, the EU was able to get involved in 
this area. Ultimately, no state voted against the 
mission and, with the exception of Cyprus, 
all states contributed personnel. On the other 
hand, however, the ambivalent basis of the 
mission undermines its daily work, because in 

reality it is hard to “promote rule of law with-
out state building.”15

The various and often conflicting goals and 
priorities of states not only impact on the 
EU’s political decision-making ability, they 
also shape the administrative decision-making 
ability of member states, which is essential for 
preparing and supporting civilian crisis man-
agement. These structures underline the cred-
ibility of an engagement. Three broad groups 
of countries can be distinguished: states that 
significantly campaign for civilian crisis man-
agement and have created support structures 
and concepts on the national level, like the 
Nordic states, Germany, and the United King-
dom; those countries that recently stepped 
up efforts, like France, or are in the process of 
doing so, such as Slovakia; and finally those 
states that barely support civilian crisis man-
agement, like Greece or Estonia.

A few states systematically supported the ci-
vilian dimension from the start, for instance 
by submitting conceptual guidelines for the 
building of EU institutions and by setting up 
exemplary structures that embed and support 
civilian crisis management at the national lev-
el.16 The German government realized such 
measures in the aftermath of the passage of 
the “Civilian Crisis Prevention” action plan 

15    Solveig Richter, “Promoting Rule of Law without 
State-building: Can EULEX Square the Circle in 
Kosovo?” in Muriel Asseburg and Ronja Kempin (eds.), 
The EU as a Strategic Actor in the Realm of Security 
and Defence?, op. cit., pp. 32-49; David Cadier, EU 
Mission in Kosovo (EULEX): Constructing Ambiguity or 
Constructive Disunity?, Transatlantic Security Paper, 3 
(2011), Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique, Paris; 
Emily Haber, “Primat der Stabilität. Der Pragmatismus 
aller Beteiligten ebnete den Weg für den Aufbau rechts-
staatlicher Strukturen im Kosovo,” Internationale Politik, 
64 (2009) 7-8, pp. 83-89.

16    Rummel, op. cit.; Folke Bernadotte Academy, 
Sweden’s Contribution to Civilian ESDP Operations – 
Structures, Routines and Experiences, Seminario L’Italie 
nelle Missioni civili dell’UE. Criticità e prospettive, 
Rome, November 4-5, 2009 (Background Paper).
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in 2004: the Interministerial Steering Group 
on Civilian Crisis Prevention in the German 
Foreign Office coordinates the government’s 
actions in this field. The Advisory Board 
for Civilian Crisis Prevention (established 
in 2005) seeks to assure the involvement of 
non-state actors and advises the Interministe-
rial Steering Group. The German Bundestag’s 
Subcommittee on Civilian Crisis Prevention 
and the Comprehensive Approach (estab-
lished in 2010) provides an opportunity for 
parliamentary initiatives. The Center of In-
ternational Peace Operations (ZIF) organizes 
the recruitment and training of personnel. 
Also conceptually, Germany has become en-
gaged on the EU level and in its 2007 “Traffic 
Lights” Paper submitted precise suggestions 
how to increase the effectiveness of civilian cri-
sis management.17

The UK established in 2004 an innovative 
coordinating body, the interministerial “Sta-
bilization Unit.” Its main task is to recruit, 
train and deploy civilian personnel. The Nor-
dic states are equipped with similar structures 
and have equally positioned themselves with 
conceptual initiatives, like Sweden did when it 
submitted its “Guiding Lines” in 2009.18

By contrast, France exhibited a more reluc-
tant commitment in the early days of civilian 
CSDP. As its strategic culture is more military-
oriented, it had no clear vision how and to 
what end civilian CSDP was to be employed. 
This had repercussions for the provision of 
resources, as France indeed provides many 
police personnel, but is underrepresented in 
other areas. But at the same time, France is the 
biggest provider for military CSDP missions.19 

17    Non-paper, Further Improving the Effectivness of 
Civilian Crisis Management, Brussels 2007.

18    Non-Paper, Civilian Capability Planning and 
Development – Guiding Lines for the Second Semester of 
2009, Brussels, July 2009.

19    Grevi/Helly/Keohane, op.cit., pp. 414-415.

Meanwhile, France has started emphasizing 
the relevance of the civilian dimension in stra-
tegic documents (2008 French white book), 
has set up a civil-military coordination unit 
in its Ministry for Foreign Affairs, and is cur-
rently developing a training system for civilian 
experts and an adjacent personnel pool.20

In other countries such as Greece, no compa-
rable approaches can be discerned at present.

Provision of Resources

Resources for a mission include the general 
mission budget, equipment and personnel. 
The CFSP budget covers the mission budget, 
which finances a part of the equipment and 
infrastructure. Personnel are provided for al-
most exclusively by member states. To a lesser 
extent, the states also supply equipment, such 
as vehicles.

Qualified personnel are the key resource in 
civilian CSDP. When a mission is to be de-
ployed, it is a question of timely provision of 
appropriately trained civilian experts, such 
as police forces or legal experts, in adequate 
numbers. Civilian operations differ from 
military operations in that their deployability 
relies on different aspects: personnel/soldiers, 
their equipment and a specific organizational 
structure.

The EU almost exclusively draws on seconded 
experts and hires only few experts on a direct 
contractual basis (contracting). Secondment 
means that member states recruit national 
experts, make them available for deployment 
and pay them. In 2009 for example, of a total 
of 2334 civilian experts, 1976 were seconded 
and only 358 contracted.21 

20    Major and Schöndorf, op cit.  

21    Grevi/Helly/Keohane, op. cit., p.  415.
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EU member states possess great resources 
of civilian expertise, a fact illustrated by an 
inventory of existing civilian experts in both 
member states and the Commission that the 
Council published in December 1999, shortly 
after the inception of CSDP.22 However, this 
list provided little information about the avail-
ability of personnel and did not build upon 
standardized criteria for recruitment and 
training. 

In order to guarantee flexibility, professional-
ism and specialization of the civilian person-
nel as well as the rapid deployment of specific 
groups of experts, EU member states decided 
to concentrate their efforts first and foremost 

22    European Council, Conclusions of the Presidency, 
Helsinki, November 24, 1999 (doc. 12323/99 for mem-
ber states, doc. 11044/99 for the EU).

on six priority areas.23 Therefore, states agreed 
upon two Civilian Headline Goals (CHG) in 
2000 and 2004 to fix how many experts the 
EU would like to have at its disposal in the 
concerned areas (see Table 1).24 

According to national pledges, states have 
already fulfilled these numeric CHG tar-
gets.25 In case of deployment, however, states 
routinely experience difficulties in satisfying 
the demand for personnel, ensuring the re-

23    European Council, Conclusions of the Presidency, 
Santa Maria de Feira, June 19-20, 2000; Council of the 
European Union, Civilian Headline Goal 2008, Brussels, 
December 7, 2004 (doc. 15863/04).

24   Ibid.; table updated and adapted from Rummel,
op. cit., p. 8-9.

25    General Affairs Council, Final Report on the Civilian 
Headline Goal 2008, Brussels, EU, November 19, 2007 
(doc. 14807/07).

Table 1.  The Six Priority Areas for EU Civilian Capabilities24

Areas of Expertise Numbers and Tasks (as agreed on in CHG 2010)

Police
•	5761 policemen
•	substitution tasks (substitution of local police forces) and rein-

forcement tasks (support to local forces)

Rule of Law •	631 experts
•	judges, prosecutors, penitentiary personnel, administrative clerks

Civil Administration

•	565 experts, available on short notice
•	general administrative tasks (i.e. civil registration, local 

administration)
•	social tasks (i.e. education, public health)
•	infrastructure (i.e. water and energy supply) 

Civil Protection
•	579 experts and 4445 aid workers
•	assistance in civil protection, pandemic preparedness, migratory 

flows

Monitoring •	505 experts for monitoring, situation analysis and evaluation

Support to EU Special 
Representatives (EU SR)

•	444 experts to support EUSRs in areas such as human rights, 
politics, gender, Security Sector Reform (SSR)
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quired speed, and supplying personnel that 
can cope with complex mission tasks. Almost 
all missions have experienced difficulties in 
obtaining the required manpower. This prob-
lem is especially felt when several large mis-
sions need to be staffed simultaneously, as 
was the case in 2008, when EUMM Georgia, 
EUPOL Afghanistan, and EULEX Kosovo 
were all seeking staff. EUPOL Afghanistan 
and EULEX Kosovo, the biggest missions in 
numbers so far, did not reach their planned 
strength, even if pledged numbers of the 
CHG suggest they would have been able to. 
When EULEX Kosovo advertised positions 
in 2010/11, it only received applications for 
60% of advertised posts.26 Specialized profiles 
such as logisticians and legal experts as well as 
sensitive posts, such as in the management, are 
especially hard to staff. Things prove to be less 
difficult for posts that require less specific ex-
pertise, such as general monitoring, mentoring 
and advising tasks.

These problems with provision of personnel 
stem from five challenges: 

First, civilian experts do not form a homo-
geneous professional group. The term “ci-
vilian personnel” comprises a multiplicity of 
profiles: from judges to engineers to customs 
or gender experts. This results in a range of 
problems, especially because different param-
eters and institutional contacts for deploy-
ment exist, which rarely cooperate. Whereas 
in the military national defense ministries act 
as coordinating hubs, in the civilian realm 
there is a multiplicity of institutional contacts. 
In the case of Germany, they are to be found 
both in the state and private domain: on the 
one hand, there are several ministries (MFA, 
Interior, Justice, Economic Cooperation and 
Development). The ministries in turn do not 

26    Interview in the EEAS in May 2011; see Giovanni 
Grevi: “EULEX Kosovo,” in Grevi/Helly/Keohane, op. 
cit., pp. 353-368.

all possess the same structures: whereas the 
Federal Ministry of the Interior has a working 
group for international police missions, one is 
lacking in the Federal Ministry of Justice. In 
addition, competencies are split between the 
federal and the regional state level, for instance 
in the police forces.

On top of that, the different systems and pro-
fessional backgrounds complicate cooperation 
in the field. Here, too, differences with the 
military realm are evident: NATO member-
ship has meant that most EU member state 
military forces have been trained in coopera-
tion and been socialized in common standards 
and conceptions. This facilitates international 
military cooperation and increases mutual un-
derstanding. But there is no comparable struc-
ture in the civilian realm.

EU-wide training standards have now been 
developed, however. Between 2001 and 2009 
representatives of numerous EU member states 
developed training programs for civilian EU 
missions in the European Group on Training 
(EGT) for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Manage-
ment.27 The results of the Commission-funded 
EGT considerably contributed to the creation 
of Europe’s New Training Initiative for Civil-
ian Crisis Management (ENTRi), chaired 
by ZIF, within the framework of which 13 
European partner institutions have since Janu-
ary 2011 been jointly conducting a training 
program for civilian crisis management.28 The 
Commission bears 80% of the costs (€2.5 
million), and the 13 partner institutions share 
the rest. With regard to police forces, the Eu-
ropean Police College (CEPOL) attempts to 
harmonize education. But these trainings have 
restricted utility, because they are not obliga-
tory and not all countries participate.

27    www.europeangroupontraining.eu, accessed June 
29, 2011.

28    www.entriforccm.eu/, accessed June 29, 2011.
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Second, there is no European recruitment 
system. This means that the quality of person-
nel cannot be guaranteed. As EU provisions 
only apply to quantitative (CHG objectives) 
and not qualitative standards, considerable dif-
ferences persist with regard to recruitment in 
terms of institutions, procedures and criteria. 
A few states have developed institutions and 
programs that deal with recruiting, selecting, 
advising, preparing, supervising, de-briefing 
and evaluating personnel. Frontrunners in-
clude Germany (ZIF, established in 2002), 
Sweden (Folke Bernadotte Academy, estab-
lished in 2002), and Finland (Crisis Manage-
ment Center, established in 2007). They are in 
charge of civilian personnel contributions to 
EU, UN, and OSCE and probably eventually 
NATO (if it decides to turn civilian). At the 
same time, they ensure the quality of candi-
dates. In case of doubts about a candidate’s ap-
titude, the agencies can decide not to support 
his or her application for a position in an EU 
mission. Some states also established a legal 
basis for deployment, dealing with practical 
issues such as medical insurance. The German 
and the Finnish models are here seen as ex-
emplary. The 2009 German Secondment Act 
guarantees the legal and social protection of 
civilian personnel in international missions.29 

The majority of EU member states, however, 
are just in the process of systematically orga-
nizing their recruiting and training, as well 
as establishing some legal groundwork for it. 
Whereas the recruitment of police forces is 
already frequently centralized and backed by 
training programs, things look rather bleak for 
other civilian experts. Recruitment centers are 
very rare. Poland, for example, has no central 
database; decisions on deployments are taken 
on an ad hoc basis in the individual agencies 

29    Gesetz zur Regelung von Sekundierungen im 
Rahmen von Einsätzen der zivilen Krisenprävention 
(Sekundierungsgesetz – SekG), 17. Juli 2009 (BGBl. I 
S. 1974).

or ministries. However, Poland started to 
change legal requirements in order to harmo-
nize deployment conditions among civilian 
experts. Slovakia developed a corresponding 
draft bill that is likely to be adopted by parlia-
ment by the end of 2011. The bill creates a 
coordinating committee for deployment of 
civilian personnel and defines deployment 
conditions. In general, a trend towards a more 
systematic organization of recruitment can be 
discerned. 

Third, civilian experts cannot be “enlisted.” 
The principle of voluntary participation holds 
both for the expert and the seconding agency 
or company. In principle, experts can volun-
teer to participate in missions, yet in case of 
deployment decide on short notice whether 
they want to take part in this very mission or 
not. Private reasons, security concerns or ca-
reer considerations can play a role here. The 
voluntary character explains the gap between 
pledged numbers and actually available experts 
in civilian CSDP. In order to close that gap, 
member states and the EU set up preselected 
pools of experts. They can improve availabil-
ity and actual willingness for deployment by 
means of better preparation and information, 
and by greatly clarifying administrative ques-
tions in generic contracts in advance. These 
pools can thus help by creating a sense of 
commitment, but ultimately cannot guarantee 
the experts’ willingness to deploy. The Civilian 
Response Teams  (CRT), that are supposed to 
ensure rapid reaction to crisis situations are an 
example of such EU-level pools.30 However, 
results have been meager so far: CRT have 
been deployed, but in other staff compositions 
than those pledged. 

30    Council of the European Union, Multifunctional 
Civilian Crisis Management Resources in an Integrated 
Format – Civilian Response Teams, Brussels, EU, June 
23, 2005 (doc. 10462/05).
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Fourth, civilian experts frequently are scarce 
resources in their own country. Agencies 
thus often are reluctant to support deploy-
ment and accept absences in their own staff. 
The same applies for the private sector.

Fifth, individual incentives are low to par-
ticipate in deployment abroad. For the ma-
jority of experts, deployment abroad is neither 
a career move nor financially attractive. On 
top of that, returning to work after a mission 
often proves difficult. Consequently, many 
civilians are reluctant to undergo (more or 
less, depending on country) time-consuming 
training or deploy to a faraway and potentially 
dangerous crisis region without the prospect of 
garnering some professional or financial profit 
from it. 

Increased contracting of experts could proba-
bly resolve current problems with deployment 
of seconded experts. While seconding gener-
ally allows for swift recruitment and deploy-
ment (often less than three months), the num-
ber of applicants is low. This is mainly due to 
the fact that some countries limit secondments 
to the civil service. The EU has received no 
more than 3,500 applications for a total of 
about 1,800 posts in 2010.31 Contracting fre-
quently and significantly increases the number 
of applicants. Also, expenditure and costs for 
the states would drop substantially if appli-
cants could apply to and be paid by the EU. 

On the other hand, states would lose their 
quality assurance mechanism, because the 
recruiting agencies that are now active, such 
as Folke Bernadotte Academy or ZIF, would 
not necessarily be involved in selection and 
training. Moreover, states would be left with 
a potentially reduced ability to exercise influ-
ence over missions: bypassing their personnel 
recruitment programs also undermines the 

31    Behrendt, op. cit., p. 3.

ability of state attempts to influence a mission 
or to emphasize its commitment to a region 
symbolically. Under specified conditions, 
it seems reasonable to uphold secondment, 
while increasing incentives and improving 
procedures. 

As long as states hold on to secondment, prob-
lems with the provision of personnel can only 
be resolved on the national level. Given the 
differences concerning legal systems and insti-
tutional practices, no universal model for re-
cruitment, training, deployment and adminis-
tration of civilian personnel can be developed. 
However, the EU level can provide support for 
change by generating a general framework.

In July 2009 the Political and Security Com-
mittee (PSC), a permanent Brussels-based 
body of EU member states representatives, 
defined four priority areas for improvement 
of the provision of civilian personnel: de-
velopment of national frameworks; budget 
lines; national databases (rosters); and train-
ing. In order to make progress in these areas, 
the PSC recommended developing national 
coordinating institutions, national concepts 
and instruments, such as the Goalkeeper 
database. Goalkeeper is a software program 
that is supposed to give an (interconnected) 
overview over available posts in missions with 
standardized job descriptions, training courses 
and resources of EU states. It is still under 
construction.32 

Furthermore, the Crisis Management and 
Planning Directorate (CMPD), the EEAS’ 
agency for the coordination of civilian and 
military planning, conduct and capability 
development, organizes periodical workshops 

32    Council of the European Union, Civilian Headline 
Goal 2010: Outline of Goalkeeper Software Environment, 
Brussels, EU, April 2, 2009 (doc. 8096/09); interview in 
the CMPD in May 2011. As of this writing Goalkeeper 
is not fully operational.
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that serve as forums where states can exchange 
experiences and best practices.33  Ideas and 
assistance concerning the improvement of 
staff supply stem from both the EU level and 
advanced member states. But as these are 
recommendations rather than obligations, 
and because states lack interest, they are fre-
quently not or only in a very modest way 
implemented.

The EU Level: Fragmentation and 
the Challenge of Coordination

The interaction between states and the EU 
level is characterized by disparate assumptions 
about their respective responsibilities and pri-
orities in the realm of crisis management, and 
often proves to be inefficient. The same holds 
true not only for cooperation within EEAS, 
but also between EEAS and the Commission. 
This confusion has negative effects on civilian 
CSDP’s political and administrative actorness, 
because initiatives are hampered, decisions 
delayed or insufficiently equipped in material 
terms. Because of opaque internal distribution 
of competences and the resulting disputes, the 
“Brussels Machine” cannot pool expertise and 
provide coordination as effectively as it should.

Inefficient Interaction between States 
and the EU Level

CSDP’s administrative decision-making capac-
ity depends on the efficient and goal-oriented 
cooperation of EU-level CSDP structures with 
the EU member states. The Lisbon Treaty pro-
vided a new framework for this interaction. 
So far, however, this has not contributed to 

33    Hungary consequently organized a study trip to 
Finland in the framework of the creation of its national 
crisis management strategy; Polish experts have visited 
ZIF.

the strengthening of civilian CSDP: the HR 
shows little interest in civilian CSDP and has 
not yet launched noteworthy initiatives since 
assuming office in November 2009. States 
have less access to EU structures and fewer op-
portunities for visible actions. Hence, civilian 
CSDP finds itself with progressively less lead-
ership to guide it.

Two provisions of the Lisbon Treaty in par-
ticular had the potential to improve the greatly 
criticized lack of coherence, continuity and ef-
ficiency of EU security policy: first, the aboli-
tion of the rotating 6-month-presidency of the 
Council; and second, and linked to that, the 
introduction of a High Representative (HR) 
for EU foreign and security policy.

The HR was intended to be a leadership figure 
with numerous competences: coordinating 
internal EU decision-making processes; bun-
dling resources of the states; creating a coher-
ent security policy profile for the Union; and 
supporting member states in their role as driv-
ing forces in CSDP. For that reason, the post 
merges CFSP domains that were formerly split 
between the Commission (supranationally 
organized) and the Council (intergovernmen-
tally organized). This bridging function is sup-
ported by the HR’s role as Vice President of 
the Commission: the HR leads CFSP/CSDP, 
but is also responsible for the EU’s external 
action in the Commission. This merger was 
supposed to overcome problems that previ-
ously resulted from the fragmentation between 
the EC and CFSP pillars, such as competence-
based squabbles in the civilian area (in which 
both Commission and CSDP are active). 

The High Representative’s potential influ-
ence on CSDP results from the fact that he/
she can lead the whole decision-making pro-
cess, from the initiative to deliberation in 
the working groups through to the decision 
in the new formation of the Foreign Affairs 
Council (FAC). The HR chairs this council 
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formation, which has put an end to the rotat-
ing Council presidency. A representative of 
the HR also leads the PSC and the Commit-
tee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management 
(CIVCOM). In the PSC, representatives of 
member states discuss international security 
policy developments and prepare the meetings 
of the FAC. CIVCOM is the expert commit-
tee that advises the PSC on civilian matters. 
It formulates recommendations, accompanies 
capacity-building, develops strategies for single 
domains and supports both intra-EU and EU-
member states’ cooperation. The principle of 
unanimity in PSC and CIVCOM still applies, 
but the HR sets the agenda and chairs the 
meetings. Most importantly, she/he now pos-
sesses a formal power of initiative and her own 
apparatus, the EEAS.

Two years into the Lisbon Treaty, however, ci-
vilian CSDP appears weakened and leaderless. 
This is due both to the current High Repre-
sentative’s lack of leadership and the limited 
commitment of member states.

The HR has so far failed to distinguish herself 
as a driving force.34  Whether or not the Lis-
bon provisions are effective depends to a great 
extent on the commitment of the High Repre-
sentative. To date, her capacities in generating 
momentum, exerting leadership and repre-
senting have proven to be far from convincing 
in the realm of civilian CSDP. That is in part 
because she enjoys little support from mem-
ber states. But she also has not yet shown an 
ambition to put her stamp on civilian CSDP. 
This is all the more striking, as there was no 
shortage of opportunities for profile-making, 
such as the chance to define the EU’s response 
to the Arab Spring in early 2011. But the 
HR acted with reserve, whereas some mem-
ber states, such as France and Great Britain, 

34   Interviews in the EEAS in May 2011, in the French, 
German and Polish Foreign Ministries in May, June and 
August 2011

promoted themselves and explicitly refrained 
from acting within the EU framework.

The reasons for Ashton’s lack of commit-
ment are manifold. First, the beginning of 
her tenure was complicated by the fact that 
she had to set up the service (EEAS) that was 
essentially supposed to support her work. 
This undertaking was hindered by the power 
struggle among member states, the European 
Parliament and the Commission, which were 
contending for authority, influence and fi-
nancial means.35  During the start-up phase, 
the working capacity of the EEAS was limited 
and missing posts were not staffed. Addition-
ally, the Lisbon Treaty has vested competences 
in the HR, but not always the corresponding 
support structures: one of Ashton’s representa-
tives may now head CIVCOM, but does not 
dispose of proper working groups, as does 
his military counterpart, the EU Military 
Staff. Thus, the HR is expected to lead and 
initiate, but is equipped with few of her own 
resources and remains dependent upon mem-
ber states for support. This principle applies, 
for instance, in the provision of personnel for 
missions. This contradiction between supra-
national leadership tasks for the HR on one 
hand, and unvaryingly intergovernmental con-
trol by member states over resources on the 
other, affects the actorness of civilian CSDP.

Furthermore, the HR seems to conceive of 
CSDP as states’ turf, where her own agenda 
setting power is limited. According to observ-
ers, she has little interest in mediating con-
flicts between member states and producing 
compromise. Her reserved role in the debates 
about the set up of an EU civil-military head-
quarters in the spring and summer of 2011 
illustrate this shortcoming.36  She seems to 

35   See von Ondarza, op. cit.

36   Claudia Major, A Civil-Military Headquarters for 
the EU. The Weimar Triangle Initiative Fuels the Current 
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prefer other domains, like the setup of EU del-
egations, where she sees more scope for action. 

In addition to the HR’s role, the lack of politi-
cal actorness, or even the leadership vacuum 
in civilian CSDP, can also be explained by 
the reluctant attitude of member states since 
the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty. The 
Treaty established conditions that hamper 
member state initiatives, because they now 
have less access to Brussels structures and 
decision-making mechanisms. The abolition 
of the rotating presidency in the FAC, the 
PSC and CIVCOM leaves the member states 
with fewer opportunities for agenda-setting 
and lobbying for their issues. The HR’s right 
of initiative leaves member states with the 
impression that they have less a say. As oppor-
tunities of influence diminish, states are less 
interested in committing to the EU. The fact 
that CIVCOM is not always able to fulfill its 
tasks of developing ideas and pushing dossiers 
is due not only to the weak presidency, but 
also to a lack of member state commitment.

This outcome is disastrous, because during 
past Council presidencies, many member 
states put a lot of effort into their projects. 
Sweden, for example, pushed for further de-
velopment of civilian capabilities and submit-
ted detailed proposals in the 2009 “Guiding 
Lines.”37  In 2008, France campaigned for the 
monitoring mission EUMM Georgia, which 
was rapidly deployed after the 2008 Georgia-
Russia war. However, some decisions seem 
indeed to have been taken solely for the sake 
of prestige and good publicity. The very same 
French EU presidency initiated a pool of ex-
perts on Security Sector Reform (SSR pool), 
which was basically a duplication of existing 

Debate (Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, 
December 2010 (SWP Comments 2010/C 31).

37   Non-Paper, Civilian Capability Planning and 
Development – Guiding Lines for the Second Semester of 
2009, Brussels, July 2009.

pools, such the Crisis Reaction Teams. How-
ever, taking the Arab Spring as an example, 
recent experiences show that without the sup-
port and the interest of influential member 
states, strong EU actorness and the further 
development of civilian means are impossible 
to achieve.

Who will fill the leadership vacuum that 
emerged because of lack of commitment from 
both the HR and member states? Initial signs 
of willingness by member states to become 
a driving force emerged again in the 2011 
Polish EU presidency, which presented an 
ambitious program and tried to promote it, if 
necessary, independently from the HR.38  But 
Ashton also appears to have become more 
ambitious. She initiated a screening of EEAS 
crisis management structures, which should 
be completed by the end of 2011. Its results 
are supposed to inform the restructuring and 
rationalization of these structures in order to 
improve their capacity to act.

Insufficient Cooperation Inside the 
EEAS

The EEAS develops policy input for concepts, 
capabilities or training and thus lays the basis 
for administrative decision-making at the EU 
level. However, disputes over competences and 
insufficient coordination of certain entities in-
side the EEAS impair its capacity to act.

Many EU diplomats, as well as national repre-
sentatives, criticize the difficult start-up phase 
of the EEAS as a “standstill.”39  Lasting uncer-

38   Claudia Major and Florian Wassenberg, Warsaw’s 
Ambitious CSDP Agenda (Berlin: Stiftung Wissenschaft 
und Politik, September 2011 (SWP Comments 2011/C 
25).

39   Interviews in the EEAS in May and July 2011, in 
the German, French, Belgian and Polish MFAs in June 
2011.
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tainty about the placement of CSDP institu-
tions inside the EEAS, opaque distribution of 
competences between the Commission and 
the EEAS, and practical questions—EEAS 
employees being dispersed among different 
buildings and thus exchanging little in day-
to-day work—not only affected the ability to 
work of the EEAS, but also curbed the enthu-
siasm of its staff.

The staffing situation remains problematic. 
Until the outline of the EEAS had been de-
fined in December of 2010, personnel deci-
sions and recruiting were postponed. Even 
senior positions were staffed late. The directors 
of the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capa-
bility (CPCC), which conducts civilian mis-
sions, and the CMPD were appointed as late 
as April and May, 2011. This delay, however, 
caused the strategic orientation to be defined 
quite late. The staffing situation remains diffi-
cult, as the HR cannot fill all vacant posts due 
to saving targets. Out of 56 authorized posi-
tions in CPCC, only 40 were filled by May 
2011.

Inside the EEAS, disputes about competence 
affect the coordination between the depart-
ments. Cooperation between the geographic 
and thematic desks within the EEAS on the 
one hand, and the CSDP crisis management 
structures (CMPD, CPCC) on the other, is 
often impaired by insufficient communication. 
Meetings of the CMPD, some EEAS depart-
ments and the Commission took place, how-
ever, during the Libyan crisis in spring 2011.

Inside the crisis management structures, the 
CPCC/Civilian Planning and Conduct Ca-
pability and the CMPD/Crisis Management 
and Planning Department compete with each 
other. CPCC is responsible for civilian op-
erational questions: the conduct of ongoing 
missions, mission support (legal, logistic and 
financial), and planning. It is a kind of civilian 
headquarters and is headed by a civilian op-
erations commander. The CMPD deals with 

integrated, politico-strategic planning, concept 
development, operation reporting and lessons 
learned. It is supposed to improve coordina-
tion of civilian and military planning, con-
duct and capability development. Therefore, 
CMPD is often likened to a planning staff, 
whereas implementation takes place within 
CPCC. The line between the two is difficult 
to draw, however, and strongly depends on 
senior staff. The unresolved rivalry between 
the two obstructs decision-making within the 
civilian CSDP. For example, the Civilian Reac-
tion Teams are a dossier of both CMPD and 
CPCC without clear distribution of tasks and 
competences. Disagreements between CPCC 
and CMPD over responsibilities on that issue 
in the spring of 2011 delayed scheduled train-
ing programs. Since the restaffing of senior 
positions in spring 2011, weekly meetings be-
tween directors from both agencies take place 
to improve coordination. But it is too early to 
assess the results.

The marginal integration of the field level of 
CSDP and its expertise in the work of Brus-
sels-based CSDP structures also has a negative 
impact on the EU’s administrative capacity to 
act. Situations are appraised very differently 
in the field and in Brussels. If local expertise 
is not integrated or only partially integrated 
in Brussels’ work, this disconnect might lead 
to inappropriate decisions or allocation of re-
sources. A fact-finding mission in 2007 sent 
out an alert about hostile developments on the 
Georgian border and recommended that the 
PSC send police and border monitoring per-
sonnel to South Ossetia and Abkhazia. But the 
PSC could not manage to reach a decision.40  
When the Georgian-Russian war erupted in 
2008, the EU had no personnel on the ground 
to provide information about the conflict. 

40   See Korski and Gowan, op. cit., p. 56; Interviews in 
the German Foreign Office, May 2011.
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The administrative capacity to act is equally af-
fected by vague and inadequate planning. The 
EU lacks numerous preconditions for ensuring 
the deployment of civilian experts and creat-
ing good working conditions: from equip-
ment to contracts with external suppliers (e.g., 
for fuel) or rapid funding at the beginning 
of a mission. Meanwhile, member states and 
the Commission have provided for the lat-
ter. Funds can now be unblocked prior to the 
resolution on a mission deployment has passed 
in order to pay per diem or local interpreters 
in fact-finding missions, which provide infor-
mation for the elaboration of the mandate.41 
The Commission determined corresponding 
procedures in 2008. Funds were first used for 
the preparation of EUMM Georgia in 2008.

Procurement remains problematic, as Brus-
sels’ standards are widely used for the field 
level, even if conditions differ considerably. 
Hence missions are subject to the same pro-
curement standards—for their headquarters, 
for example—as if they were in Brussels. But 
lengthy delivery times can render a mission 
ineffective: the first experts for EUMM Geor-
gia quickly arrived on the ground in 2008, but 
were not immediately able to act because the 
infrastructure was lacking. Similar problems 
occurred in EUPOL Afghanistan and EULEX 
Kosovo. This problem especially concerns 
equipment that is expensive and takes time 
to deliver, such as armored vehicles. Since the 
EU does not maintain a stand-by “starter kit” 
for missions, it always needs to procure new 
equipment, take over equipment from other 
missions or hope for member state support. 
EUMM Georgia lacked the armored vehicles 
it needed to do its work in a dangerous en-
vironment. Only the commitment of France 

41   Council of the European Union, Procedure for 
Having Recourse to the ›Preparatory Measures‹ Budget Line 
within the CFSP Budget, Brussels, EU, May 31, 2007 
(doc. 10238/07).

and Italy, which supplied the required vehicles, 
helped overcome the problem quickly.

Furthermore, the EU has trouble integrating 
mission evaluations to form a systematic learn-
ing process. CPCC is responsible for the mon-
itoring and evaluation of civilian missions. But 
these procedures are not always systematic, 
and lessons learned are slowly implemented. 
As a result, it is difficult for the EU to respond 
to changing conditions, such as the deterio-
rating situation in Afghanistan. In addition, 
learning from past experiences for future mis-
sions is restricted. Problems like procurement 
procedures that are not adapted to operating 
conditions in the field are thus upheld.42 EU 
member states, however, do not always imple-
ment EEAS best practice recommendations 
that are relevant to them, like issuing diplo-
matic passports to CRT personnel in order to 
facilitate rapid deployment and their stay in 
crisis regions.

Finally, the EU only partially exploits syn-
ergies that can result from the interplay of 
civilian and military components of CSDP. 
Planning is coordinated, but opportunities for 
cooperation are rarely seized. The concept of 
Civil-Military Coordination (CMCO) is sup-
posed to enable the coordination of civilian 
and military instruments in planning process-
es.43  The Crisis Management Procedures com-
plement CMCO and describe at which points 
in planning and decision-making the civilian 
and military dimensions are to be taken into 
consideration. In reality, civilian and military 
missions are coordinated at best, like in the 
Democratic Republic of Congo. From 2005 
to 2006, up to two civilian missions and one 

42   Chivvis, op. cit.; interviews in the EEAS in May 
2011, in the MFA in July 2011.

43   Council of the European Union, Civil Military Co-
Ordination (CMCO), Brussels, EU, November 7, 2003 
(doc. 14457/03).
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military mission coexisted there.44  But syn-
ergies were rarely exploited. Cooperation in 
EUMM Georgia, however, was successful: 
the civilian mission could not have started as 
quickly as it did without military support with 
transport. One important initiative was started 
by the 2009 Swedish Council presidency, 
when it identified 13 areas (including trans-
port, logistics and communication) of pos-
sible civil-military synergies and consequently 
drafted a working program.45  It seems that 
implementation is progressing rather slowly.46

An efficient arrangement of civil-military co-
operation is complicated by criticism from 
numerous observers, including some from civil 
society, who fear that the label “civil-military 
cooperation” stands for creeping militarization 
of crisis management.47 They list staff num-
bers, existing structures and processes and the 
role of concepts as criteria for militarization. 
Civilian CSDP indeed compares unfavor-
ably to military CSDP in these categories and 
military influences are apparent. Hence more 
CMPD staff has a military background than a 
civilian one. Military structures and processes 
guided the construction of CPCC and this 
leads to large similarities between military and 
civilian crisis management concepts, for ex-
ample. This suggests that the military mindset 

44   See Annex 1, p. 41; EUPOL Kinshasa (April 2005-
June 2007), EUSEC RD Congo (since May 2005), 
EUFOR DR Congo (July-November 2006).

45   cf. Council of the European Union, Political 
and Security Committee Note to the Permanent 
Representatives’ Committee and the Council. 
Promoting Synergies between the EU Civil and Military 
Capability Development, Brussels, EU, November 9, 
2009 (doc. 15475/09).

46   cf. Council of the European Union, Promoting 
Synergies between the EU Civil and Military Capability 
Development -Final report on the outcomes of Phase 2 
of the Workplan, Brussels, EU, May 17, 2011 (doc. 
9850/11).

47   Alain Délétroz, “Kapazität der EU zur 
Friedenssicherung schwindet,” in Der Tagesspiegel, 
February 22, 2010.

shapes planning and that military patterns are 
borrowed for civilian missions.

Civilian institutions also have fewer support-
ing structures at their disposal. Inside CMPD, 
the numbers of employees responsible for mil-
itary and civilian capability development are 
roughly the same.48  The military side, how-
ever, gets additional support in terms of tech-
nical expertise from EUMS and the European 
Defense Agency (EDA). On the civilian side, 
there is only CPCC, which has a much smaller 
staff (40) than its military counterpart EUMS 
(150).49  But CPCC has more competencies 
and tasks than EUMS and needs to conduct 
numerous missions in different geographic ar-
eas (10 missions as of summer of 2011).

There is debate about how this military domi-
nance manifests itself in practice. Potential 
militarization of planning so far seems to 
concern mainly functional issues, such as re-
dundancy planning, that is to say the military 
rather plans for double the resources in order 
to have reserves that could be needed in case 
of emergency. The military’s considerable 
planning expertise should be acknowledged at 
some point. This level of expertise is not yet 
available in the civilian sphere, because there 
is a dearth of proficient civilian planners who 
are able to assume long-term and intensive 
planning for civilian CSDP. Whether mili-
tary dominance is problematic to the degree 
that it obstructs the genuine civilian charac-
ter of CSDP has not yet been systematically 
investigated.

48   As competences overlap and change, some observers 
speak of 1,5 posts, others of 3. But most importantly, 
military and civilian staffs are equal in numbers (as of 
July 2011).

49   As of May 2011, numbers are constantly changing, 
but the disequilibrium persists. There still is no military 
EU HQ that would mirror CPCC structures. Military 
HQ tasks currently fulfilled by EUMS, the Operations 
(Ops) Center, and in case of deployment by national 
HQs. Thus, by adding the national HQ staff, the civil-
military ratio sways even more to the military side.
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Obstructive Competition between 
Commission and the EEAS

Both the EEAS and the European Commis-
sion have civilian instruments. They are de-
pendent on each other, but their interaction 
is characterized by differing preconceptions 
and competence-based squabbles, which affect 
practical work. 

The Commission has a deep-seated tradition 
in humanitarian aid and development cooper-
ation, which is predominantly geared towards 
long-term institution-building. CSDP was 
created for quick intervention in acute crisis 
situations. The gap between security—quick 
reaction by CSDP—and development—long-
term commitment by the Commission—sug-
gests a complementary division of labor. In 
the complex crises the EU faces today it is 
hard to draw a clear line between security and 
development, as both demand concerted ac-
tion within a comprehensive approach. But 
practice in the field often looks somewhat 
different. 

The most famous example is the 2008 
ECOWAS judgment, which ruled in favor of 
the Commission on a dispute it had with the 
Council regarding competences concerning 
the handling of small arms and light weap-
ons.50  In July 2002, the Council had adopted 
a CFSP Joint Action aiming at curbing the 
spread of small arms and light weapons in 
West Africa. The Commission, however, re-
garded this as a part of development coopera-
tion and thus as under its own authority. In 
2008, the European Court of Justice found in 
favor of the Commission.

50   Europäischer Gerichtshof, Pressemitteilung Nr. 
31/08. Urteil des Gerichtshofs in der Rechtssache 
C-91/05, Luxemburg, EU, 20. Mai 2008; Amtsblatt der 
Europäischen Union, V. Bekanntmachungen, Brussels, 
June 5, 2008 (C 171/2).

The Lisbon Treaty was not able to completely 
resolve such squabbles. First, not all the com-
petences in foreign policy are organized under 
one umbrella. Many observers note that the 
power struggle between the Commission and 
the member states concerning the structuring 
of EEAS was decided at the expense of the 
EEAS.51  Thus, Commission President Barroso 
curtailed Ashton’s portfolio shortly after her 
assumption of office by cutting the European 
Neighborhood Policy (ENP) from her future 
assignment and allocating it to the Commis-
sioner for Enlargement. Areas like enlarge-
ment, trade, and development cooperation, 
which are fundamentally important for civil-
ian crisis management, remain with the Com-
mission and hence are subject to its authority 
and funding lines. The Commission, by means 
of its Foreign Policy Instruments Service, also 
administers the CFSP budget, which funds 
civilian CSDP missions.52  In these ways the 
Commission has influence on CSDP by de-
ciding, for example, when to release funds. 
The HR may be able to link CSDP initiatives 
with Commission initiatives, but as she has 
no power to direct the actions of the Com-
missioners, cooperation has thus far been 
inadequate.

Second, disputes about competences persist 
despite the fact that subject areas have been 
formally assigned to the EEAS or to the Com-
mission. This especially concerns the domain 
of humanitarian aid and disaster relief. When 
taking office in February 2010, the new Euro-
pean Commission decided to aggregate these 
two areas under a new EU Commissioner for 
International Cooperation, Humanitarian Aid 
and Crisis Response. But the HR, too, sees a 
role for CSDP in crisis response and disaster 

51   See von Ondarza, op. cit.

52   The Commission administers the budget and con-
trols the finances. Member states decide on the size of 
the budget per mission (in the framework of the CSDP 
budget). 
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relief. Both the Commissioner and the HR in-
sist on their competence, which leads, for ex-
ample, to insufficient sharing of information.

Finally, coordination processes between the 
EEAS and the Commission often turn out to 
be lengthy, even though the Commission is in 
many respects associated with CSDP decision-
making processes. Civilian CSDP missions are 
indeed more likely to make a contribution to 
crisis management when their action is part 
of a comprehensive, coordinated EU involve-
ment in the crisis region.53  Coordination both 
between the CSDP budget and Commission 
funds and between their respective planning 
processes is a precondition for success. As pro-
cesses differ in their structure and functioning, 
however, they are difficult to coordinate. This 
does not necessarily result in contradictory de-
cisions and serious problems, but more likely 
in missed synergy effects, because of unneces-
sary duplications, for example. The common 
use of resources such as transport, logistics 
or common fact-finding can create synergies, 
whereas duplications boost costs. 

Coordination between Commission and the 
EEAS in the case of rapid crisis reaction has 
been deemed to be successful. The Com-
mission can provide funds for actions on 
short notice via its Instrument for Stability 
(IfS).54  IfS projects are often complementary 
to CSDP missions, for instance in the field 
of crisis response or capacity building. But 
real coordination has rarely happened. In Af-
ghanistan, where a rule of law mission (Com-
mission) works in parallel with the EUPOL 
police mission (CSDP), progress in terms of 

53   See Claudia Major and Christian Mölling, Towards 
an EU Peacebuilding Strategy?, European Parliament, 
Brussels, April 2010 (Standard Briefing).

54   See Marco Overhaus, Aufbauhilfe der EU in 
Konfliktländern. Die außenpolitischen Instrumente im 
Spannungsfeld von Sicherheit und Entwicklung (Berlin: 
Stiftung Wissenschaft und Politik, Oktober 2011 (SWP-
Studien 2011), p. 28.

coordination was finally achieved after tedious 
efforts: the IfS now provides funds for projects 
which EUPOL identified. In Kosovo, EULEX 
Kosovo and the European Commission Liai-
son Office have improved cooperation after 
start-up difficulties: they now jointly identify 
priorities for assistance in the rule of law sector 
and monitoring the implementation of EC-
funded programs.55  Especially in crisis areas 
where both actors have different representa-
tives on the ground and run parallel projects, 
coordination is necessary in order to exploit 
synergy effects, prevent mutual obstructions, 
and implement an overarching strategy for the 
region. 

The International Level: 
Competition and Cooperation

The EU is one actor among many in interna-
tional crisis management. It has to share tasks 
and resources with international partners such 
as the UN or the OSCE. Under the paradigm 
of the comprehensive approach, all actors are 
supposed to strive for cooperation. But the in-
creasing number of missions and the extension 
of their tasks have led to growing competition 
for resources and competences. Between 1988 
and 2008, the number of UN missions qua-
drupled.56  Between 2004 and 2010 alone, the 
number of civilian personnel in UN missions 
increased from 12,500 to 22,500.57  Competi-
tion particularly concerns personnel, because 
increasing demand from all organizations 
needs to be satisfied by drawing upon the 

55  Grevi, in Grevi/Helly/Keohane, op. cit., pp. 353-36. 

56   United Nations Department of Peacekeeping 
Operations, United Nations Department of Peacekeeping 
Operations Fact Sheet, United Nations, New York 2008, 
www.un.org/Depts/dpko/factsheet.pdf,  accessed  July 8, 
2011.

57   Civilian personnel here comprises international staff, 
local staff and United Nations volunteers. See Zentrum 
für Internationale Friedenseinsätze 2011.
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same pool of personnel: a German legal expert 
is basically available for all missions; he can 
choose the UN or the EU, but he cannot do 
both at the same time.

Unlike the EU, the UN and NATO are cur-
rently developing their own initiatives to 
tackle the staffing question. The report on 
civilian capacity of March 2011 gives the UN 
concrete recommendations for more flexible 
and globally interconnected recruiting and de-
ployment.58  NATO is also considering build-
ing its own civilian structures. By this it means 
– for the moment – primarily the establish-
ment of interfaces to ensure interaction with 
civilian actors. But setting up its own civilian 
capacities is not excluded. Such capacities 
would have to be recruited from the same pool 
from which the EU, UN and OSCE draw 
personnel.

In addition, the basis for cooperation with 
other international organizations and third 
countries in planning and deployment is 
partially lacking. This basis would allow for 
complementarity and interaction in crisis 
management and is strongly needed in light 
of growing demand and the aspiration to put 
the comprehensive approach into practice. The 
conceptual basis for cooperation has already 
partly been established: the EU has committed 
itself several times—in the ESS, and again in 
joint declarations in 2003 and 2007—to co-
operation with the UN.59  In reality, however, 
this cooperation falls short of expectations, 
especially because of different institutional 
cultures, objectives and insufficient framework 

58 Jean-Marie Guéhenno et al., Civilian Capacity in the 
Aftermath of Conflict. Independent Report of the Senior 
Advisory Group (New York: United Nations, February 
2011 (A/65/747–S/2011/85). 

59  Council of the European Union, Joint Declaration 
on UN-EU Cooperation in Crisis Management, Brussels, 
September 19, 2003; Council of the European Union, 
Joint Statement on UN-EU Cooperation in Crisis 
Management, Brussels, June 7, 2007. 

conditions. By way of illustration, the EU 
and the UN lack a security agreement when it 
comes to information exchange. Existing co-
operative bodies, such as liaison structures, are 
frequently underused. The administrative and 
political decision-making capacity of CSDP is 
thereby limited, if, for example, not all neces-
sary information for the elaboration of a man-
date is available.

Conclusion: Waiting for…the 
Member States

This analysis underscores that the capacity of 
civilian CSDP to act —namely, whether it has 
an impact or not —largely depends on the 
commitment of EU member states. Current 
developments, however, do not suggest that 
this commitment is to increase any time soon.

Member states drive and shape civilian CSDP 
at all three levels—national, European, and 
international —, although with differing 
intensity. At the national level, they decide 
whether to make civilian crisis management a 
political priority. They create the administra-
tive prerequisites and provide resources. At the 
EU level, they fix directions, and can contrib-
ute, encourage, or stop initiatives. At the in-
ternational level, they lay the foundations for 
cooperation with partners and alleviate com-
petition by providing more personnel and by 
building incentive structures for deployments 
in the EU framework. 

If the states that consider civilian crisis man-
agement a priority on the national level lose 
interest in CSDP instruments or question 
their usefulness, CSDP might lose some of 
its political significance and see its actorness 
permanently constrained. EU actors, notably 
the HR, can only partially avert this. Develop-
ments in recent years revealed exactly these 
negative dynamics: ever since the Lisbon 
Treaty entered into effect, civilian CSDP has 
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remained relatively weak due to a combina-
tion of reduced leverage and interest among 
member states; insufficient commitment by 
the High Representative; and increasing inter-
national competition.

In a long-term perspective, EU states have 
to decide whether they want to keep civilian 
CSDP, whether they prefer to act in other 
multilateral frameworks or organizations, or 
even whether they want to withdraw from 
civilian crisis management as such. If they 
were to abandon civilian CSDP and turn to 
other fora, be they the UN, OSCE, NATO or 
a coalition of the willing, and yet do so with 
stronger political and material commitments, 
it would certainly be beneficial from the per-
spective of the crisis regions. The experiences 
of the UN and other organizations, however, 
show that all international organizations suffer 

from insufficient commitment by member 
states. Lack of interest and commitment is 
thus not characteristic of the EU framework 
in particular but of the field of civilian crisis 
management itself.

The crucial problem of civilian CSDP is hence 
the limited political will and interests of EU 
member states. Some states or the HR might 
still seek to improve the technical and admin-
istrative conditions of civilian CSDP, such as 
a better assignment of competences between 
CPCC and CMPD. Some states may develop 
national support structures. However, all of 
these technical efforts can only alleviate the 
political problem, they will not resolve it. 
Without real political commitment by EU 
member states, civilian CSDP will remain as 
it is now: for limited use and of only limited 
effectiveness.



Chapter 3 
EU-U.S. Cooperation in Crisis Management:  
Transatlantic Approaches and Future Trajectories

Eva Gross

Introduction

Crisis management, particularly its civilian 
aspects, has been a growth area for the EU’s in-
ternational engagement. The U.S. also increas-
ingly invests in its civilian crisis management 
capabilities. In light of converging strategic 
interests and geographical areas of engagement, 
current and future engagement is likely to take 
place in similar theatres that range from the 
Balkans to sub-Saharan Africa and Afghanistan.

The case for transatlantic—understood in this 
context as EU-US rather than NATO —coop-
eration is strong. In a number of instances it 
has already begun. U.S. personnel participate 
in the EU’s crisis missions EULEX Kosovo and 
EUSEC RD CONGO in the Democratic Re-
public of Congo (DRC). EU-U.S. security co-
operation in crisis management thus occupies a 
firm place on the political agenda.

Developing further ideas and strategies for 
EU-U.S. cooperation is welcome for a number 
of reasons. These include the need to address 
common security threats; the EU’s profile as 
a security actor and the implications for the 
transatlantic partnership; but also the need to 
pool resources in lean economic times and con-
current global power shifts that could challenge 
the transatlantic monopoly on the provision of 
security. Increasing cooperation in conflict pre-
vention and post-conflict reconstruction thus 
represents a small but important piece of the 
larger framework of transatlantic relations.

Nonetheless, despite the frequent emphasis on 
the complementarity of transatlantic efforts, 
U.S. and EU approaches to crisis management 
differ in important respects. They are also at 
different stages of institutional development. 
Talk of increasing EU-U.S. cooperation thus 
risks creating unrealistic expectations that 
could in turn negatively affect EU-U.S. security 
cooperation in the future. A stocktaking of EU 
and U.S. capabilities and approaches to crisis 
management is, therefore, in order. 

This chapter outlines a number of points that 
ought to be taken into consideration when 
thinking through the potential of future EU-
U.S. cooperation in conflict prevention, crisis 
management, and post-conflict reconstruction. 
They include respective institutional frame-
works; values and strategic objectives for crisis 
management; experience with crisis manage-
ment in practice, including the recruiting, 
staffing and training of mission personnel; the 
broader political framework in which crisis 
missions are embedded; and the institutional 
limitations facing EU-U.S. cooperation in 
terms of their exclusive focus on the civilian as-
pects of conflict prevention and crisis manage-
ment. Based on this analysis the chapter closes 
with a number of policy recommendations for 
future cooperation.
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Emerging Transatlantic Structures: An 
Overview

This section outlines the respective institu-
tional set-ups in the EU and the U.S., as well 
as the current transatlantic framework for the 
institutionalization of EU-U.S. cooperation. 
Despite the concurrent focus on the develop-
ment of civilian crisis management instru-
ments there are important differences in EU 
and U.S. institutional frameworks and overall 
approaches towards conflict prevention and 
crisis management. The current framework for 
cooperation needs to evolve further if institu-
tionalized cooperation is to be able to address 
the challenges discussed in the remainder of 
this paper. Given that EU-U.S. cooperation to 
date focuses on civilian crisis management, the 
following sections in this chapter limit their 
discussion of the institutional set-up of crisis 
management in the EU and the U.S. to their 
civilian aspects. 

The EU

Whereas conflict prevention formed part of 
the EU’s emerging foreign policy posture after 
the end of the Cold War, it was not until the 
1998 Franco-British summit at St. Malo that 
the question of a European defense policy, and 
the development of military and eventually 
also civilian crisis management instruments, 
arose in earnest. Over the past decade the 
EU has gained significant experience in crisis 
management and post-conflict reconstruc-
tion, to which the 2003 European Security 
Strategy (ESS) provides a strategic roadmap. 
The EU pursues conflict prevention and crisis 
management policies through its Common 
Security and Defense Policy (CSDP), which is 
an integral part of the EU Common Foreign 
and Security Policy (CFSP). Finally, the Euro-
pean External Action Service (EEAS), which 
combines Council, Commission and member 

state personnel, is to help bring coherence to 
EU foreign relations and to represent the EU 
externally.

 Brussels-based institutions and political lead-
ership form an increasingly important part in 
the planning, oversight and overall decision-
making of EU crisis management. The EU 
High Representative for Foreign and Security 
Policy, a post currently occupied by Catherine 
Ashton, oversees all CSDP institutions and 
agencies. Double-hatted as Vice-President of 
the Commission, the post thus combines the 
EU’s financial, political and crisis manage-
ment instruments. Institutional changes as a 
result of the Lisbon Treaty notwithstanding, 
however, decision-making in EU CSDP re-
mains intergovernmental. CSDP structures 
crucially depend on EU member states for the 
launch of civilian and military missions, stra-
tegic oversight, and the contribution of per-
sonnel to individual European crisis missions.1 
The Political and Security Committee (PSC), 
which consists of member states representa-
tives at the ambassadorial level and is chaired 
by EEAS official Olof Skoog, represents a key 
decision-making forum that provides strategic 
oversight and guidance of existing missions.

Since the launch of the first operation in 2003 
the EU has conducted 28 missions, the ma-
jority of them civilian.2 The civilian aspect 
of CSDP, which had not been part of the 
rationale to develop CSDP in the first place 
(rather, the original intention was to develop 
and strengthen European military capabilities) 
not only broke new ground in terms of EU 
foreign and security policy. It has also become 
the major growth area for CSDP. Activities 
undertaken range from police and justice 

1    For an in-depth analysis of CSDP see Grevi, G., 
Helly, D. and Keohane, D., European Security and 
Defense Policy: The First 10 Years (1999-2009) (Paris: EU 
Institute for Security Studies, 2009).

2    CSDP Map: Mission Chart (Brussels: International 
Security and Information Service (ISIS) Europe, 2011). 
Available at: http://www.csdpmap.eu/mission-chart
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reform to border management, integrated rule 
of law and security sector reform operations 
throughout the globe. Financial resources 
available include the CFSP budget and mem-
ber state contribution of mission personnel. 
The planning and management of missions is 
carried out through the Civilian Planning and 
Conduct Capability (CPCC) in the Council. 

Many CSDP missions are embedded in a 
broader political framework, such as the Euro-
pean Neighborhood Policy (ENP) or the EU 
accession framework in the case of the Bal-
kans; whereas others emphasize EU coopera-
tion and support of UN as well as cooperation 
with U.S./NATO structures in sub-Saharan 
Africa and Afghanistan, respectively. A small 
number of missions, finally, represent stand-
alone EU initiatives and/or highlight the EU’s 
overall value-added to crisis management, 
such as the Monitoring Missions in Aceh, In-
donesia in 2005 and Georgia in 2008.

The U.S.

In contrast to the EU, where the development 
of civilian capabilities has received significant 
attention over the past decade, the increas-
ing engagement with civilian capabilities in 
the U.S. arose out of the demand for civilian 
contributions on the part of the military as 
a result of the experience in Afghanistan and 
Iraq. Institutional developments take place in 
a political context where the military, rather 
than diplomatic or development actors, repre-
sents the predominant institution in terms of 
international engagement, public support, and 
financial clout. The debate over civilian ca-
pabilities in Washington, therefore, has a dif-
ferent constituency, and has reflects different 
strategic and operational priorities than those 
held by Brussels and EU member states. 

Operational requirements in the field and 
the emergence of ‘comprehensive’ and ‘whole 

of government’ approaches as a guiding 
paradigm have sparked a debate over civil-
ian capabilities and their place in the foreign 
policy toolbox. There is mounting evidence 
of an elite consensus across government agen-
cies that civilian capabilities constitute an 
important instrument in U.S. foreign policy. 
This is evident from the emphasis on ‘smart 
power’ and the need to elevate diplomacy and 
development alongside defense; the Quadren-
nial Diplomacy and Development Review 
(QDDR) that seeks to redefine development 
and diplomacy to strengthen U.S. ‘civilian 
power;’ and the frequent emphasis on the part 
of the Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense on the importance of civilian capa-
bilities to complement military engagement.3

Beyond formulating strategic goals and objec-
tives in civil-military relations, the U.S. has 
also taken steps to develop civilian capabilities 
within the State Department. The Bureau of 
International Narcotics and Law Enforcement 
Affairs (INL) has deployed civilian police ad-
visors in a number of post-conflict and crisis 
settings. Furthermore, the creation of the of-
fice of the Coordinator for Reconstruction 
and Stabilization (S/CRS) in 2004—which 
has been elevated to the level of Bureau as a 
result of the QDDR—was to strengthen inter-
nal coordination. 

S/CRS holds a key role in coordinating ci-
vilian reconstruction tasks and capabilities 
through its close partnership with USAID 
and its emphasis on planning and technical 
expertise that goes beyond a traditional State 
Department/diplomatic profile. S/CRS is to 
act as a ‘force multiplier’ rather than as a sepa-
rate effort and is, essentially, a consultative 
arrangement that can support the efforts by 
regional bureaus in specific conflict prevention 
or crisis settings. Tasks include early warning, 
planning, lessons learnt and best practices, 

3    See Clinton H., “Leading Through Civilian Power: 
Redefining American Diplomacy and Development,” 
Foreign Affairs, November —December 2010.
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but also crisis response strategy and integrated 
resource management. The 2008 Reconstruc-
tion and Stabilization Civilian Management 
Act further provided the authority to develop 
the Civilian Response Corps (CRC).4 

The CRC represents a further step towards 
making available the necessary personnel for 
post-conflict reconstruction activities. The ac-
tive (250 personnel) and standby (2000 per-
sonnel) components include personnel from 
eight departments and agencies with appropri-
ate civilian expertise; and the third consisting 
of personnel from the private sector as well as 
state and local government with expertise not 
available in the federal government.5 By the 
end of 2010 the ranks of the CRC numbered 
around 1200.

Initial experiences with S/CRS revealed chal-
lenges in creating buy-in on the part of the 
broader State Department bureaucracy. In 
addition, Congressional backing was severely 
limited, and it was not until 2009 that the 
S/CRS received directly appropriated fund-
ing. Financial allocations increased from $45 
million in FY 2009 and $323 million in FY 
2010, most of which was allocated for the 
CRC. This has further delayed the S/CRS as-
suming greater responsibility in post-conflict 
reconstruction.

The QDDR and the broader context of an 
emphasis on ‘smart power’ and a ‘whole of 
government’ approach suggest a cementing of 
views in favor of civilian capabilities as part 
of the broader U.S. foreign policy toolbox. 
The elevation of S/CRS to a bureau through 
the QDDR also suggests recognition of the 

4    Serwer, D. and Chabalowski, M., “US-EU 
Cooperation in Managing and Resolving Conflicts,” 
in Hamilton, D. ed., Shoulder to Shoulder: Forging a 
Strategic U.S.-EU Partnership (Washington, DC: John 
Hopkins University Center for Transatlantic Relations 
2010), pp. 283-292.

5    See Civilian Response Corps Today: Fact Sheet. U.S. 
Department of State, 2010. 

value added of S/CRS but also greater buy-in 
on the part of the administration and State 
Department structures. At the same time, the 
results of the 2010 mid-term elections and on-
going budget disputes suggest that the cross-
government support that has emerged over the 
past five years in favor of S/CRS and ‘civilian 
power’ more generally will not result in added, 
but rather in reduced, financial contributions.6 
This will limit the scope and range of U.S. 
contributions to civilian reconstruction—and 
suggests that the U.S., in light of the current 
economic and political climate and the result-
ing funding decisions, is unlikely to build up a 
large civilian capability. 

Still, when it comes to EU-U.S. cooperation, 
the approach towards civilian reconstruction 
adopted on the part of the U.S. through S/
CRS resonates with that of the EU. U.S. ex-
pertise differs from that of the EU in a num-
ber of aspects, but this could allow for a pro-
ductive division of labor and synergy in areas 
where both engage. Strengthening and further 
institutionalizing cooperation would lead to 
more frequent joint engagement—and as a re-
sult also more effective cooperation in pursuit 
of shared policy goals. Institutionally, S/CRS 
emphasizes international partnerships with a 
view to establishing a community of practice 
to deepen cooperation between its main inter-
national partners, including the EU. EU-U.S. 
cooperation is circumscribed by an existing 
and slowly evolving institutional framework 
that is analyzed in the next section. 

EU-U.S. Cooperation in Crisis Management: 
Towards a Workable Framework

Within the framework of increasing U.S. ca-
pabilities and also increasing interest in this 
particular policy field, EU-U.S. cooperation 
has steadily evolved. Along with an increas-
ing focus on stabilization and reconstruction 

6    See “Beyond the Water’s Edge,” The Economist, 
January 15, 2011, p. 44.
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on the part of the U.S. administration as of 
2004 came increasing emphasis on dialogue 
with the UN, NATO but also the EU Council 
Secretariat and the Commission. The exact 
parameters of EU-U.S. cooperation were only 
slowly arrived at. This was mainly on account 
of differences over whether or not to highlight 
the EU’s civilian contributions or acknowl-
edge the civil-military foundations of EU 
crisis management. It was not until December 
2007 that the two sides agreed on a Work Plan 
for U.S.-EU Technical Dialogue and Increased 
Cooperation in Crisis Management and Conflict 
Prevention. Intended to create a relationship to 
develop and improve respective EU and U.S. 
approaches, the Work Plan identified several 
areas for cooperation that have since been put 
into practice.7 Following the 2008 signature 
of a security agreement on the exchange of 
classified information, the two sides exchange 
country watch lists and can jointly consider a 
range of options, including the coordination 
of responses. A second area of cooperation 
concerns an exchange of best practices, lessons 
learned and planning exercises as a means to 
progress towards further cooperation.

While the 2007 Work Plan constitutes a solid 
basis for cooperation, there was a clear sense 
that more could be done to improve coordi-
nation and cooperation. A review of achieve-
ments highlighted several areas of further 
exploration in U.S.-EU cooperation in crisis 
management. The ongoing EU-U.S. dialogue 
was generally judged productive, and ongo-
ing crisis management missions continued to 
provide real-world opportunities for opera-
tional coordination. At the same time, there 
was a clearly perceived need for more strategic 
dialogue in the pre-conflict state—specifi-
cally collaboration on conflict prevention and 
mission planning. Further suggestions for co-
operation included to exchange civilian crisis 
management planners; explore interoperability 

7    See Serar, A., “Tackling Today’s Complex Crises: EU-
US Cooperation in Civilian Crisis Management,” EU 
Diplomacy Papers 4/2009, Bruges, College of Europe.

of planning and assessment tools; initiate a 
dialogue on crisis prevention; and observe 
and participate in pre-deployment training 
programs.8

The Belgian EU Presidency during the second 
half of 2010 subsequently undertook work 
towards a Framework Agreement on EU-U.S. 
cooperation in crisis management. Signature 
of the May 31, 2011 Framework Agreement 
on U.S. participation in EU crisis manage-
ment operations formalizes U.S. contributions 
to EU missions, the parameters of which had 
previously been negotiated on a case by case 
basis.9

This arrangement is to foster burden sharing 
in crisis management operations. It could over 
time also contribute to the establishment of 
mutual best practices and lessons learned in 
EU-U.S. cooperation—even if the EU-U.S. 
agreement covers the participation of U.S. 
staff in CSDP missions only, rather than con-
stituting a reciprocal relationship. Building the 
capacity of third parties, including the African 
Union and United Nations constitutes an ad-
ditional focal area for transatlantic coopera-
tion. An emphasis on other multilateral actors 
is important also because it highlights that 
discussions over EU-U.S. cooperation do not 
take place in an institutional vacuum.

8    Derived from conversations with U.S., EU member 
state and EU officials, 2010.

9    European Union. “Framework Agreement between 
the United States of America and the European Union 
on the participation of the United States of America 
in European Union crisis management operations.” 
Official Journal of the European Union L 143/2. Brussels, 
31 May 2011. Available at: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/
LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2011:143:0002:00
05:EN:PDF
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The Strategic and Operational 
Limits of Cooperation

The developments sketched out in the previ-
ous section point towards an increasing will-
ingness and an increasing ability to cooper-
ate —both in terms of diminishing political 
reservations as well as operational capacities 
and experiences. At the same time, there re-
main limitations to EU-U.S. cooperation in 
crisis management in the framework of S/
CRS and elsewhere. These relate to the scope 
of possible conflict intervention activities, as 
well as the size of a potential joint mission 
and its envisioned political and operational 
impact. The restriction of cooperation to the 
domain of civilian crisis management presents 
the first limitation for EU-U.S. cooperation; 
the institutional limitations inherent in the 
EU-NATO relationship, another. Taken to-
gether, they suggest that in the contemporary 
political and economic climate EU-U.S. co-
operation will be small in scale and limited to 
conflict prevention and long-term, structural 
peacebuilding.

Civil-Military Cooperation: the Missing 
Dimension

Depending on the stage of the conflict cycle in 
which EU-U.S. cooperation is to take place, 
an exclusive focus on the civilian aspects of 
conflict prevention, crisis management and 
post-conflict reconstruction can have signifi-
cant implications not just for the geographic 
reach, the visibility, but also the success of 
any individual or joint EU-U.S. interven-
tion. Particularly in the post-conflict phase, 
where close coordination with the military 
is required but a civilian lead is essential for 
the transition to civilian oversight, operat-
ing exclusively on civilian activities without 
a political and/or operational link to military 
structures has negative implications for effec-
tive coordination. Afghanistan could count as 

an example for a conflict setting where civilian 
contributions have tended to be subsumed 
by military efforts and efforts at coordinating 
civilian activities have only slowly evolved.10 
Drawing on EU experience in crisis manage-
ment, the example of Bosnia, where the EU 
concurrently conducted a civilian and a mili-
tary CSDP operation, shows the difficulty in 
asserting civilian lead in light of the military’s 
organizational culture but also in case overlap-
ping mandates that do not specify a clear de-
lineation of lead responsibility.11 

These experiences raise questions as to the 
delineation between military, police and other 
security functions—particularly in the latter 
phases of intervention that relies not so much 
on military but on forces that include police, 
border/customs, and judicial specialists.12 The 
question of civil-military relations —under-
stood both in the sense of space for civilian 
actors; but also the space for those tasked with 
civilian control to determine the political and 
operational course of action, and concurrently 
for the civilian crisis missions to gain opera-
tional space in a post-conflict scenario —is a 
function both of political priorities, appropri-
ate planning, but also size of bureaucracy and 
available (and appropriately trained) staff.

10    See Gross, E, “Towards a comprehensive approach? 
The EU’s contribution to Security Sector Reform (SSR) 
in Afghanistan,” Security and Peace Vol. 28, Issue 4 
(2010), pp. 227-232.

11    See Leakey, D, “ESDP and Civil/Military 
Cooperation: Bosnia and Herzegovina, 2005,” in 
Deighton, A. and Maurer, V. (eds.), Securing Europe? 
Implementing the European Security Strategy. Zürcher 
Beiträge zur Sicherheitspolitik Nr. 77 (Zurich: Swiss 
Federal Institute of Technology, 2006), pp. 59-68.

12    See Penksa, S., “Security governance, complex 
peace support operations and the blurring of civil-
military tasks,” in Daase, C. and Friesendorf, C. (eds.), 
Rethinking Security Governance: The problem of unintend-
ed consequences (London, Routledge 2010), pp. 39-61.
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Managing, Sidestepping or Confronting EU-
NATO Relations?

The scope but also the future potential for 
EU-U.S. cooperation also raises the question 
of when this cooperation touches on NATO 
and the military contributions to crisis man-
agement. The EU’s emphasis on the civil-mil-
itary nature of its crisis management instru-
ment has conflicted with the U.S. emphasis 
on the EU’s civilian contributions in the 
past—thereby creating or perhaps reinforcing 
a de facto transatlantic division of labor. This 
delayed formal agreement cooperation be-
tween the EU-U.S. prior to 2007.13

At present, the political constellations have 
shifted—the ‘NATO first’ mentality is no 
longer as prevalent among U.S. policy makers, 
although remnants thereof continue to exist, 
but remains a question of political influence. 
The EU has come to be regarded as a poten-
tial partner for NATO as well, particularly 
through its financial instruments. NATO’s 
intention, voiced at the 2010 Lisbon summit, 
to develop its own civilian capabilities present 
has added potential for overlap but also fric-
tion in transatlantic cooperation. The 2010 
Strategic Concept explicitly states NATO’s 
aim to ‘form an appropriate but modest civil-
ian crisis management capability (…) to plan, 
employ and coordinate civilian activities.’ 
The document also mentions training civilian 
specialists, as well as the enhancement of ‘in-
tegrated civilian-military planning throughout 
the crisis spectrum.’14

This poses the question of overlap between EU 
and NATO competences, and their potential 

13    See Korski, D., “Preventing Crises and Managing 
Conflicts: U.S.-EU Cooperation,” In Hamilton, D. 
(ed.), op. cit. 4.

14    See NATO, Active Engagement, Modern Defense: 
Strategic Concept For the Defence and Security of The 
Members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. 
Lisbon, 19 November 2010. Accessible via: http://www.
nato.int/lisbon2010/strategic-concept-2010-eng.pdf 

effect on EU-U.S. cooperation in crisis man-
agement. NATO enlarging its toolbox could 
potentially compete with EU capabilities, but 
also with the current scope of EU-U.S. co-
operation. It is too soon to draw conclusions, 
but the acquisition of civilian capabilities by 
NATO could have several effects, including 
relegating EU-U.S. cooperation to geographi-
cally uncontested areas, and restricting EU-
U.S. cooperation to civilian aspects of crisis 
management on a permanent basis.

The End Goal of Crisis 
Management

Discussions over the institutional and op-
erational limitations of EU-U.S. coopera-
tion also raise the question of what goal both 
sides wish to pursue when it comes to crisis 
management. Two potential models include 
crisis management in the true sense of the 
term—that is, timely intervention at the onset 
of a crisis or just after its conclusion to help 
the transition to a post-conflict, institution-
building stage; or a long-term structural ap-
proach of conflict prevention that engages in 
third countries over a longer period of time in 
pursuit of concurrent operational and political 
goals. 

The paradigm in which crisis response takes 
place, therefore, ought to be considered and 
specified to frame current or future EU-U.S. 
co-operation. If the capability for immediate 
crisis response constitutes a potential goal for 
EU-U.S. cooperation, there should be a dis-
cussion over the direction in which such crisis 
response is to evolve—with a view to reaching 
a consensus over end goals, as well as the bal-
ance between conflict prevention and crisis 
response component. What sort of coopera-
tion both sides are able to engage in will also 
determine the modus of response—and the 
effectiveness of EU-U.S. cooperation in inter-
national security.
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The emphasis on civilian missions, also in 
view of the size and function of respective 
EU and U.S. missions launched, suggests that 
EU-U.S. cooperation will be limited to small 
missions whose mandates are conservatively 
prescribed. EULEX Kosovo, with 1900 inter-
national staff foreseen, represents the largest 
integrated rule of law mission conducted by 
the EU—but its size is the exception rather 
than the rule. The size of other civilian mis-
sions have ranged from 10 (EUJUST Themis 
in Georgia) to 540 (EUPM in Bosnia). These 
missions may thus play an important part in 
supporting larger peace-building efforts on the 
part of the international community, but they 
normally do not constitute a large-scale con-
tribution to post-crisis intervention. Similarly, 
on the U.S. side, the S/CRS focuses on short-
term interventions. Given these precedents it 
is likely that future EU-U.S. cooperation will 
follow similar patterns of mission size and 
activities. This means that, in order to achieve 
mission objectives and to maximize overall 
policy impact, both partners have to engage 
not only in a strategic dialogue on the desired 
end state of crisis intervention in general, but 
also of the broader policy framework for im-
pacting the political direction of the specific 
crisis intervention. 

Staffing Matters

The definition of the operational and strategic 
goals of crisis management has implications 
for the skills required of civilian staff —as 
well as the numbers of staff that needs to be 
made available in order to carry out ongoing 
and future cooperation. Both the EU, and of 
late also the U.S., have gone to great lengths 
to identify, train and eventually also deploy 
civilian experts for individual crisis missions. 
Both sides have also found this a challenging 
endeavor, albeit for different reasons.

Recruiting Practices and Respective 
EU-U.S. Staff Profiles

For the U.S., funding delays to date have 
curtailed the size of the CRC. This limits 
U.S. ability to engage in crisis response, and 
implies a continued reliance on contractors 
particularly for large-scale civilian missions. 
In the case of the EU, on the other hand, 
the demand for staffing CSDP missions far 
exceeds the availability of appropriate staff. 
Unlike in the U.S., making staff available also 
relies on member state contributions—and in 
many instances, such as in the case of EUPOL 
Afghanistan, member states have been reluc-
tant to equip individual EU missions with the 
appropriate staff. Furthermore, the tasks to 
be undertaken in civilian crisis management 
have become increasingly complex as the EU 
expands the profile of missions to be under-
taken, and thus require increasingly staff with 
specialized professional skills and profiles. 

There is also a transatlantic difference in how 
staff is identified, recruited and trained: the 
U.S. draws on personnel from individual fed-
eral agencies and departments including the 
treasury, commerce as well as USAID; the 
EU relies on staff on secondment for member 
states’ interior and justice (and in some cases 
also defense) ministries. The need to internally 
coordinate domestic bureaucratic politics fur-
ther complicates the staffing of international 
missions. 

For joint EU-U.S. operation, the question of 
what kind of staff is to undertake certain tasks 
matters. Whereas the EU sends national po-
lice and justice experts, the U.S. relies on staff 
from a number of federal agencies, not all of 
which have extensive international experience 
or deploying abroad. In addition, the U.S. 
also uses private firms for implementation 
that recruit, train and deploy staff under U.S. 
Government direction. The focus of staffing 
for post-conflict reconstruction is, therefore, 
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slightly different and not easily reconciled—
and has implications for the kind of expertise 
the U.S. can contribute to EU missions.

Training Matters

The difference in recruiting patterns and avail-
able skills raises the issue of training—but also 
the recognition that EU and U.S. personnel 
will not necessarily be able to effectively work 
together in every instance except for where 
tasks are compatible with respective staffing 
practices and available expertise. The need for 
effective training applies not only to U.S.-
EU joint endeavors but also to each actor 
individually. In the EU, training standards in 
respective member states vary considerably.15 
Member states also maintain their national 
approaches to training, which can lead to 
duplication and makes the establishment of 
a ‘European’ training standard difficult. To 
be fair, efforts to streamline training practices 
have taken place although the EU remains 
some ways away from developing a common 
approach to training—and not all member 
states contribute equally to the EU’s civilian 
missions. On the U.S. side, staff training has 
been taking more seriously. But, like in the 
EU, making available mission personnel who 
are not deployed on a regular basis, and who 
need to be released from their regular work 
duties, entails its own set of difficulties. As 
for EU-U.S. cooperation in providing train-
ing, joint training is advancing with the U.S. 
Institute for Peace (USIP) and the Center for 
International Peace Operations (ZIF) in Ger-
many increasingly working together.

15    See Korski, D. and Gowan, R., Can the EU Rebuild 
Failing States? A Review of Europe’s Civilian Capacities 
(London: European Council of Foreign Relations, 
2009). 

Conclusion: Limitations and 
Enablers for EU-U.S. Cooperation 
in Crisis Management

This chapter has attempted to sketch the 
state of play of EU-U.S. cooperation in crisis 
management, compare respective approaches 
and states of institutional development, and 
highlight possible points of divergence but 
also convergence. It has argued that, in order 
for the EU and the U.S. to maximize future 
security cooperation, a number of factors are 
important.

First, there is a need for a strategic discussion 
about where cooperation ought to be headed. 
This means that work on the technical and 
operational aspects of EU-U.S. cooperation in 
crisis missions needs to be complemented by 
strategic engagement on the part of respective 
EU and U.S. political leadership. Such an en-
gagement is necessary to define the parameters 
of cooperation but also to set strategic, politi-
cal and operational priorities in international 
crisis management.

Second, while the inter-institutional competi-
tion that has marked EU-NATO relations for 
most of the first decade of CSDP has given 
way to pragmatism, there remains a risk of 
duplication of efforts. This reinforces the need 
for a strategic discussion over transatlantic se-
curity needs and the best way to meet them.

Third, in order to make civilian reconstruc-
tion efforts visible and credible, policy makers 
on both sides of the Atlantic must make an 
effort to recruit, train and deploy appropri-
ately trained staff to missions that are carefully 
planned and have a mandate suited to the 
conflict in which they are to intervene so as 
to make an impact in the field. Only by dem-
onstrating the added value of civilian instru-
ments will future EU-U.S. cooperation in the 
field be possible—and sustainable.
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Fourth and finally, the threat emanating from 
weak or failing states will continue to face the 
international community for some time to 
come. Assisting other countries in establishing 
the rule of law as part of a broader approach 
towards conflict prevention and crisis manage-
ment will thus remain a policy goal that the 
transatlantic policy community will have to 
meet in the future. There is simply no other 
option than to proceed to optimize respective 

instruments and cooperation. The effects of 
the financial crisis are already being felt in 
national budgets, and this will inevitably af-
fect how much money can be spent on crisis 
response and long-term engagement in peace-
building and post-conflict reconstruction. 
Work toward increasing cooperation and en-
hancing capacity along the lines suggested in 
this chapter would make security cooperation 
more effective. 
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Chapter 4 
Did the Afghanistan War Change Germany? 

Niels Annen

Given the fact that literature about Afghanistan 
already fills bookshelves, it is difficult to draw 
general conclusions from the war at the Hindu 
Kush. I will, however, briefly discuss some of 
the most pressing problems that have accom-
panied Western engagement in Afghanistan 
and then turn my attention to prospects of a 
successful transition from the International 
Security and Assistance Force (ISAF) to the 
Government of Afghanistan, and the role of 
regional stakeholders. Because my perspective 
is that of a German observer, I will do so from 
the particular situation of ISAF’s third biggest 
troop-contributor. 

The German public was far from prepared 
when Chancellor Schroeder after 9/11 sent 
German soldiers to a protracted combat mis-
sion to the Hindu Kush. The unclear goals of 
the mission, from fighting Al-Qaeda to pro-
tecting human rights, have become a character-
istic feature of the German debate. Whatever 
mistakes were made, the political focus now 
rests on the political perspectives for both the 
Afghans and the future of the international 
community’s engagement. The preparations for 
a successful transition are thus also a subject 
of this chapter as is a short excurse about the 
American experience in Vietnam and a refer-
ence toward the regional actors who have been 
neglected for far too long and who are now 
garnering more attention as the withdrawal 
date approaches. In conclusion I will turn my 
focus to how the almost decade-long mission 
of the international community has not only 
changed Afghanistan, but also left its mark 
on the Western countries engaged in the war. 
Perhaps the most obvious example for this de-
velopment is Germany. The Bundeswehr’s first 

out-of-area mission dates back to 1992, when 
German corpsman were sent to Cambodia to 
run a military hospital, but it was not until 
German participation in the Yugoslav wars that 
a military operation sent shock waves around 
the still pacifist-leaning country.

Unclear Mission

In the initial stage of the operation German 
participation was clearly framed as part of an 
anti-terror combat mission, and former Chan-
cellor Schroeder even put his chancellery at risk 
when he linked the decision to a vote of con-
fidence. But after Schroeder’s straight talk, the 
Afghanistan discourse in Germany soon shifted 
in another direction. The focus on the anti-
terror operation was substituted by mere moral 
justification of the mission. The surprisingly 
quick collapse of the Taliban’s reign in Kabul 
enabled German politicians to rephrase the task 
and emphasize the importance of democracy 
promotion and reconstruction, protection of 
human rights, and especially women’s rights, as 
the core of the Afghanistan mission. Given the 
traditional skepticism among the German pop-
ulation towards military means, this strategy 
hardly came as a surprise. Already during the 
debates about German participation in the Yu-
goslav wars the decision had been explained in 
a comparable way. A sole focus on Germany’s 
pacifist tendencies, however, would not tell the 
whole story, given that there were conflicting 
policies within ISAF.

Obviously, contradictory political guidelines 
and military caveats are among the most 
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pressing issues to resolve among the NATO 
allies, and are being rightfully named as a 
major obstacle to success at the Hindu Kush. 
But it should be remembered that this dis-
unity was also a result of Washington’s reluc-
tance to transform the enacted Article 5, the 
mutual defense clause of the North Atlantic 
Treaty, into a unified NATO mission by its 
allies. Instead, the administration of George 
W. Bush chose to fight the war their way and 
left NATO on the sidelines. After the defeat 
of the Taliban, when ISAF step-by-step took 
over responsibility, cherry picking among the 
members became much easier than it would 
have been during the initial phase of the mis-
sion. The result was a divided and partially 
dysfunctional structure of ISAF and a constant 
source of tension among the allies. Underlying 
this dispute among ISAF nations, the overall 
objective of the mission remained unclear. 

The United States did not integrate its anti-
terror mission “Operation Enduring Freedom” 
(OEF) into the structures of the alliance. The 
two missions were at best contradictory, as in 
many situations the nation-building approach 
of ISAF clashed with covert OEF operations. 
The Americans’ targeted search, however, was 
not limited to Al-Qaeda personnel, most of 
whom had left the country to seek shelter in 
neighboring Pakistan anyway. In fact it was 
extended to Taliban commanders as well. Over 
the course of the following years, “targeted 
killing,” either by Special Forces or drone at-
tacks, eliminated most of the old leadership 
of the Taliban and other opposed military 
forces. As a result, younger and even more 
radicalized local leaders have been stepping 
in. Leaving aside the question of legality of 
these policies, the mounting civilian casualties 
have been undermining the legitimacy of the 
Western presence and put a strain on already-
troubled relations with Pakistan. Today, after 
President Obama’s careful reformulation of 
American policy towards negotiations with 
the insurgents, the fact that a war against Al-
Qaeda turned into a war against the Taliban is 

becoming a serious obstacle for a settlement, 
as it remains unclear whether or not there is 
anybody with sufficient authority left to nego-
tiate a settlement.

To make matters worse, these policies also 
turned out to be an obstacle in generating sup-
port for the war among the European public 
who expected a nation-building mission, not 
a combat mission. The high expectations in 
terms of human rights and democracy pro-
motion as well as the moral justifications of 
the mission put forward by many politicians 
now backfired; with every piece of bad news, 
support for the Afghanistan mission further 
eroded. 

The debate about the character of the Afghani-
stan engagement is by no means reduced to 
the public. The political and military leader-
ship (Bob Woodward’s book Obama’s Wars 
gives a good account of the American case) 
was divided over whether to conduct a mere 
counter- terrorism operation with exclusive 
focus on Al-Qaeda or a more comprehensive 
counter-insurgency operation with massive 
increases of troops and funds. As is almost 
characteristic of the entire mission, no clear 
decision has been taken.

Transition

With the deadline for withdrawal of major 
combat forces scheduled for 2014, the focus 
has turned to the question of a post-ISAF 
regime; it is becoming clearer that the entire 
Afghanistan mission will be judged on the 
success of the transition to Afghan responsibil-
ity. The prospects are daunting, although the 
buildup of Afghan security forces has made 
significant progress. The number of deploy-
able ANA units is on the rise and the partner-
ing program is, in spite of a recent backlash, 
producing satisfying results. The police remain 
a cause of concern, but the establishment of 



50    Preventing Conflict, Managing Crisis: European and American Perspectives Did the Afghanistan War Change Germany?    51

training facilities has created visible results. 
Thus, while the buildup of Afghanistan’s secu-
rity forces is making progress, the notorious 
lack of government capacities and legitimacy 
of the government in Kabul makes smooth 
transition unlikely. President Karzai’s repeated 
overtures to the Taliban, as well as President 
Obama’s disposition to negotiate with the Tali-
ban, are indications that military success does 
necessarily translate into political strength. 

Although the U.S. has already made it clear 
that the 2014 withdrawal date does not mean 
that all American soldiers are going to return 
home, and that limited military operations 
such as drone strikes ought to continue if 
deemed necessary, it is obvious that Afghans 
will have to bear the main burden for their 
own security. The process of transferring re-
sponsibility from ISAF to Afghan authority, 
initiated with the turnover of Bamiyan prov-
ince to the Afghan government, is already un-
derway and may be the most visible sign of a 
changing political environment.

The Prestige Trap

When Richard Nixon inherited the Vietnam 
War after taking office in 1969, his main con-
cern was to avoid becoming the first Ameri-
can president to “lose a war.” His security 
adviser Henry Kissinger was convinced that 
the United States could not afford to lose face 
in the conflict without setting in motion the 
famous “domino effect.” Although Afghani-
stan today, absent a geopolitical conflict like 
the Cold War, is certainly a different case, the 
ill-fated insistence on a face-saving exit for 
the U.S. from Indochina offers some food for 
thought. It was not too long ago that former 
Secretary General de Hoop Scheffer declared 
that “NATO cannot afford to lose in Afghani-
stan.” Even if Scheffer’s statements and similar 
comments of others are driven by an honest 
concern about the Alliance’s future, NATO 

must avoid the prestige trap. What is at stake 
is first of all the future of Afghanistan itself. 
The best way to win back trust for the Alliance 
is thus to formulate a coherent and realistic 
strategy and avoid misguiding categories like 
“losing” or “winning” for a situation that does 
not fit into the binary friend-or-foe model. 
As today almost everyone, including the U.S. 
Secretary of Defense, is concluding that the 
war cannot end without political dialogue, it 
time to speed up the necessary negotiations. 
The international foreign ministers conference, 
to be held in December 2011 in Bonn, should 
be seen as an opportunity to proceed with 
such a process.

George C. Herring’s conclusion that the “les-
sons learned” from the Vietnam War depend 
primarily on one’s general political point of 
view and ideological predisposition seems 
to apply for Afghanistan as well.1 For many 
Americans, the most obvious lesson from Viet-
nam was general opposition toward large-scale 
military involvement abroad. Not to send GIs 
into “another Vietnam” became a familiar ar-
gument in subsequent crises, and provided the 
political pretext to withdraw American troops 
from troubled regions such as Lebanon or So-
malia. Another conclusion was made by the 
former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Colin 
Powell, whose doctrine demanded overwhelm-
ing American military superiority and unam-
biguous political support for the troops as a 
precondition to engage at all. 

The U.S. tragedy in Vietnam, however, also 
offers some solace. After the final chapter was 
closed in 1975, the dominos did not fall; the 
U.S. by no means lost its strong position in 
Asia and has been able to defend its dominant 
position to the present day. Too ambitious 
an aim for foreign interventions, however, 

1    George C. Herring, America’s Longest War. The United 
States and Vietnam 1950-1975, 4th edition, Boston 
2002.
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limits not only the ability of policymakers 
to adjust to a changing military and political 
environment, but also increases the potential 
to overestimate such factors as prestige and 
reputation. In the German case, after politi-
cians had raised expectations sky high, public 
disappointment with subsequent setbacks in 
guaranteeing human rights in Afghanistan fur-
ther increased the lack of political legitimacy 
for the mission.

Regional Perspectives

The prospect of a Western withdrawal sheds 
a different light on the role of regional stake-
holders. Over the course of the Afghanistan 
engagement it has been a weakness of NATO 
to keep ISAF too narrowly restricted to 
NATO members and close allies. Although 
the U.S. briefly cooperated with Tehran in the 
early stages of “Operation Enduring Freedom” 
the Bush administration soon put an end to 
a pragmatic working relationship with one of 
Afghanistan’s most important neighbors. And 
the Russians observed with bewilderment how 
ISAF was repeating many of the mistakes the 
Soviet Union’s 40th Army had made during 
its 10-year occupation of the country. Co-
operation with Russia, however, started late 
and Moscow’s experiences were never really 
examined. 

The 2011 report of a Task Force supported by 
the Friedrich Ebert Foundation underscores 
again that Afghanistan’s neighbors and key 
players such as India and Turkey have a pro-
found interest in regional stability; their inclu-
sion is of paramount importance for a success-
ful transition.2 Accommodating rival powers 

2   Negotiating Peace. The Report of The Century 
Foundation International Task Force on Afghanistan in 
its regional and multilateral dimensions, The Century 
Foundation Press, New York 2011, http://tcf.org:8080/
Plone/publications/pdfs/afghanistan-negotiating-peace/

such as India and China, however, will not be 
easy, as every player seeks to advance its own 
clearly-defined interests. The fragile domestic 
stability of Pakistan and the precarious secu-
rity situation in its neighboring provinces with 
Afghanistan leaves Islamabad with a pivotal 
role in any negotiated solution. As the report 
made clear, a successful regional strategy will 
require national reconciliation in Afghanistan 
as well as a comprehensive peace settlement 
that includes the major regional stakehold-
ers. Although this seems to be a tough task 
to achieve within a narrow timeframe of only 
three years, the good news is that, unlike in 
Vietnam or Afghanistan during the Soviet in-
vasion, at least no geopolitical conflict like the 
Cold War is impeding a solution. 

How the Afghanistan War 
Changed Us

Despite political disputes in the past, shared 
experience in the field has strengthened the 
coherence of ISAF and the readiness of the 
Bundeswehr. It is of peculiar irony that with 
the constant extension of the Taliban’s sphere 
of operation to the north, the heated debates 
about caveats almost disappeared. The trau-
matic experiences, especially around Kunduz, 
have transformed the Bundeswehr. Today, 
German soldiers are engaged almost on a daily 
basis in combat operations against Taliban 
units in RC North. Cooperation has improved 
significantly with the Afghan National Army 
and—essential for military success in the re-
gion—with the newly deployed contingent of 
the U.S. Army. The increased American pres-
ence in the north also jump-started the ailing 
German police-training effort.

AfghanTCFTaskForce%20BookComplete.pdf (German 
Version published by the Friedrich Ebert Foundation: 
http://library.fes.de/pdf-files/iez/08089-20110525.pdf ).
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But not only have the tactics of the German 
army been transformed. Step by step the 
Afghanistan mission has become part of the 
public discourse. Until today, several books 
have been published, not only by pundits but 
also by ordinary soldiers, telling their stories. 
German television runs movies about soldiers 
returning from Afghanistan suffering from 
post-traumatic stress syndrome, a genre un-
known to Germans since the Second World 
War came to an end. And the Ministry of De-
fense has to deal with veterans’ affairs and the 
question of how to honor the memory of dead 
soldiers—almost an unnecessary duty during 
the Cold War. 

Twenty-one years after reunification, Germans 
still view the use of military force with skepti-
cism and the political class is reacting to that 
sentiment. The case of Afghanistan, however, 
is according to all major polls, accorded a 

peculiar hopelessness. Since 9/11, however, 
Germany underwent a remarkable develop-
ment in its foreign and security policy. Af-
ghanistan has been by far the most important 
factor driving this change. In spite of strong 
public rejection and of political mistakes in 
framing a clear mission for both the mili-
tary and the public, major political parties 
in government and opposition alike did not 
step away from the country’s commitment 
towards its allies and partners within ISAF 
and Afghanistan itself. In the Bundestag, the 
nation’s parliament, which has to decide upon 
the deployment of troops, a stable majority 
has voted consistently in favor of Germany’s 
ISAF contribution. To draw a general conclu-
sion that German voters’ rejection of the Af-
ghanistan mission means an overall rejection 
of military engagement, however, would be 
premature.





Chapter 5
Protecting Civilians: The Politics of  
Intervention and Non-Intervention in Africa

Alex Vines

Libya still captures headlines and we should 
recognise that the international response to 
its recent crisis and that of Côte d’Ivoire has 
deeper African roots than that of learning from 
Western-led interventions in Afghanistan or 
Iraq. Resolution 794 (1992) authorized the 
United Task Force, led by the U.S., to enter 
Somalia to ease the humanitarian crisis there 
(Operation Restore Hope), and Resolution 
929 (1994) authorized the French-led Opera-
tion Turquoise to protect victims and targets of 
genocide that was underway in Rwanda. 

Shadows of Somalia and Rwanda

The memory of Somalia and Rwanda have 
framed Western thinking on intervention in 
Africa for nearly two decades. The Rwandan 
genocide in particularly shifted the Orga-
nization of African Unity’s policy of non-
interference to the African Union’s doctrine of 
non-difference. Africa has led the way; in west 
Africa, ECOWAS has sent forces and medi-
ated with civilian protection partly in mind, 
Africans such as Francis Deng pioneered the 
concept of what is commonly now called the 
‘responsibility to protect,’ or R2P, a principle 
unanimously adopted by UN member states 
at the 2005 World Summit and which the UN 
Security Council reaffirmed in Resolutions 
1674 (2006) and 1894 (2009). 

The response to the Libya crisis in 2011 was 
an evolution, drawing on these past develop-
ments. The decision to use force was enabled 
partly by the precedents of past resolutions, but 

especially through fear that Qaddafi’s forces 
would massacre civilians in Benghazi (initially 
calling them cockroaches and later rats). Some 
of the policymakers who pushed for such an 
intervention had held official positions during 
the Rwandan genocide and greatly feared a re-
peat of such history on African soil and again 
on their watch. 

Learning from Libya and Côte 
d’Ivoire

Each episode is distinct: resolution 1973 of 
March 2011 on Libya could happen because 
the Arab League supported it, the threats of 
massacre of Benghazi and the poor interna-
tional standing of the Qaddafi regime, espe-
cially in the immediate region. Despite its ap-
parent success, it is unlikely that a Libya-type 
operation will happen again anytime soon.

There are important insights to draw from 
what has happened in Côte d’Ivoire in 2011. 
The latest crisis in Côte d’Ivoire is not dissimi-
lar to others in recent years in sub-Saharan Af-
rica and drew from an internal conflict which 
ended in 2003 through an accord. To oversee 
this process, a UN peacekeeping mission—
UNOCI—was mandated by the Council, sup-
ported in practice by several thousand French 
soldiers already stationed in Côte d’Ivoire. The 
UN peacekeepers were also mandated to use 
‘all necessary means’ to protect civilians.

This crisis had deep roots. Following the death 
of former president Félix Houphouët-Boigny in 
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1993, the country succumbed to coups, chaos 
and ethnic division. The fighting in 2011 was 
the latest chapter since civil war erupted in 
2002 and split the country. In March 2007, 
a deal mediated by neighboring Burkina Faso 
and approved by the African Union (AU) 
stipulated fresh elections, although these were 
delayed several times. Finally, two election 
rounds took place in 2010, with a run-off in 
November 2010. 

Independent electoral oversight of elections 
is critical and united international endorse-
ment of the legitimate winner from regional 
and continental bodies is essential. Visionary 
leadership and the ability to except electoral 
defeat with dignity, rather than dragging a 
country back to civil war as Laurent Gbagbo 
has achieved, is key.

Leadership of regional and continental bod-
ies—such as ECOWAS and the AU in the 
Ivorian case is helpful. As we saw over Libya, 
Arab League support for a no-fly zone was 
instrumental in getting the approval by the 
UN Security Council. In a multipolar world, 
P-5 Security Council members do not au-
tomatically call the shots: Russia was forced 
to moderate from a pro-Gbagbo position 
because of an African common position that 
emerged that Ouattara was the rightful win-
ner of the Ivorian presidential elections. The 
Economic Community of West African States 
(ECOWAS) and the AU suspended Côte 
d’Ivoire and threatened sanctions last Decem-
ber. ECOWAS, led by Nigeria, also threatened 
to use ‘legitimate force’ to depose Gbagbo, 
although in practice this would have been dif-
ficult to achieve without the full support of 
Ghana. 

On March 30, 2011, Resolution 1975 
(drafted jointly by France and Nigeria) rec-
ognized Ouattara as president and authorized 
UNOCI to ‘use all necessary means’ to protect 
civilians.’ Over the next few days, support for 

Gbagbo melted away and on April 4 UN and 
French helicopters assaulted military camps 
and destroyed heavy weapons and their stock-
piles, turning a battle for Abidjan in Ouattara’s 
favor, and finally on April 11 Laurent Gbagbo 
surrendered to Ouattara’s forces.

As over Libya, there has been a fierce debate 
over whether there was mandate creep, and 
that the UN and French forces supported re-
gime change, rather than civilian protection. 
This debate continues and Russia and China 
and South Africa have been especially vocal 
about their unease. Unlike Libya, where the 
African Union became sidelined and in dis-
pute with the Arab League, on Côte d’Ivoire, 
ECOWAS and the AU despite differences, 
eventually reached a common position—an 
important lesson for the future.

Non-Military Intervention 

Although in 2003 the EU deployed the 
French-led Operation Artemis in response to a 
request by the then UN Secretary General for 
bridging troops in Democratic Republic of the 
Congo (DRC), a similar request in 2008 was 
rejected. Not intervening can, however, some-
times be a better option for reducing conflict, 
as the 2008 case of EU non-intervention in 
eastern DRC suggests. There are lessons from 
this episode about the efficacy of intervention 
and how as we have seen in the cases of Libya 
and Côte d’Ivoire the politics of the moment 
also counts. In 2003, Germany, France and 
Britain supported the UN after Operation Al-
lied Force intervened in the Balkans without a 
UN mandate and they wished to rebuild their 
UN relationships. In 2008, as we see below, 
no European lead nation wanted to get in-
volved—Britain, Germany and France. Indeed 
without French lead behind the scenes on 
Côte d’Ivoire or British, French and American 
lead on Libya, the outcomes discussed above 
would have been different.
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Calls for EU Military Intervention 
in Eastern Congo in 2008 

In October and November 2008 the EU 
was split over whether to deploy into the 
area. “Unacceptable and murderous” were 
the words French foreign minister Bernard 
Kouchner chose to describe the situation in 
northeastern DRC at a press conference after 
the October monthly meeting of EU foreign 
ministers. In the following weeks, Laurent 
Nkunda’s Congrès National pour la Défense 
du Peuple (CNDP) rebels advanced on Goma, 
displacing up to 300,000 people; the Congo-
lese army went on a spree of looting, rape and 
killing in that town; and there was a double 
massacre in Kiwanja on November 4. At the 
next meeting of EU foreign ministers, on 
November 10, 2008, the DRC was top of the 
agenda, and although EU military assistance 
was not explicitly ruled out in the agreed state-
ment, the call for “reinforcement of coopera-
tion between the EU, its member states and 
MONUC,” in practice meant it would not 
happen.

The EU appeared far from united. Kouchner 
was the first to call for EU military interven-
tion in DRC: the then EU High Representa-
tive for the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy, Javier Solana, quickly rejected the idea, 
the Belgians came out in support, and the 
British sent mixed messages. Meanwhile, visits 
to the region by the EU special representa-
tive for the Great Lakes region, Roland van 
de Geer, EU commissioner Louis Michel, and 
Kouchner with the British Foreign Secretary 
David Miliband in early November left no im-
pression of a unified front—Javier Solana was 
not even allowed to travel with Miliband and 
Kouchner on their plane. Equally telling was 
the absence during this crisis of pan-African 
leadership from Nigeria or South Africa. It 
was the foreign ministers of two ex-colonial 
powers (Britain and France), and the UN Sec-
retary-General Ban Ki-Moon who filled the 

vacuum in this early period. On November 20 
the UN Security Council approved Resolution 
1843, seeking to stabilize the situation by re-
inforcing MONUC with an additional 3,000 
troops. On December 4 the Secretary-General 
officially requested that the EU dispatch an 
ESDP bridging force in eastern Congo prior 
to MONUC reinforcement.

European Divisions 

The formal request from the UN came too 
late to have much of an impact on EU poli-
tics. By November 10, 2008 it was evident 
that Germany and the UK firmly opposed 
deployment, although Belgium and Sweden 
remained interested. The French military were 
also telling the Quai d’Orsay that such an 
intervention was not feasible, while Germany 
was reluctant to get sucked back into the 
DRC, suspicious of French intentions after its 
experience with EUFOR DRC in 2006 and 
worried about cost given the slowdown of its 
economy. The British military, although tech-
nically responsible for one of the EU standby 
battlegroups for July–December 2008 (drawn 
from its Small Scale Intervention Battle Group 
or SSFIBG) was in reality badly overstretched 
by its Afghanistan commitments and had little 
surplus capacity for such a mission. Although 
the Foreign Office had raised expectations 
through David Miliband’s visit to Goma with 
his French counterpart Bernard Kouchner, the 
Ministry of Defence made it clear in White-
hall discussions that UK military deployment 
to DRC fell outside current UK national 
interests. British politicians found it difficult 
to spell out clearly to their EU partners and 
the general public why this was. In contrast, 
Spain and Italy were quite open about their 
inability to lead a DRC mission, as was the 
Netherlands in offering funds only. There was 
also confusion in London and Brussels over 
whether some other ad hoc EU deployment 
could occur if a standby battle group did not 
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deploy. Lessons need to be drawn from this 
lack of clarity.

Understanding Regional Politics

The mixed messages sent out by the EU con-
tributed to raising expectations on the part of 
NGOs in Europe and Congo that there might 
be a deployment. An NGO campaign for 
European military deployment in the DRC 
also fueled fears that NGOs would induce 
mandate creep, and this in turn contributed to 
increasing reluctance in some European capi-
tals to become involved. Subsequent events in 
2009 in eastern Congo and the arrest of rebel 
leader Laurent Nkunda suggest that EU boots 
on the ground would have made little differ-
ence and that a political response was the cor-
rect one in this case.

Europe could learn from events in late 2008 
in the DRC’s eastern provinces, which have 
been the crucible for conflict in the wider 
Great Lakes region since at least 1994, and 
have frustrated all attempts at building a 
sustainable peace. There had been repeated 
attempts to find a negotiated solution, most 
notably the Goma conference and associated 
peace process of January 2008; all have foun-
dered on the incompatibility of the political 
demands and lack of good faith on both sides. 
Likewise, attempts at a military solution failed 
in spectacular fashion. MONUC, supported 
by considerable diplomatic resources, had not 
been able to unlock the situation. The conflict 
appeared to be entrenched, and doomed to 
repeat itself.

But the events of December 2008 and January 
2009 confounded this expectation. General 
Nkunda was removed from the picture, and 
is now under some form of arrest in Rwanda. 
Nkunda’s CNDP troops began operating 
in concert with the Congolese army, and 
Rwandan forces entered the DRC to take on 

the Forces Democratiques de Liberation du 
Rwanda (FDLR), a Rwandan rebel group long 
present in the forests of the Congo. These de-
velopments represent a significant realignment 
of a hitherto settled regional system; and they 
would not have come about had Europeans 
intervened.

While MONUC had been able to prevent the 
escalation of the conflict and provide some 
humanitarian protection, it had not been able 
to engineer a political settlement, and was 
largely peripheral to these events. Mediators 
mandated by the UN and EU, along with 
former President Obasanjo of Nigeria and 
President Mkapa of Tanzania, were bypassed 
by Rwanda and the DRC in reaching their bi-
lateral deal.

Accountability and Aid

The diplomatic and financial tools available 
to the international community may have 
had an impact on those regional actors sup-
porting insurgents. Rwanda had resisted years 
of pressure and lobbying from NGOs and 
activists. In December the Netherlands and 
Sweden, both key EU member state donors to 
Rwanda, publicly announced that they were 
suspending €3.5 million and $10 million in 
aid to Rwanda respectively (and the UK pri-
vately signaled it was reviewing its aid). The 
Dutch and Swedish governments referred to a 
forensic UN Expert Group report containing 
evidence that the Rwandan authorities had 
been complicit in recruiting soldiers, includ-
ing children, facilitated the supply of military 
equipment, and sent their own officers and 
units to the DRC to support the CNDP, and 
used this evidence to apply intense diplomatic 
pressure and call large sums of development 
aid into question. The AU also lobbied the 
Presidents in Kinshasa and Kigali directly. 
Rwandan policy appears to have changed. 
The reasons for this are complicated; but 
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in essence, the factors inclining Rwanda to 
support the CNDP—ethnic fellow-feeling, 
profit and security concerns—came to be 
outweighed by the potential damage to the 
Rwandan economy and national develop-
ment goals that would ensue from sanction by 
the international community. The pragmatic 
cost-benefit calculation made by the Rwandan 
government altered; they suddenly had more 
to gain by resolving the North Kivu crisis than 
by allowing it to continue.

Accurate Intelligence

Another lesson concerns the importance of ac-
curate information in allowing such action by 
the international community to be calibrated 
and aimed. African war zones are notoriously 
difficult to assess; a scarcity of observers and 
patchy and ideologically driven media cover-
age means that international discourse is con-
stantly at risk of being side-tracked by rumor, 
propaganda and misinformation. In this case 
the UN Expert Group aided international 
decision-making by providing a high-quality 
report. This came as a shock to regional ac-
tors, who had become complacent as a result 
of previous inaccurate and often substandard 
UN Expert Group reports of poor evidentiary 
standard. In the case of the Great Lakes re-
gion of Africa, with the ending on August 31, 
2011 of an EU special representative for the 
region, the European External Action Service 
will need to build up capacity, possibly also 
deploying an officer in Goma as some of its 
member states have done. The EU has over 
recent years had impact in its support of re-
gional and local mediation efforts in the Great 
Lakes, and can build upon that success.

North Kivu is of course unique in many ways. 
The conflict actor—in this case the CNDP—
was sufficiently dependent on its external 
backer to change its stance; Rwanda offered a 

singular combination of extreme vulnerabil-
ity to donor pressure and a rational, unitary 
government capable of acting decisively on a 
sophisticated cost-benefit calculation; and the 
other state involved, the DRC, was also under 
huge pressure to find a resolution, though for 
domestic rather than international reasons.

The integration of the CNDP combatants 
into the Forces Armées de La République 
Démocratique du Congo (FARDC) began 
voluntarily in January 2009 and was formal-
ized with a March accord, under which for-
mer CNDP soldiers would be integrated into 
FARDC and also into a new police force. The 
military operations by these joint forces 
against the FDLR in 2009 have been partially 
successful: FDLR combatants have been de-
fecting at an increasing rate, and the FDLR 
has been temporarily removed from many of 
its bases and forced to regroup and recruit 
new fighters. However, in these operations the 
FARDC has often been accused of perpetrat-
ing civilian abuses, and after a full year of mil-
itary offensives the Congolese authorities have 
failed to establish state sovereignty over both 
the North and South Kivu provinces. Several 
hundred thousand internally displaced persons 
remain afraid of returning to their area of ori-
gin because of insecurity.

MONUC (renamed MONUSCO–United 
Nations Organization Stabilisation Mission 
in the Democratic Republic of Congo–from 
July 2010) has put a strong emphasis on pro-
tection of civilians, common planning, and 
the conditionality of its support on respect of 
human rights by FARDC. Bringing peace in 
the east requires more than just military force, 
and MONUC/MONUSCO failed to capital-
ize properly on the opening provided by the 
realignment of regional alliances. 
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Conclusion

The central point of the events of late 2008 
and early 2009 is more widely applicable: 
namely, that state power is perhaps more 
suited to the persuasion or coercion of other 
states than to involvement in the detailed and 
frequently slow-moving milieu of local conflict 
resolution. Such action demands careful con-
sideration of regional dynamics, and the likely 

reaction of states subjected to it; it will by no 
means always be successful, and may indeed 
do harm. In many cases the best policy may be 
not to engage militarily. The chairman of the 
EU Military Committee, General Bentégeat, 
reflected shortly before his retirement: “In 
fact, when one looks with hindsight, our unin-
tended absence facilitated the Congo Rwanda 
accord, which they reached. As it is military 
intervention is not always the best solution.” 



Chapter 6
Western Crisis Response and the Question of Palestine

Alfred Pijpers

For various reasons the lessons of Afghanistan 
do not easily apply to Israel/Palestine, one of 
the most risky crisis areas in the world. First, 
the conflict is ruled by certain parameters, 
which make a Western military response rather 
predictable. Israel takes care of its own secu-
rity, and will never allow any Western or other 
foreign interference in this area without its 
consent. And in the unlikely case that Israel’s 
security or existence is really endangered, the 
U.S. will provide the required assistance, prob-
ably followed by some EU countries as well. In 
the West there is also widespread support for 
peacekeeping in this area in case a final agree-
ment is concluded without the usual political, 
military, or budgetary constraints invoked for 
other post-Afghanistan crisis areas.

Palestinian Calm for How Long? 

While tanks killed hundreds of mainly peace-
ful demonstrators in Syrian cities, and NATO 
aircrafts helped rebel forces destroy the power 
bases of Muammar Qaddafi, the situation in 
the Palestinian territories is relatively quiet. But 
one wonders for how long this will remain the 
case. The (so-called) Middle East Peace Process 
has been deadlocked since September of 2010, 
and a poisonous cocktail of Arab revolts and 
the bid for Palestinian statehood in the UN 
might pose serious problems for stability in 
this part of region spanning North Africa and 
the Middle East. What are the implications of 
these developments for the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict? And what are possible Western 
responses?

The Impact of the Arab Revolts on 
the Peace Process

The Arab revolts are essentially national rebel-
lions against a series of corrupt and autocratic 
regimes, linked by a common inspiration 
among millions of deprived people in similar 
backward economic and social settings. For 
once, Israel is not invoked by the demonstrat-
ing masses as the main culprit of their troubles, 
though the beleaguered regime in Damascus 
tries particularly hard to divert attention to 
the traditional Zionist foe. Nevertheless, up-
heavals may have a considerable impact on the 
strategic environment of the Israeli-Palestinian 
relationship. 

In the case of Egypt the impact of these up-
heavals is obvious. The Camp David Accords 
did not lead to a warm mutual relationship 
between the two former enemies (polls still 
consistently show that a very large majority 
of the Egyptian people harbor hostile feelings 
against the Jewish state), but they have pro-
vided peace and stability in southern Israel for 
more than three decades, freeing Israeli troops 
for deployment in northern Israel and the Pal-
estinian territories. The Multinational Sinai 
Force and Observers (MFO) has always been a 
showcase of peacekeeping in the Middle East. 
Shortly after the fall of Hosni Mubarak in Feb-
ruary 2011, Padam, the Southern Command 
of the IDF, went on alert over Sinai, when an 
Iranian warship likely heading for Syria was al-
lowed passage through the Suez Canal by the 
new Egyptian authorities for the first time in 
thirty years. The Suez Canal is crucial for all 
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CENTCOM operations across the greater 
Middle East–from Egypt to Pakistan—and its 
loss is undoubtedly a casus belli for the U.S. 

At the moment, the Egyptian-Israeli peace 
treaty itself does not seem to be in danger. 
Its abrogation would not only risk renewed 
conflict with Israel but would also end the re-
lationship with the U.S. as the main sponsor 
of the Egyptian military. Over the years Egypt 
has become heavily addicted to the steady flow 
of advanced weapons and technology from the 
U.S. If this flow is interrupted, there is no lon-
ger a suitable alternative as there was during 
the Cold War, when Cairo could turn to Mos-
cow and its allies for arms and cash. The cur-
rent American-Russian understanding about 
spheres of influence in the Middle East would 
hopefully prevent that. Other possible part-
ners, Iran included, cannot easily foot the bill 
for weaponry that matches Israeli capabilities. 
Without spare parts, updates in software, and 
continuous training in the U.S., the Egyptian 
Air Force would soon become obsolete, and 
Cairo is probably not longing for a replay of 
the Six-Day War. 

For the time being, therefore, the Egyptian 
military establishment remains the best guard-
ian against the Muslim Brotherhood and 
other radical forces who might wish to end the 
peace agreement with Israel. But the fact that 
the new leaders in Cairo were able to broker a 
Hamas-Fatah deal in May, unlike their prede-
cessors, proves that Egypt seeks more distance 
from Washington and Jerusalem while prepar-
ing to take a new leadership position in the 
Arab World. The mob assault on the Israeli 
Embassy in Cairo in September 2011 was also 
a bad omen. 

The effects of the Syrian revolt on the Israeli-
Palestinian theatre are still uncertain. President 
Bashar al-Assad will not seek a change in the 
status quo with Israel as long as he focuses all 
his energy on surviving the domestic battles 
in his own country. The busloads of demon-
strators driven to the Syrian-Israeli truce lines 

were not an attempt to court a new military 
conflict with Israel but rather an attempt to 
provoke a disproportional Israeli response for 
domestic and Arab media consumption (with 
some success, considering the shoot-outs by 
Israeli soldiers, when the deployment of riot 
police would have been more appropriate in-
stead). Brutal repression without the risk of 
foreign military intervention is preferred over 
adventures in Syrian foreign policy, a trade-
off that comes in handy for the outside world 
as well. With the outcome of the civil war in 
Libya still unresolved, no one in the U.S. or 
Europe has any inclination for another “hu-
manitarian” intervention, even though the hu-
man rights record of Assad is worse than that 
of Qaddafi. The problems in Syria, however, 
could easily spill over into Lebanon or Jordan. 
The Arab League is in disarray from Tunisia 
to Yemen and no longer a steady vehicle for 
Saudi peace proposals. Egypt, Saudi Arabia, 
Turkey and Iran compete for predominance in 
a rapidly evolving regional setting. The fate of 
Israel/Palestine still forms an essential part of 
their calculations. 

The Palestinian Quest for UN 
Membership

The decision by Mahmoud Abbas to ask the 
UN Security Council for a positive opinion 
on UN membership in September 2011 fur-
ther complicates the Palestinian-Israeli rela-
tionship to a considerable degree. Though the 
U.S. will veto a vote in the Security Council, 
if a large majority in the UN Assembly can be 
sustained to support the Palestinian bid, this 
could have quite negative effects on a possible 
peace agreement between the two parties. The 
Palestinian Authority will consider such a ma-
jority as an enormous international boost for 
its territorial claims on the West Bank, includ-
ing East Jerusalem. Large-scale demonstrations 
against Israeli settlers and occupation forces 
may follow. 
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The position of Hamas remains also unclear 
despite the reconciliation agreement between 
Hamas and Fatah concluded in Cairo in 
May 2011. So far Hamas is not prepared to 
renounce violence against Israeli citizens, to 
recognize Israel, or to honor previous agree-
ments between Israel and the PLO. Jerusalem 
will, therefore, flatly refuse to deal with a new 
Palestinian government that includes Hamas 
representatives, hidden or not, behind a tech-
nocrat façade. The peace process would thus 
become more moribund than it already is. 
Even worse, security coordination between 
the Israeli military governor in the West Bank 
and the Palestinian Authority would be halted, 
and after a brief honeymoon, the two rival 
Palestinian movements would soon replay the 
bloody civil strife of Gaza in 2007. Hamas 
would prevail, followed at best by a unilat-
eral Israeli withdrawal behind the separation 
barrier and at worst by clashes between the 
IDF and the Palestinian armed forces, with 
the usual high number of civilian casualties 
among the Palestinian population. 

How will this affect the (presumed) demo-
cratic Arab Spring? Will Israel again become 
the favorite scapegoat if reforms are delayed 
and the new Arab regimes are not able to ful-
fill the expectations of the rising masses? Even 
if these new regimes are of a secular liberal 
nature, it will be difficult for them to refrain 
from helping their Palestinian brothers. Anti-
Zionist solidarity may soon be restored across 
the wider Middle East, should Israel resort 
again to massive violence against a Palestinian 
uprising. During the October War in 1973 
Israel was confronted by military forces from 
Egypt, Syria, Jordan (fighting via Syrian ter-
ritory), Iraq, Lebanon, Algeria, Morocco, 
Tunisia, Sudan, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and 
Pakistan, as well as by a small Palestinian 
brigade (apart from the Cuban and North 
Korean troop contributions). If things go 
wrong, a similar broad Muslim coalition could 
re-emerge in the near future, now with the ad-
ditional support of Iran and its proxies near 
the borders of Israel. Today these organizations 

are much better equipped and trained than 
the occasional Palestinian raiders of the past. 
Hezbollah, for instance, has thousands of 
short-range rockets and advanced anti-tank 
missiles in South Lebanon and also possesses 
the necessary command and control capacity 
to conduct effective modern warfare, as be-
came clear in 2006. 

Israel remains the dominant conventional 
power in the region, but this could very well 
change if Egypt and Jordan also throw their 
military weight into the scales of a large anti-
Israeli coalition. Turkey might also wish to 
join the fray. Turkish Prime Minister Recep 
Tayyip Erdogan in any case seems bound for 
a collision with Israel, particularly after the 
publication of the Palmer Report in the UN, 
which conceded Israel’s right to a naval block-
ade of the Gaza strip. Cordesman and Ner-
guizian have already observed that “Israel does 
not face any meaningful threat to its decisive 
conventional ‘edge’ of superiority as long as 
Egypt and Jordan adhere to their peace trea-
ties.” Many people in the region still regard 
a large conflict with Israel as the perfect uni-
fier of the Shiite-Sunni divide in the Muslim 
world. A doomsday scenario undoubtedly, 
perhaps not very likely, but not completely 
unthinkable either.

Possible Western Responses

Leaving aside this worst case thinking, the 
U.S. and EU should pursue five priorities in 
handling the Palestinian-Israeli conflict in the 
near future:

1. Maintain transatlantic cohesion over the 
principal aspects of the conflict. 

These include all the final status issues, and 
for the short-term policies towards Hamas 
and a (possible) vote in the United Nations 
about a Palestinian state. Transatlantic coop-
eration has served Western interests rather 
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well, particularly since “9/11,” when a joint 
strategy against terror helped also to formulate 
common principles for the peace process. A 
two-state formula is now part of a broad inter-
national consensus, reflected in the Quartet, 
but the U.S. and the EU differ over tactics, 
particularly where the EU is more prone than 
the U.S. to denounce Israel for its occupation 
and settlements policies. The vote in Febru-
ary 2011 over a draft resolution of the UN 
Security Council, which declared the Israeli 
settlements in the West Bank illegal, is a case 
in point. This draft resolution was vetoed by 
the U.S., but supported by the EU members 
in the Security Council.

One complication is the present U.S. attitude. 
Since the beginning of his term in office Presi-
dent Obama has tried very hard to produce 
a Palestinian-Israeli deal, which he considers 
a key to other U.S. interests in the region, 
particularly to the formation of a large Arab 
bloc against Iran. After numerous clashes with 
the Netanyahu-Lieberman team, and the de-
parture of George Mitchell as the special U.S. 
envoy for the peace process in May 2011, it 
has become clear that Obama’s approach to 
press the Israeli government for major conces-
sions has failed. Obama’s speech to the State 
Department on May 18, 2011, in conjunction 
with the 26 standing ovations for Netanyahu 
in the U.S. Congress two days later, can be 
read as a farewell address to active U.S. media-
tion efforts, at least for the time being. 

If the U.S. fails to move the Netanyahu gov-
ernment, Europe cannot possibly be of much 
help either. A group of former EU politicians 
has recently argued that the European Union, 
as one of Israel’s main trading partners, should 
apply economic sanctions and disinvestments 
in order to change minds in Jerusalem. In 
their view, the EU-Israeli Association Agree-
ment should also be used to punish Israel 
instead of linking the country more closely 
to Europe’s internal market. But Germany, 

Italy, France, the UK, and other EU member 
states are against such measures for various 
reasons, even if their domestic audiences grow 
increasingly impatient with Netanyahu’s in-
transigence. Without the support of the U.S., 
European sanctions will not bite, and Israeli 
foreign trade has already found new outlets in 
Asia. A separate role for the EU in the peace 
process, distinct from the U.S., does not seem 
likely, even though European diplomacy—and 
money—remain an integral part of Western 
involvement. 

2. Prevent a resumption of violence and 
escalation. 

The situation in the West Bank is relatively 
calm, and even the Gaza Strip has not seen 
open warfare during more than two years. A 
top priority is to maintain this “peace,” and to 
prevent escalation in the case of minor inci-
dents, whatever the mounting political differ-
ences between the two (or three) conflicting 
parties. 

At the same time both the U.S. and the EU 
should also try to decouple the Palestinian 
question from the many other problems in the 
area. An Israeli-Palestinian settlement is not 
necessarily the key to peace and stability in the 
wider Middle East, as President Obama unfor-
tunately has suggested in his Cairo speech two 
years ago. The bloody Arab revolts have al-
ready falsified this myth, as has the continuous 
building up of the Iranian nuclear program. 
Global diplomatic forums, like the Quartet, 
the G8, or even the G20 are also useful for the 
prevention of conflict if a direct U.S.-EU in-
volvement is to no avail. 

3. Preserve the Fayyad acquis. 

Outside the public limelight the West Bank 
has been doing rather well over the past few 
years. With the help of General Dayton and 
the EU police mission in the Palestinian 
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territories (EUPOL COPPS), prime minis-
ter Salam Fayyad has turned a series of rival, 
heavily armed militias into a more or less 
centralized Palestinian Security Force, the cor-
nerstone of an orderly Palestinian state. Israel’s 
Coordinator of Government Activities in the 
Territories has been closely involved through-
out the reforms. Hamas’ military structures 
have been dismantled, and many of their mili-
tants put behind bars. Palestinian police forces 
have managed to significantly reduce the 
number of fatal crimes and feuds in the area. 
Large-scale Israeli military intrusions seem a 
thing of the past. Time and again president 
Mahmoud Abbas has strongly advised against 
a resumption of violence against Israel. In 
his view, a third intifada would be a disaster. 
The West Bank was carefully kept outside the 
Gaza War. Much progress has also been made 
with the further buildup of state structures, 
such as the judiciary, ministries, and other 
governmental agencies, though corruption 
and the violation of human rights are still big 
problems. The IMF, the World Bank and the 
Special UN Envoy for the Peace Process, Rob-
ert Serry, have favorably reported about this 
progress. 

In the meantime, Israel has removed a consid-
erable number of roadblocks and checkpoints 
in the A and B areas, thereby facilitating the 
free movement of goods and persons between 
Palestinian cities. The EU and the U.S. fur-
nish a large part of the Palestinian Authority 
budget, while the World Bank and the IMF 
provide loans and technical-financial assis-
tance. Hundreds of construction works are 
undertaken for schools, hospitals, law courts 
and business parks, including a complete new 
city between Ramallah and Nablus. Internal 
and external trade is on the rise. The economic 
growth rates on the West Bank are higher than 
those in Europe. Although the peace process 
may be dead, at least some degree of peace has 
been attained (which is perhaps better than 

the other way around, for instance during the 
run-up to the Roadmap). 

For the first time in their battered history at 
least part of the Palestinian leadership seems 
to have traded its long-standing principal of 
violent resistance against Israel for the prior-
ity of Palestinian state-building. It is of criti-
cal importance that these achievements be 
preserved and further developed, whatever the 
composition of the next Palestinian govern-
ment or the fate of the Palestinian state in 
the United Nations. The Palestinians should 
also be aware that a successful state-building 
process is dependent neither on the desirable 
size of its state territory nor on the preferred 
location of its capital. West Germany created 
one of the most successful states in the world, 
with one-third of German territory occupied 
by the Red Army and a provincial town as its 
proclaimed capital. The borders of “1967” are 
a legitimate point of reference for the Palestin-
ians, but not attaining them can never be an 
excuse for the resumption of violence. A fully 
independent, prospering Palestinian state in 
100% of Gaza and the West Bank is not to-
tally different from a similar state in only 93% 
or 95% of the same territory, though the end 
of Israeli occupation is of course an essential 
precondition in both cases. 

4. Make sure that Hamas will renounce 
violence as a matter of principle. 

In the short-term the U.S. and the EU must 
take a position on the question what to do 
with a new Palestinian interim-government if 
this—directly or indirectly—includes Hamas 
representatives. So far Hamas has not met the 
criteria of the Quartet. This does in itself not 
preclude contacts with this movement, but a 
regular dialogue at an official level is another 
matter. Here Western countries face an awful 
dilemma. If they refuse to deal with the new 
Palestinian government, as Prime Minister 
Netanyahu has urged them to do, they run 
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the risk of alienating Fayyad and his people. If 
they proceed with the expectation that Hamas 
will gradually turn around, they will perhaps 
make the same mistake as in 2006. At that 
time the U.S. and the EU supported Hamas’ 
participation in the elections for the Palestin-
ian Legislative Council, in vain hope that the 
resistance organization would moderate its 
principles as soon it had joined the regular 
Palestinian institutions. The numerous infor-
mal contacts between the Hamas leadership 
and the many EU, Swiss, Norwegian, Rus-
sian, and U.S. envoys, including a former U.S. 
president, apparently were not successful, so 
one wonders whether a further engagement 
along these lines makes much sense. The West 
should also be careful of rubberstamping the 
coming Palestinian elections as “democratic,” 
based on whether the polls are organized in a 
correct way, without further questioning the 
peaceful intentions of the participating politi-
cal parties.

It is also a matter of principle. Both the mili-
tary and political wings of Hamas have been 
placed on the EU and U.S. blacklists of ter-
rorist organizations. Western anti-terrorist 
policies would lose all credibility if such orga-
nizations were henceforth accepted as regular 
interlocutors, without any prior change in 
their programs. One cannot blame Israel if it 
refuses to negotiate with representatives of a 

movement that is not prepared to renounce 
forever the deliberate targeting of Israeli citi-
zens (apart from a tactical hudna). It would be 
silly to turn the clock backwards to the pre-
Oslo era, and to renegotiate again the prin-
ciples of non-violence or the recognition of Is-
rael. Any new Palestinian government should 
be made aware of these points after so many 
years of unavailing fights. Clearly, the transat-
lantic understanding about Hamas should be 
continued. 

5. Remind Jerusalem about the inevitability 
of a Palestinian state. 

Having said that, it is obvious that Israel also 
needs to understand the signs of the times. 
Jerusalem may put obstacles in the way of a 
decent peace process, but it cannot block the 
gradual development of Palestinian statehood. 
Under international law, the Palestinian peo-
ple have the full right to self-determination, 
though the timing and wording of Palestinian 
independence should in itself not violate the 
previous accords between Israel and the PLO. 
And the principles of non-violence must be an 
essential part of its constitution. Israel cannot 
prevent a large majority of the General Assem-
bly from giving its (non-binding) blessing to a 
Palestinian state, thereby hugely upgrading the 
legitimacy of Palestinian aspirations.



Chapter 7 
Sudan: The Prospect of Intervention and its Implications

Jon Temin

For decades, Sudan has lurched from one cri-
sis to another.  It is the scene of millions of 
war-related deaths, most notably in the series 
of north-south civil wars and in the western 
region of Darfur. More recently, there has been 
significant fighting and destruction in the states 
of Southern Kordofan and Blue Nile—parts 
of the remaining Sudan following the seces-
sion of South Sudan populated by some groups 
that have traditionally aligned with the south.  
There have been many calls for Western inter-
vention in Sudan in response to all these wars, 
and several robust diplomatic interventions 
have occurred, with some success.  Despite oc-
casional appeals for Western military interven-
tions, they have never transpired,1 nor do they 
appear likely any time in the near future.  

There is a growing body of literature on the 
efficacy of Western interventions in Sudan, 
with a particular focus on the role of the vocal 
western advocacy community on those inter-
ventions.2  This brief chapter does not seek 
to grapple with the overall impact of Western 
interventions in Sudan or how they may be 
improved, but to raise questions concerning 
how Western intervention in Sudan—diplo-
matic or military—or even the prospect of it 
can, at times, lead to unintended consequences. 
There are three ways in which the prospect 

1    With the exception of the U.S. bombing of a pharma-
ceutical factory in Khartoum in 1998.

2    See, for example, Rebecca Hamilton, Fighting 
for Darfur (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011); 
Mahmoud Mamdani, Saviors and Survivors (New York: 
Pantheon, 2009); and David Lanz, “Why Darfur? 
The Responsibility to Protect as a Rallying Cry for 
Transnational Advocacy Groups,” Global Responsibility to 
Protect 3 (2011) 223-247.

of intervention could be counterproductive. 
First, diplomatic interventions could have the 
unintended effect of distracting from a focus 
on the forces driving instability in Sudan. Sec-
ond, the focus on external intervention could 
crowd out a search for more local solutions 
to Sudan’s problems. Third, the prospect of 
Western military intervention could create per-
verse incentives for aggression for Sudan’s rebel 
movements. A thorough examination of these 
dynamics would range far beyond the scope of 
this chapter, which is intended simply to raise 
questions that deserve further examination.

Fires on the Periphery  

In a recent report from the U.S. Institute of 
Peace,3 my co-author and I argued that a more 
comprehensive, holistic approach to Sudan’s 
myriad challenges4 is required:

“Approaches to Sudan’s challenges—by both 
Sudanese and the international commu-
nity—are fragmented and regionally focused 

3    Jon Temin and Theo Murphy, “Towards a New 
Republic of Sudan,” United States Institute of Peace 
Special Report 278, June 2011, http://www.usip.org/
publications/toward-new-republic-sudan. 

4    These challenges include the decades long north-south 
civil war that led to the referendum on the secession 
of southern Sudan, with the new state of South Sudan 
formed in July 2011; the war in Darfur that erupted in 
2003 (though tensions simmered for years before that); 
the continuing disagreement over and violence in the 
Abyei territory, which is claimed by both Sudan and 
South Sudan; low-level instability in eastern Sudan; and 
the recent fighting in Southern Kordofan and Blue Nile 
states in Sudan along its border with South Sudan. 
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rather than national in scope. They overlook 
fundamental governance challenges at the 
roots of Sudan’s decades of instability and 
the center-periphery economic and politi-
cal dominance that marginalizes a majority 
of the population. Such fragmentation dif-
fuses efforts into fighting various eruptions 
throughout the periphery and confounds 
efforts to address fundamental governance 
and identity issues.”5

Some of the impetus behind the fragmenta-
tion and regional focus that we critique is a 
product of Western intervention. Western 
powers have a history of responding, largely 
through diplomatic means, to Sudan’s regional 
crisis of the day—the most recent examples 
being the northern military seizure of por-
tions of the contested border region of Abyei 
in May 2011 and the conflicts in Southern 
Kordofan and Blue Nile states. By and large 
this is a good thing, as Western diplomatic 
interventions, imperfect as they are, often 
save lives. But the larger questions that need 
to be addressed concern whether this habit 
of intervening in response to each of Sudan’s 
myriad crises—attempting to put out each fire 
on the periphery—distracts from a more long-
term, comprehensive effort to end that steady 
stream of crises. Does this habit inadvertently 
encourage the Sudanese government to manu-
facture these crises, so that there is no holistic 
dialogue about fundamental governance issues 
and the nature of the Sudanese state, which 
could be threatening to the regime?

The reality of Sudan may be that it is so 
complex and diverse that achieving this com-
prehensive, governance-focused solution is 
currently beyond reach. The search for it may 
also impede the progress of regional interven-
tions that put out fires on the periphery and 
save lives.  For example, the negotiations that 
led to the Comprehensive Peace Agreement 

5    Temin and Murphy, op. cit., p. 1.

(CPA), which ended the second north-south 
civil war, explicitly excluded Darfur, as it was 
generally believed at the time that including 
Darfur would unacceptably slow negotiations 
and may scuttle a deal entirely. In hindsight 
this was probably a compromise worth mak-
ing, as the CPA ended a brutal and destruc-
tive war. It is worth noting that on paper the 
CPA made a strong effort to address funda-
mental governance issues and transform the 
state. But that governance agenda was almost 
entirely unimplemented in favor of a narrow 
focus—driven by Sudanese and the interna-
tional community—on the key milestones in 
the CPA: separation of the two armies, sharing 
of oil revenue, creation of the Government of 
Southern Sudan, nationwide elections, and, 
above all else, the referendum on southern 
secession.  

Those milestones were considered the key 
flashpoints during the CPA interim period, so 
they were naturally the focus of the interna-
tional community’s diplomatic interventions 
and efforts to prevent a slide back to civil war.  
Simultaneously, the fires on the periphery in 
Darfur, Abyei and Southern Kordofan require 
international attention because of their ter-
rible toll in human lives.  But in part because 
of this consistently short-term, regional focus 
by the international community (though the 
region in question changes), critical questions 
concerning how Sudan is governed and its 
substantial diversity can be managed are no 
closer to being answered today than they were 
prior to the CPA. The missed opportunity to 
pursue real governance reform during the CPA 
interim period—an opportunity missed by 
both Sudanese and the international commu-
nity—is at the root of some of the instability 
seen in Sudan today. 
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Does the Outside World Have the 
Answer?

Questions about how Sudan is governed and 
its diversity can be managed can only be an-
swered by Sudanese themselves.  One won-
ders, though, whether the frequent focus on 
solutions driven by international intervention 
distracts from a focus on finding solutions 
from within Sudan, and whether Sudanese are 
disempowered in the search for outside solu-
tions. The “profound extroversion” of Sudan’s 
leaders contributes to this external focus.6 This 
is not to discount the efforts of many Suda-
nese who have dedicated their lives to trying 
to improve their condition and find solutions 
to Sudan’s complex challenges.  But the pros-
pect of international intervention, diplomatic 
or military, tends to dominate the debate, 
marginalizing potential domestic remedies 
that may ultimately be more sustainable. It 
also allows recalcitrant regimes to focus atten-
tion on (and often demonize) that potential 
outside intervention rather than making genu-
ine efforts at domestic reform. In Sudan the 
regime often calls attention to supposed for-
eign agendas, providing a convenient distrac-
tion from their own shortcomings.

A related question is whether the focus on so-
lutions driven by the West crowds out a search 
for solutions driven by more local interna-
tional community actors, such as the African 
Union (AU)  in Sudan’s case. In fact in recent 
years the AU has been deeply engaged in Su-
dan’s challenges, including through the joint 
United Nations/African Union peacekeep-
ing mission in Darfur and the African Union 
High-Level Implementation Panel chaired by 
former South African president Thabo Mbeki. 
In addition, the Intergovernmental Author-
ity on Development (IGAD), the east African 

6    Magdi El Gizouli, “The Sudanese straw-men,” 
October 3, 2011, http://stillsudan.blogspot.com/.  

regional grouping, was a major force in the 
negotiations that led to the CPA.  But early 
in the Darfur crisis there were many calls for 
interventions requiring substantial Western 
involvement, such as imposition of a no-fly 
zone, and little focus on more African solu-
tions.  Today those calls are reemerging,7 now 
with Southern Kordofan and Blue Nile states 
added to the recommended no-fly zone.8 But 
simultaneously, several African leaders, no-
tably President Mbeki and Ethiopian Prime 
Minister Meles Zenawi, are deeply involved 
in trying to reach a negotiated solution to the 
fate of those two states. 

A counterpoint to this thinking is that Suda-
nese, and to a lesser extent the African Union, 
have proven incapable of resolving Sudan’s 
challenges, so solutions must, at a minimum, 
include heavy international (and likely West-
ern) involvement. There is mounting evidence 
to support this argument, as violence has only 
spread since southern secession and the war in 
Darfur is now in its ninth year. The Khartoum 
government only responds to pressure, this ar-
gument goes, and the critical mass of pressure 
required can only come from outside. It is in 
this context that the Responsibility to Protect 
doctrine is often invoked.

Underlying many of these questions is a wide-
spread but uncomfortable assumption that 
the international community, if it just shows 
enough will and muscle, has a solution to Su-
dan’s ills.  It is a convenient assumption, but 
is it true?  We don’t know the answer, because 
that will and muscle has never really been fully 

7    See, for example, Radio Dabanga, “SLM-AW 
leader Abdel Wahid announces the development of a 
transitional government,” http://www.radiodabanga.org/
node/16840. 

8    Sudan Tribune, “SPLM-N’s Arman urges US 
Congressmen to support no-fly zone in Sudan,” 
September 23, 2011, http://www.sudantribune.com/
SPLM-s-Arman-urges-US-Congressmen,40225 
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exerted, especially in the case of Darfur.9  But 
if it were, there is no guarantee that it would 
be effective. The assumption that the interna-
tional community has appropriate remedies to 
complex crises such as those found in Sudan 
should be challenged more often—such chal-
lenges may help to make interventions that do 
occur more effective.

Moral Hazard

The argument that the prospect of Western 
intervention can unintentionally encourage 
armed rebellion has been advanced primarily 
by the academic Alan Kuperman, who writes: 

“...the prospect of luring Western interven-
tion to tip the balance of power in [the 
Darfur rebels’] favor is what drives the 
rebels to fight a war that they cannot win 
on their own.  If not for the prospect of 
such intervention, we argue, the rebels long 
ago would have sued for peace, which the 
government would have accepted, thereby 
ending the violence.  Thus, we conclude, 
Western calls for intervention have back-
fired, perpetuating fighting in Darfur and 
the resultant suffering of its civilians.”10

9    An argument can be made that Western engagement 
in the context of the north-south civil war has been 
more robust.  For example, a recent Congressional 
Research Service report notes that in the 1990s “the 
United States provided an estimated $20 million in 
surplus U.S. military equipment to Uganda, Eritrea, 
and Ethiopia. The U.S. support to these ‘frontline states’ 
helped reverse military gains made by the Bashir govern-
ment.” (Ted Dagne, “The Republic of South Sudan: 
Opportunities and Challenges for Africa’s Newest 
Country,” Congressional Research Service, July 2011, 
http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/170506.
pdf ).  The aforementioned bombing of the pharma-
ceutical factory also, of course, represents significant 
military engagement.

10    Alan J. Kuperman, “Darfur: Strategic Victimhood 
Strikes Again,” Genocide Studies and Prevention 4:3, 
December 2009, p. 281; for a similar argument see also 

A similar argument is made by Roberto Bel-
loni, who writes that “international rhetorical 
interest and condemnation of the ‘genocide’ 
[in Darfur] emboldened the rebels to increase 
their attacks and to harden their views.”11  

Kuperman characterizes this dynamic as 
“moral hazard,” the economic term that de-
scribes “the phenomenon in which the provi-
sion of insurance against risk unintentionally 
encourages the insured to act irresponsibly or 
fraudulently based on the expectation that any 
resulting short-term loss will be compensated 
by the subsequent insurance payout.”12 His 
evidence to support this claim is thin (much 
of it revolves around a quote from the Darfur 
rebel leader Abdel Wahid el-Nur, who said he 
expected a Western-led humanitarian inter-
vention “like in Bosnia”13), but the premise 
is intriguing.  Has the prospect of Western 
military intervention prolonged the war in 
Darfur?

James Traub suggests it may have, writing that 
moral hazard

“…may account for the failure of the Dar-
fur Peace Agreement and the persistent frac-
tiousness of the Darfur rebel groups. Insur-
gents came to believe that the West would 
ride to their rescue; indeed they actively 
sought to provoke the West into doing so, 
in part by ensuring that negotiated solu-
tions would not hold.”14 

Kelly Whitty, “Darfurian Rebel Leaders and the Moral 
Hazard of Humanitarian Intervention,” Patterson Review 
9 (2008): pp. 19-34.

11    Roberto Belloni, “The Tragedy of Darfur and the 
Limits of the ‘Responsibility to Protect,’” Etnhopolitics, 
Vol. 5, No. 4, 327-346, November 2006.

12    Ibid., p. 282. 

13    Ibid., p. 296.

14    James Traub, “Unwilling and Unable: The Failed 
Response to the Atrocities in Darfur,” Global Center for 
the Responsibility to Protect, 2010, http://www.cmi.no/
sudan/doc/?id=1289.  
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Western military intervention has long been a 
centerpiece of demands by Sudanese rebels in 
Darfur and elsewhere, most notably the call 
for a no-fly zone to prevent aerial bombard-
ments by government forces, which would 
seem to be a remote possibility.15  From the 
rebels’ perspective, the standards for such 
intervention must be confusing.  Early in 
the Darfur conflict, around 2004 and 2005, 
there were forceful calls, particularly from the 
advocacy community, for Western military 
intervention, but those calls never gained 
traction and in recent years have largely sub-
sided (though, as noted above, there are now 
renewed calls for such action in Southern 
Kordofan and Blue Nile states).  However, 
soon after the revolt in Libya erupted—a con-
flict that has taken a small fraction of the lives 
lost in Darfur—the west imposed a NATO-
led no-fly zone and made clear their intentions 
to remove Colonel Qaddafi from power. Many 
have questioned why one scenario, but not the 
other, merits a Western military response.  

With the benefit of hindsight, it is apparent 
that a Western military intervention in Darfur 
was never a distinct possibility due to a combi-
nation of political and practical factors. Politi-
cally, core Western interests are not at stake in 
Darfur: the region is remote, has no proven oil 
reserves, and doesn’t harbor extremist elements.

15    Sudan Tribune, “US is not supportive of a no-fly 
zone in Sudan: envoy,” September 12, 2011, http://
www.sudantribune.com/US-is-not-supportive-of-a-no-
fly,40127 

Practically, enforcing a no-fly zone over Darfur 
would be a substantial undertaking given its 
size (roughly equivalent to the size of Spain) 
and location (there is no obvious base from 
which such an operation could be staged). 
These practical challenges perhaps could have 
been overcome by a large helping of political 
will, but that has not been forthcoming.

Did the Darfur rebels recognize how unlikely 
Western military intervention would be? In 
hindsight, is appears they may have been 
overly optimistic in their calculations.  Did 
the West make clear that a military interven-
tion would not happen?  This is difficult to 
ascertain, and the answer depends in part on 
which voices are listened to (for example, dur-
ing the 2008 American presidential campaign 
several leading candidates called for a more 
forceful U.S. posture toward Khartoum). Did 
Darfur rebels intentionally escalate the fight-
ing in hopes of provoking military interven-
tion? These questions, and those raised above, 
are not academic—they have real policy impli-
cations and merit further study.





Chapter 8  
From Protecting to Rebuilding: The EU’s Role in Libya 

Patryk Pawlak 

Introduction 

The democratic uprisings and political transition 
processes unfolding across the countries of North 
Africa and the Middle East raise many questions re-
garding regional peace and conflict. Many hope the 
recent flux will produce a precious window of oppor-
tunity for making the region more democratic and 
stable. But speculations abound over the trajectories 
of key actors in the conflict, including Egypt, Syria, 
Israel and Palestine. At the same time, amidst the 
financial crisis and a serious resource overstretch due 
to involvement in Afghanistan and Iraq, the United 
States and its European allies are much more cau-
tious about their involvement in any potential future 
crises.  

With the revolutions in the Arab world leading to 
major changes in the regional and domestic archi-
tecture, the primary interest of the European Union 
and United States will remain to ensure the stability 
of the region and creating a circle of friends. This of 
course is a very delicate issue, since such approaches 
led to the current situation and consequently re-
sulted in limited credibility of European and Ameri-
can actors in the region. Consequently, they will be 
no longer judged on their political declarations but 
on their concrete actions.  

In her speech at the opening of the EU Delegation 
in Tripoli, High Representative Catherine Ashton 
was very clear: “This is much more than a building; 
it is a symbol of our determination to stand with the 
people of Libya into the future. I say to the people 
of Libya: This is your country, this is your future but 
we are here to support and help in any way that we 

can.”1 And even though it was the NATO flag, and 
not that of the EU, that was waving over the troops 
supporting the Libyans in their struggle for freedom, 
many European countries provided support to the 
operation. Furthermore, now that Operation Unified 
Protector is over, the difficult job of reconstruction 
and transformation will need to take place. Libya, 
therefore, not only provides a good opportunity for 
the EU to prove its commitment to the region, but 
also to reinvigorate a dormant European Common 
Security and Defense policy and prove its own value 
to its permanently sceptical American ally.  

Capitalizing on the EU’s Involvement 
in the Middle East 

European involvement in crisis management and 
transformations in the region has taken several 
forms. Although various initiatives like the Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership and the Union for the 
Mediterranean have been put in place, their record 
remains unsatisfactory and in the current context 
works to the EU’s disadvantage rather than provid-
ing additional leverage. What might prove to be 
more important and beneficial, however, is the posi-
tive perception of the EU in the region (as opposed 
to the image of the United States among the Arab 
countries), fueled by its experience with crisis man-
agement and the support with which the EU pro-
vided for the Palestinian Authority over the years. 

1    Council of the European Union, Remarks by EU High 
Representative Catherine Ashton at the opening of the new EU 
Delegation in Tripoli, Brussels, November 12, 2011.
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In late 2005 the EU established EUBAM 
Rafah, a border assistance mission at the Ra-
fah Crossing Point between the Gaza Strip 
and Egypt. The EU established the European 
Union Co-ordinating Office for Palestinian 
Police Support (EUPOL COPPS), the EU 
Police Mission for the Palestinian Territories, 
in late 2005, focused on the Palestinian Civil 
Police and criminal justice. Some EU member 
states have been active in U.S.-led security sec-
tor work. After the Hamas victory in 2006 the 
Mission’s work has been restricted to the West 
Bank only and focused primarily on training 
activities and improvement of police and pros-
ecution infrastructure. European member state 
troop contributions constitute a majority of 
UNIFIL II contingents since the 2006 Israel-
Lebanon War and of the Maritime Task Force 
securing the Lebanese coastline and preventing 
arms smuggling. 

The EU is also the largest donor to the Pales-
tinians. Since 2008, the EU funds PEGASE, 
which supports recurrent costs of the Palestin-
ian Authority and development projects in 
the areas of governance, social development, 
economic and private sector, public infrastruc-
ture. In addition, the Palestinian territory is 
eligible for funding under a number of the-
matic programs, including the European In-
strument for Democracy and Human Rights, 
Non-State Actors and Local Authorities in De-
velopment, Investing in People, Environment 
and Migration. According to EU data, so far 
the European Union has provided about €762 
million through PEGASE alone. In 2011, the 
European Commission approved additional 
amount of €85 million for the occupied Pal-
estinian territory, in addition to €100 million 
budgeted under the European Neighborhood 
and Partnership Instrument. Furthermore, the 
EU contributes regularly to UNRWA’s budget, 
including to the General Fund, Social Safety 
Net program and since 2008 has contributed 
to the Organizational Development Plan. 
At the same time, the EU supports specific 

projects and provides humanitarian and food 
aid for UNRWA’s Emergency Appeals. 

The EU’s engagement in the Middle East has 
also provided some valuable lessons that the 
European External Action Service seems to 
be taking on board.2 First, the U.S.-EU-Israel 
boycott of Hamas has failed and it is evident 
that engaging with democratically elected 
representatives of local populations is neces-
sary. That is particularly evident given the 
results of elections in Tunisia, where 41% of 
the votes went to the moderate Islamic party 
al-Nahda; and in light of forthcoming parlia-
mentary elections in Egypt, where according 
to the opinion polls conducted in November 
2011 another Islamist party -- Freedom and 
Justice—may count on 35.7%.3 In addition, 
the presence of the EUPOL COPPS on the 
ground has reaffirmed once again a clear link-
age between policing and justice—the fact 
reflected in setting up the rule of law section 
within the mission. The existence of a “distinc-
tive European approach,”4 which allowed the 
European Union to maximize its influence on 
changes in the Occupied Palestinian Territory, 
might prove equally valuable in North Africa.  

2    For a more extensive discussion see Muriel Asseburg, 
“EU crisis management in the Arab-Israeli conflict,” in 
E. Bulut Aymat, European involvement in the Arab-Israeli 
conflict, Chaillot Paper No. 124, December 2010 (Paris: 
EU Institute for Security Studies).

3    Al-Ahram Centre for Political and Strategic Studies 
and the Danish-Egyptian Dialogue Institute “Third 
National Voter Survey in Egypt,” November 3, 2011. 
Available at: www.dedi.org.eg. 

4    E. Bulut Aymat, “The EU Police Mission for the 
Palestinian Territories,” in G. Grevi, D. Helly and D. 
Keohane (eds.), European Security and Defence Policy. 
The first 10 years (1999-2009) (Paris: EU Institute for 
Security Studies, 2009), pp. 287-298.
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Challenges for the Security 
Sector in Libya: What Role for the 
EU? 

NATO’s military operation in Libya is over, 
but the process of transition has only begun, 
and many challenges still remain. In Novem-
ber 2011 Abdel-Jalil, the Chairman of the 
Transtitional National Council, presented the 
priorities for the future of Libya: a) building 
a new democracy through free and fair elec-
tions; b) dealing with the issues of security 
and borders; c) support for the wounded and 
those left disabled; and d) unfreezing the as-
sets blocked by the international community.5 
Whereas attainment of these objectives is 
primarily in hands of the Libyan people, the 
European Union and its member states can 
provide valuable support on the way to their 
attainment.  

Unfreezing assets has progressed rather 
quickly, with the transposition of the UN-
SCR 2009 (2011) on the delisting of entities 
active in the oil and gas sector and on the 
release of Libyan frozen funds. Furthermore, 
the European Union has pledged to be “in 
the forefront of offering new assistance” and 
“provide the support in achieving these ob-
jectives to people who believe in them (…), 
whoever they are.”6 In close cooperation with 
the UN and the World Bank the EU is already 

5    This new list represents a clear departure from the 
priorities of EC cooperation with Libya as established by 
the Strategy Paper and National Indicative Programme 
2011-2013, which took into account preferences of the 
Libyan government as expressed in the Memorandum of 
Understanding signed on July 23, 2007. These included: 
a) increasing the quality of human capital, b) increasing 
the sustainability of economic and social development, 
c) addressing jointly the challenge of managing migra-
tion.

6    Council of the European Union, Remarks by EU 
High Representative Catherine Ashton at the opening of 
the new EU Delegation in Tripoli, Brussels, November 
12, 2011.

involved in sectoral needs assessments in the 
fields of border management, civil society, 
women’s rights and media. In addition the EU 
has expressed its willingness to provide further 
assistance across many areas, including democ-
ratization, rule of law, institution-building, 
police training or re-launching of the econo-
my.7 However, one of the primary challenges 
in Libya will be building institutions that 
would allow Libya to benefit from the support 
that the European Union offers for the imple-
mentation of various projects, including on 
border management. The absence of structures 
and experience within the country that would 
be capable of understanding and administer-
ing EU financial procedures might create ad-
ditional difficulties. Consequently, the EU has 
declared the willingness to establish a list of 
new priorities together with a new Libyan gov-
ernment but with particular attention to areas 
such as democratization and civil society, pub-
lic administration capacity-building and social 
and economic development.8  

The following sections focus on three ar-
eas where the EU’s contribution to stability 
and security of the country can be of added 
value: migration control and border manage-
ment; transitional justice; military and law 
enforcement. 

Migration Control and Border 
Management 

Cooperation on migration control and border 
management is the area where the EU has 
probably the greatest experience but which 
at the same time is most tainted by political 

7    Council of the European Union, Council conclusions 
on Libya, 3117th Foreign Affairs Council meeting, 
Luxembourg, October 10, 2011.

8    Council of the European Union, EU support to 
Libya, Memo/11/722, Brussels, 20 October 2011.
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ambivalence and inconsistency. The control of 
migration has been on the agenda of coopera-
tion between Libya and the European Union 
since the very beginning. The threat of uncon-
trolled migration coming from the country re-
sulted in awkward and inconvenient alliances 
between European leaderships and Colonel 
Qaddafi. The language of the Strategy Paper 
and National Indicative Programme 2011-
2013 is a very good representation of complic-
ity between European leaderships and Libyan 
authorities: “Capitalising on past cooperation 
projects and on the mutual trust [emphasis 
added] established in dealing with this sensi-
tive and complex issue, EC assistance should 
aim to support Libyan authorities in estab-
lishing an institutional framework for migra-
tion, improving border management in Libya 
(…).”9 Given this context, any EU action on 
migration or border management within the 
region is destined to be greeted with consider-
able suspicion. What therefore is needed in 
the first place is a credible European approach 
to migration based on partnership, not only 
with Libyan government as has been the case 
so far, but also with representatives of the 
emerging civil society and international non-
governmental organizations on the ground. 
Such a comprehensive approach should in-
corporate other policy areas as well, including 
the promotion of freedom of expression or the 
protection of human rights, which were previ-
ously provided for in Democracy and Human 
Rights Instrument. 

9    European Commission, Libya Strategy Paper and 
National Indicative Programme 2011-2013, European 
Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument, 2010. 

Transitional Justice and National 
Reconciliation

 The focus on transitional justice10 and na-
tional reconciliation (e.g. truth commissions 
or national reconciliation committees) con-
stitutes an important element of the holistic 
approach to crisis management. In the af-
termath of Qaddafi’s death, Presidents Van 
Rompuy and Barroso called on the National 
Transitional Council to “pursue a broad based 
reconciliation process which reaches out to all 
Libyans and enables a democratic, peaceful 
and transparent transition in the country.”11 
High Representative Ashton stressed on 
the same occasion the important role of the 
leadership in uniting the country “to build 
a democratic future for (…) in full respect 
for human rights.” She added that “while 
the crimes of the past must be addressed, the 
leadership must also seek a path of national 
reconciliation”12 and offered strong European 
support to those ideals.  

In Libya, where human rights abuses and mass 
atrocities took place for decades and where 
historical and ethnic divisions exist but have 

10    Broadly speaking, the objective of transitional 
justice is in general to achieve reconciliation between 
parties and guaranteeing the development of democratic 
society and peace in countries where the violations of 
human rights have occurred. For the UN definition, 
see: United Nations, Guidance Note of the Secretary 
General ‘United Nations approach to Transitional 
Justice’ (2010), p. 2.

11    European Council, Joint statement by President 
Herman Van Rompuy and President José Manuel 
Barroso on the death of Muammar Gaddafi, EUCO 
104/11, Brussels, October 20, 2011.

12    Council of the European Union, Statement by High 
Representative Catherine Ashton on the fall of Sirte 
and reports of the death of Colonel Gaddafi, A 420/11, 
Brussels, October 20, 2011.
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been pressed with force, there is a serious risk 
for revenge-driven politics. One of the most 
prominent division lines is probably the one 
between the ancient regions of Tripolitania in 
the north-west and Cyrenaica in the east.13 In 
order to anticipate and channel such potential 
divisions away from conflict, there is a clear 
need for trust-building measures that would 
help to rebuild the social fabric of Libyan so-
ciety. This will imply changes in the National 
Transitional Council, the leadership of which 
includes largely representatives from Cyrena-
ica. Expanding its membership from 33 to 60 
members—in particular from newly liberated 
regions - would help to make the government 
more representative and accountable. Also 
in this context, the support offered to local 
councils, which have superseded tribal ties, to 
provide for transparent and accountable gov-
ernment will be critical.14  

The previous record of the European Union 
with transitional justice—including the effort 
under the UN aegis—may prove particularly 
useful.15 The European Union in design-
ing the ESDP operations has conceptualized 
transitional justice as an element of the ‘exist 
strategy’16 incorporating elements like criminal 

13    Tripolitania and Cyrenaica have traditionally 
remained rival provinces, the fact which had its expres-
sion in Libya having de facto two capitals (Tripoli and 
Benghazi) until the Qaddafi regime used its apparatus to 
permanently establish Tripoli as the capital. See also S. 
Stewart, “Libya after Gadhafi: transitioning from rebel-
lion to rule,” Security Weekly, Stratfor, 2011.

14    “The challenges of transition to democracy in 
Libya,” National Endowment for Democracy, 2011.

15    See M. Avello, Transitional justice: a European per-
spective, Comment, FRIDE, December 2007; L. Davis, 
The European Union and transitional justice, Initiative 
for Peace, International Center for Transitional Justice, 
June 2010.

16    Council of the European Union, Transitional justice 
and ESDP, 10674, Brussels, June 19, 2006.

prosecutions, whether national, international 
or hybrid, truth commissions, reparations 
programmes and vetting programmes. For 
instance, the CSDP mission EUFOR Althea 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina played a substan-
tial role in implementing the warrants of the 
International Criminal Court by identifying, 
disrupting and closing down networks sup-
porting persons indicted for war crimes and 
bringing criminals to justice.17 In the case of 
Libya, complementary measures, such as truth 
commissions and reparations, will matter even 
more. The Instrument for Stability and the 
European Instrument for Human Rights have 
provided significant assistance for non-judicial 
measures, including for the establishment of 
truth and reconciliation commission in the 
Solomon Islands, Morocco’s Fairness and Rec-
onciliation Commission, or awareness-raising 
and preparatory campaigns in countries like 
Zimbabwe, Peru or Haiti.18  

This mission might be even more complicated 
given that several militias and tribes perceive 
themselves as ‘the guardians of the revolution’ 
and refuse to disarm.19 This implies that trust 
is low in newly emerging law enforcement 
bodies, which at the same time increases the 
risk for unilateral and self-established justice. 
In that context, any future EU involvement 
in Libya should take into account the ideas 
outlined in the EU concept for support to 
disarmament, demobilization and reintegra-
tion (DDR) which stipulates that “human 
rights of all, both victims and offenders, 

17    European Union, 2008 Annual Report of the 
Council to the European Parliament on the main aspects 
and basic choices of CFSP, Brussels, 2009.

18    L. Davis, op. cit. 

19    D. Kirkpatrick, “In Libya, fighting may outlast the 
revolution,” The New York Times, November 1, 2011.
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should be ensured at all stages of the process 
at all times.”20 These objectives will not be 
easy to implement given the popular nature 
of the Libyan revolution, but will be essential 
in establishing the EU’s credibility. Therefore, 
from the very beginning the EU should pay 
particular attention to the reports about hu-
man rights abuses coming from international 
and non-governmental organizations active 
on the ground. For instance, the report of the 
UN Human Rights Council Commission of 
Inquiry published in June 2011 established 
with regard to anti-Qaddafi forces that “some 
acts of torture and cruel treatment and some 
outrages upon personal dignity in particular 
humiliating and degrading treatment have 
been committed (…), in particular against 
persons in detention, migrant workers and 
those believed to be mercenaries.”21  

Military and Law Enforcement

Rebuilding military and law enforcement in 
Libya will be an important element closely 
associated with the idea of creating a just and 
fair society. Contrary to Egypt and Libya, 
where military and police respectively are 
quite well developed and played a pivotal 
role in their respective countries, the Libyan 

20    According to the EU concept, DDR refers to “a set 
of interventions in a process of demilitarising official 
and unofficial armed groups by disarming and disband-
ing non-state groups and, possibly, downsizing armed 
forces.” See European Commission, The EU concept for 
support to disarmament, demobilisation and reintegra-
tion (DDR), Brussels, December 14, 2006.

21    United Nations, Report of the International 
Commission of Inquiry to investigate all alleged viola-
tions of international human rights law in the Libyan 
Arab Jamahiriya, UN Document A/HRC/17/44, June 
1, 2011. See also Amnesty International, “The battle for 
Libya. Killings, disappearances and torture,” May 2011; 
Human Rights Watch, “Libya: Apparent execution of 53 
Gaddafi supporters,” October 24, 2011.

military and police were mostly built on the 
basis of tribal allegiances and foreign merce-
naries which with very little education and the 
absence of organisational coherence contribute 
to its weakness. Addressing this challenge is 
important not only as a means to stability in 
the country but also in the context of rebuild-
ing the economy and improving the quality of 
life.  

According to the European Union, security 
sector reform contributes “to an account-
able, effective and efficient security system, 
operating under civilian control consistent 
with democratic norms and principles of 
good governance, transparency and the rule 
of law, and acting according to international 
standards and respecting human rights, which 
can be force for peace and stability, fostering 
democracy and promoting local and regional 
stability.”22 A variety of the missions under-
taken by the EU in the past and quite a wide 
range of means at its disposal (i.e. diplomatic, 
economic, political) make it fairly well placed 
to assist Libya. The experience accumulated 
during past and ongoing missions like EU-
JUST THEMIS in Georgia and EUJUST 
LEX in Iraq or EUPOL Afghanistan, in addi-
tion to missions in the Middle East mentioned 
earlier, could serve as a valuable catalogue of 
practices to be considered when designing a 
potential CSDP mission in Libya. One such 
lesson, for instance, is the realization that 
the rule of law and judicial components of 
transformation should go hand in hand with 
policing or other security efforts. But a real 
challenge will come with the need to embed 
among the security forces the mentality of 
law enforcement and military as serving the 
citizens. 

22    Council of the European Union, EU concept 
for ESDP support to Security Sector Reform (SSR), 
12566/4/05 REV4, Brussels, October 13, 2005.
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Concluding Remarks 

The European Union is well aware that its 
credibility as a global player ultimately will 
be judged by how it handles crises in its own 
neighborhood. The real dilemma facing the 
EU at the moment is how to consolidate the 
political capital it gained during the recent 
uprisings and convert it into concrete solu-
tions for future governance. This does not 
mean that the EU should prepare a wish list 
of policies it wants to see adopted; quite the 
contrary. But while waiting for such a list to 
be drawn up by the new regimes themselves, 
the EU should seek to foster an environment 
that would encourage changes it considers de-
sirable. This chapter has argued that there are 
many ways in which EU crisis management 
instruments could be employed in Libya. 
However, the EU needs to first organize its 
own backyard to avoid embarrassment similar 
to EUFOR Libya—the mission that never 
happened, even though the mandate had been 
adopted by the Council.23 

Transatlantic Cooperation in Libya: 
Distant but not Distinct  

The transformations taking place in the re-
gion of the Middle East and North Africa 
will require European involvement, and the 
EU should be ready to provide all sorts of 
assistance if requested. This chapter has men-
tioned the case of security sector reform and 
transitional justice in Libya. But the scope for 
action is much broader. Given the dynam-
ics of the Arab-Israeli conflict and different 

23    Council of the European Union (2011) Council 
Decision 2011/210/CFSP on a European Union 
military operation in support of humanitarian assistance 
operations in response to the crisis situation in Libya 
(EUFOR Libya), 1 April 2011.

initiatives undertaken by the Palestinian Au-
thority at the UN and its agencies, the EU 
should be ready to engage in the event of a 
peace deal between Israelis and Palestinians, 
including, for instance, border assistance or 
monitoring or proper security sector reform 
within the Palestinian state.  

While preparing for new missions, the EU 
cannot be afraid to distance itself from its 
major ally and strategic partner: the United 
States. With perceptions of the U.S. in the re-
gion becoming increasingly negative, it would 
be short-sighted of the EU to ignore this fact. 
In its policy choices, it should not be guided 
by its connections with the U.S. but rather 
by its own strategic interests in the region. A 
stronger Europe in the region should be more 
desirable to the U.S. than having Europe at its 
side but with similarly limited credibility and 
influence.  

With numerous challenges on the ground, 
we will most likely to see further division of 
labor between the EU, U.S. and NATO. This 
would include, for instance, help with put-
ting defense and security sector agencies under 
civilian and democratic control or organizing 
a modern defense or more general institution-
building. At the same time, the EU Council 
conclusions on Libya, adopted on November 
14, 2011, state that “in full respect of the 
principle of Libyan ownership and in coopera-
tion with the UN, the EU is ready to combine 
all its instruments, including CSDP if appro-
priate, in order to provide further assistance 
to the new Libya across a range of sectors.”24 
While a U.S. mission in Libya might be dif-
ficult for local actors to accept, the U.S. work-
ing under the EU flag, as it is currently taking 
place in Kosovo might offer the right model 

24    Council of the European Union (2011) Council 
conclusions on Libya, 3124th Foreign Affairs Council 
meeting, Brussels, 14 November 2011.
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for cooperation in light with the EU-U.S. 
Framework Agreement on U.S. participation 
in EU crisis management operations, con-
cluded in May 2011. 

Choosing the Right Moment 

The EU also needs to address the ‘too soon, 
too late’ dilemma. The EU must be careful not 
to lend its helping hand too soon, especially 
directly after the start of a political transition. 
The EU needs to make sure that the ideals 
it claims to support (human rights, dignity, 
justice) and which fuel the Arab revolutions 
do not become a hostage to politics. Provid-
ing financial support and unfreezing assets for 
humanitarian and civilian needs are steps in 
the right direction. But the EU and the inter-
national community need to make sure that 
the support they provide is used for the benefit 
of the whole population, rather than for cer-
tain privileged groups. There is, then, a need 
for a straightforward monitoring mechanism 
that would strengthen positive dimensions 
and punish irregularities when supporting the 
various factions that emerge. The EU should 
also make clear that sticks, as well as carrots, 
will be used. It is crucial that the international 
community makes sure that those wanted by 
the International Criminal Court (ICC) are 
brought to justice, at least until the compo-
nents of the Libyan security and justice sectors 
are capable of performing their duties. At the 
same time migrant-related offenses, targeting 
mostly black Africans, must not be tolerated. 

Coalitions of the Willing: A Way 
Forward 

Even though the case of Libya has shown 
that Europeans are ultimately willing to 
take care of the crises in their own, certain 

shortcomings about their capabilities became 
evident. Europeans would have been in seri-
ous difficulties if the U.S. did not provide 
certain capabilities. Even though ‘leading 
from behind’ was the strategy that the U.S. 
Administration intended to implement, the 
U.S. played a decisive role in keeping the al-
liance together by providing political and 
logistical support. The lack of European unity 
is another well-worn theme, but Libya is also 
an indication that Europeans are still capable 
of acting despite their differences. As has been 
demonstrated on different occasions in the 
past—including in Afghanistan—coalitions of 
the willing should be embraced as one of sev-
eral future possibilities, rather than as a cause 
for lamenting. But this also suggests that re-
gional initiatives between European countries 
are to be expected—either within the perma-
nent structured cooperation introduced in the 
Treaty of Lisbon; frameworks similar to the 
Franco-British agreement concluded in 2010; 
or the extension of Weimar Triangle defense 
cooperation to Italy and Spain in 2011. 

This relates also to the involvement of coun-
tries and international actors other than Euro-
peans or Americans. The intervention in Libya 
was an instructive experience with regard to 
the future of crisis management and potential 
role of the European Union. The adoption of 
UNSCRs 1970 and 1973 (2011), which pro-
vided the mandate for the NATO operation 
in Libya, has proven that multilateral actions 
with UN support were still possible, although 
not unconditionally. The involvement of sev-
eral Arab countries and organizations like the 
African Union and the Arab League was piv-
otal to the success of this operation -- not only 
in terms of capabilities but most importantly 
in terms of the political capital that their 
support provided. Therefore, more regional 
approaches and new partnerships will need 
to be conceived with countries like Qatar, 
Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Egypt or organizations 
like the African Union and the Arab League. 
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The Libya Contact Group, established at the 
London Conference in March 2011, is a good 
example, since it brought together actors like 
the African Union, Arab League, the Coopera-
tion Council for the Arab Gulf States and the 
Organization of the Islamic Conference.25 

The transformation in Libya is far from over, 
if it has started at all. And what if things go 
wrong? Operating under strict deadlines and 
considerable political pressure, the process of 
transformation in the coming months will be 
extremely fragile. While the best case scenario 
is what we are all hoping for, preparations 
for worst case scenarios should already be 
underway.

25    Statement from the conference Chair Foreign 
Secretary William Hague following the London 
Conference on Libya, March 29, 2011.





Chapter 9
From Afghanistan to the Arab Spring:  
A Critical Moment for Transatlantic Crisis Response

Glenn Nye 

As allies on both sides of the Atlantic struggle 
with defining an end game in Afghanistan, new 
challenges in the realm of crisis response are 
rapidly emerging in the Middle East. The time 
is critical for NATO allies to examine lessons 
learned from their intervention in Afghanistan 
as they decide how to approach the emerging 
crises and opportunities resulting from the 
Arab Spring. With historic changes underway 
at a time of severe resource constraints in the 
United States and Europe, more effective trans-
atlantic cooperation is vital. The challenges 
are great, but as the outcome of current events 
in the Middle East will likely determine the 
course of transatlantic security challenges for 
decades to come, cooperation between transat-
lantic partners is as important as ever. 

Applying appropriate lessons for transatlantic 
crisis response from Afghanistan is important, 
though not all of the challenges will be the 
same. The case of Afghanistan provides no 
relevant lessons in terms of defining whether a 
military invasion is warranted—the operation 
to remove the Taliban from power was a case 
of self-defense following attacks on the NATO 
alliance. However, many of the lessons defining 
the difficulty of on-the-ground crisis response 
post-invasion apply. The overarching lesson is 
that the nation-building project undertaken by 
NATO allies in Afghanistan was hard and ex-
pensive, even when defined narrowly in terms 
of capacity building to prepare local Afghan 
forces to secure their own country from a re-
turn of Taliban rule and the accompanying safe 
havens for Al-Qaeda terrorists. 

Key Challenges in Afghanistan

It has been very difficult from the outset to 
see what the exit strategy would look like. In-
deed over ten years into the conflict allies are 
still trying to define how and when they can 
remove their forces from Afghanistan. That 
all depends on how successful Afghans are at 
developing their own security forces, and how 
willing and successful Pakistani forces are at 
degrading the Taliban elements that operate 
in Afghanistan from bases within Pakistan. 
Dependence on the will and abilities of host-
country and regional actors is an inherent 
weakness in Western ability to define a reason-
able timeline for success in their mission. At 
the same time, any successful long-term strat-
egy must be linked with a mission that is sup-
ported broadly within the host country. 

A second large challenge has been the fact that 
key players have not defined the mission in 
the same way. This is true among NATO al-
lies, but also between the allies and Afghans, 
and between those players and regional players 
like Pakistan. NATO allies have taken differing 
views of the military strategy on the ground 
and their roles in it, with varying national cave-
ats defining the limits of military engagement. 
Public support of the war has also differed 
strongly between Americans and Europeans, 
though American public support has recently 
weakened, matching European levels of skep-
ticism. Even after the killing of Osama bin 
Laden, according to a June ABC/Washington 
Post poll, only 43 percent of Americans said 
they believe the war in Afghanistan is worth 
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fighting. Afghan leaders, including President 
Karzai, have often been openly critical of co-
alition military operations. Pakistani leaders 
have not necessarily shared the western view of 
what a stable Afghanistan should look like and 
what would be their role in determining that 
outcome. 

The intervention of transatlantic allies in Af-
ghanistan has also revealed stark challenges in 
rectifying a security mission focused on imme-
diate stabilization with a development mission 
more focused on sustainable improvements in 
local quality of life. Despite the recent execu-
tion of a largely successful counter-insurgency 
campaign that has blended focused military 
operations with efforts to win over the Afghan 
population, there are still inherent contradic-
tions between the security and development 
missions. A recent report prepared by the staff 
of the U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations1 was critical of the nation-building 
effort in Afghanistan, citing the ineffective-
ness of many of the aid programs. The report 
noted that specific programs designed to help 
stabilize Afghan towns often had the effect of 
distorting local markets to the determent of 
their long-term viability. One example was 
the hiring of the best local talent to work for 
foreign missions at salaries far beyond what 
the Afghan government institutions or other 
elements of civil society can afford to pay. In 
many instances, the focus on short-term gains 
has made the achievement of long term goals 
less likely. Even when short- and long- term 
goals aligned, coordination among donors has 
been inconsistent, as funding sources have of-
ten been interested in pursuing similarly pop-
ular projects rather than allocating program 
funds for the best overall effect. 

1   http://foreign.senate.gov/reports/
download/?id=e8637185-8e67-4f87-81d1-
119ae49a7d1c.

Lessons for Broader Application 

An examination of the challenges in Afghani-
stan reveals some key take-aways in terms of 
how to improve similar crisis interventions. 
First, the definition of mission goals and 
likely costs at the outset is ideal. This aids in 
the communication of the mission to publics 
who are called upon to sacrifice their people 
and resources, and it assists in coordination 
among allies. Though this clarity is admittedly 
difficult to achieve, it is important in crafting 
a successful intervention. Part of this defini-
tion includes managing expectations, both 
on the part of western publics in terms of the 
potential costs but also on the part of the local 
public in the host country about the capabili-
ties of the mission. Just because Americans 
put a man on the moon does not mean they 
can bring electrical power rapidly to all parts 
of Afghanistan, although that fact may be a 
tough sell to many Afghans. It is also impor-
tant to incentivize host nationals to support 
the overall mission goal, and to attract the 
support of key regional players as well. They 
will determine whether mission goals can be 
sustained. Finally, better coordination among 
donors makes the success of the development 
effort more likely. 

Some of the broad lessons from Afghanistan 
are already being reflected in how allies are 
preparing themselves for future crisis response. 
For example, U.S. military and civilian forces 
are now conducting significant joint training 
before deploying to the field in Afghanistan. 
This joint approach brings together the actors 
who will be tasked with working together in 
a Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) en-
vironment so they can become familiar with 
their various roles and resources before they 
arrive at the PRT. This is already helping with 
better coordination of missions in the field. 
German military officers are also studying the 
role of development agencies and how they 
overlap missions with military counterparts, 
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often along-side officers from alliance coun-
tries. In its recent Quadrennial Diplomacy 
and Development Review, the U.S. Depart-
ment of State, has identified future changes in 
its approach to crisis response and stabilization 
that will better focus civilian resources and 
promote better coordination with military 
forces. These represent reforms that will aid 
in more effective crisis response when military 
and civilian forces are deployed in the same 
environment, but in future crisis response 
scenarios, military resources will not always 
be on site. In both cases, there is still a grow-
ing question of whether allies will continue to 
have the resources that effective crisis response 
will require. 

Transatlantic crisis response is doubly chal-
lenged in the current economic environment. 
With Europeans facing Eurozone financial 
crises and Americans embroiled in a tough 
debate over how to control record national 
debt levels, pressure to reduce spending on 
overseas operations is mounting. The term 
‘resource-constrained’ has increasingly come to 
define the times in which major decisions are 
required regarding how to respond to current 
challenges, particularly those arising from the 
Arab Spring. 

Constraints in Coping with the 
Arab Spring 

Response to the crisis in Libya has become a 
good indicator of the constraints facing west-
ern policy-makers. The appetite within the 
United States for another military interven-
tion, even one which is designed to support a 
clearly definable humanitarian objective, has 
been very small. In a vote in the U.S. House 
of Representatives, a bi-partisan majority 
voted to scold President Obama for commit-
ting American forces to the NATO operation 
in Libya without sufficiently consulting Con-
gress. Europeans, particularly France and the 

United Kingdom, showed a stronger willing-
ness to take the lead in Libya. However some 
of their European partners rapidly expended 
available munitions and could no longer par-
ticipate in a militarily meaningful way. This 
highlights a serious challenge in transatlantic 
military cooperation, where a large disparity of 
military assets exists between a United States 
now less willing to engage in new operations 
abroad and many European countries who in-
vest far too little in defense to bring much ca-
pability to the table. Departed U.S. Secretary 
of Defense Robert Gates spelled out clearly 
in an address before NATO how the disparity 
of resources threatens the ability of NATO to 
continue to operate as a functional alliance. 

Beyond a common understanding on burden-
sharing, transatlantic leaders need to craft a 
shared vision of how to confront new global 
challenges as they try to bring the Afghanistan 
war to a successful conclusion. The most press-
ing challenges are in the Middle East region, 
where domestic forces are pursuing democratic 
freedoms in dramatic fashion. Libya provides 
an interesting case study for transatlantic co-
operation. The question of whether or not to 
intervene on behalf of a local opposition force 
was simplified by the urgent need to prevent 
a rapidly unfolding humanitarian crisis pre-
cipitated by a leader who promised to show 
no mercy on his own people. The invitation 
by the Arab League for international action 
in establishing a no-fly-zone to protect those 
civilians provided the regional political cover 
needed to expedite the decision to intervene. 
What made the intervention difficult, of 
course, was the uncertain capability of the op-
position force to see through a change of re-
gime without significant escalations in outside 
military assistance. U.S. and European leaders 
declared that it was time for Qaddafi to go, 
though the path to effecting that transition 
was still unclear. Even with Qaddafi out of the 
equation, NATO members can expect a large 
need for assistance from Libyans in transition-
ing to a functioning democracy. 



86    Preventing Conflict, Managing Crisis: European and American Perspectives From Afghanistan to the Arab Spring: A Critical Moment for Transatlantic Crisis Response    87

In contrast to Libya, the successful revolutions 
in Tunisia and Egypt were prosecuted with-
out outside assistance. Western approaches 
to these countries will certainly lack the chal-
lenges involved in a greater military interven-
tion like Afghanistan. Despite differences in 
foreign intervention to bring about regime 
changes, however, the challenges in solidify-
ing long-term stable democratic states are 
similar across the region. It is undoubtedly in 
the interest of western states to assist in the 
economic and political stabilization of these 
states and any other that successfully follows 
the same path. Given the cost of the war in 
Afghanistan, it would certainly be a wise in-
vestment of resources if allies could prevent 
the need for a large-scale military intervention 
in a Middle Eastern country whose dictator 
was deposed by the Arab Spring, by prevent-
ing potential instability that might allow that 
country to become a staging ground for global 
terrorists. However, the resources required to 
maximize the chance of long-term stabiliza-
tion are great and are needed in the near term, 
precisely when the U.S. and European allies 
are struggling financially. So even if NATO al-
lies agree that investing to prevent political cri-
ses from developing into military conflict is a 
top priority, they will have to find a way to sell 
that mission to their publics. President Obama 
announced a robust financial commitment 
economic development in Egypt to try to keep 
that country on track. But the limits of that 
scope of intervention in other Middle Eastern 
countries will certainly soon be tested. 

Some of the more difficult policy challenges 
arising from the Arab Spring surround ques-
tions about possible interventions in places 
like Syria. Similar to Libya, the regime has 
reacted to opposition protests with violent 
crackdowns. The potential security gains to a 
successful democratic shift in Syria are monu-
mental, particularly if it led to a cutoff of sup-
port from Syria to regional terrorist groups. 
The momentum from such a transition 
could also provide support to the opposition 

movement in Iran, with similar potential 
rewards for regional security. And yet the 
maintenance of that stability would require 
significant financial support from the interna-
tional community. And without a prominent 
regional player, like the Arab League, calling 
for international intervention to protect the ci-
vilian population, western intervention would 
bring with it serious risk of causing strong 
political blowback in the region. Regardless of 
the challenges, the fast-developing situation in 
the region necessitates maximum cooperation 
among transatlantic partners and maximum 
readiness to respond as developments play out. 

How to Convince Skeptical 
Publics? 

One way to promote the notion of up-front 
investment in stabilization for Middle East 
transition countries is for allies to sell the 
idea of greater efficiency of mission through 
more effective donor coordination. Western 
public opinion may be more positive toward 
spending money to shore up new Arab Spring 
democracies if people are convinced that the 
U.S. and European partners have learned 
and are committed to a division of labor on 
international development that gives them 
more bang for each buck. Talks about better 
coordination of effort between American and 
European donor countries are already under-
way. As they harness recent lessons from the 
allied mission in Afghanistan to apply to new 
challenges in the Middle East, they may well 
be able to find a methodology of coordination 
that allows them to intervene effectively for 
less money. Given the public pressures in their 
home economies, it seems clear that in any 
event allies are going to have to make do with 
less whether they like it or not. 

Transatlantic allies will have to deal with 
many questions in the months ahead. How 
will they decide when to intervene to assist a 
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democratic opposition force poised to over-
throw a dictator? How does the U.N.-en-
dorsed ‘Responsibility to Protect’ (R2P) prin-
cipal apply to situations like the one in Syria 
where violent government crackdowns on 
democracy movements are resulting in civilian 
deaths and suffering? Where do you draw the 
line in the face of severe resource constraints? 
How do you balance the need for effective 
early stabilization efforts as a large saver of 
future military costs with the austere times at 
home? In the current times, what is most im-
portant: regional stability, a friendly regime, 
or democracy? Admittedly, some of these 

questions are similar to challenges western 
leaders have faced for decades, and some of 
these may resolve themselves without western 
intervention. However, not all will self-correct, 
and the need for effective coordination be-
tween transatlantic allies is as great as ever. As 
the current events in the Middle East unfold, 
NATO members will need to apply all the les-
sons they learned together in Afghanistan to 
the current challenges in crisis response. Suc-
cess in preventing another Afghanistan-sized 
intervention may well depend on it. 
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Chapter 10
The Crisis Management Toolbox—From Civilian Crisis Prevention to 
Peacebuilding: Principles, Actors, Instruments

Claudia Major, Tobias Pietz, Elisabeth Schöndorf, Wanda Hummel

Crisis management as a comprehensive task 
for foreign and security policy 

Crisis management has been a task for states 
and international organizations for some time. 
Here it is understood as the commitments 
made by civilian personnel, police and mili-
tary, within a bi- or multilateral framework, to 
build peace and stability in crisis regions, by 
using various instruments. These instruments 
include measures for crisis prevention, for the 
resolution of acute and lasting armed conflicts, 
and for the consolidation of peace. 

Since the end of the Cold War, the number of 
operations in crisis management has increased 
and world-wide engagement has become more 
intense. The scenarios have become more 
diverse and the role of the actors such as the 
European Union (EU) has changed. In the EU 
and particularly in Germany, the Balkan Wars 
of the 1990s have raised awareness of the ne-
cessity for effective crisis management. The ex-
periences in Rwanda, Somalia, and later in Af-
ghanistan, made clear that the stabilization of 
regional hot-spots contributes to international 
stability and collective security. However, they 
uncovered the limits of international com-
mitments: Although states and organizations 
emphasize the necessity of prevention, reaction 
prevails in reality.

Most crises have multi-dimensional causes and 
symptoms. Thus, their management demands 
the application of different instruments and 
actors. Non-military instruments of crisis 
prevention and conflict transformation have 

gained in importance. Meanwhile, police, legal 
and administrative experts and experts from 
the business sector are recognized as essential 
actors. The heightened significance of civil-
ian crisis management points to a new and 
greater understanding of conflict transforma-
tion. Even though it will always be partially 
supported by military means, civilian crisis 
prevention and post-conflict consolidation 
will decide whether crisis management is 
permanently successful. This is also reflected 
in the understanding that it is necessary to 
coordinate all of these instruments into a com-
prehensive crisis management strategy in the 
framework of a comprehensive or cross-linked 
approach. 

The structures, principles, actors and instru-
ments in crisis management are subject to a 
continuous process of learning, adjustment 
and further development. Therefore, the pa-
rameters in crisis management have changed. 
The European External Action Service (EEAS) 
became active in December 2010. Its person-
nel and political development and thus the 
role of the EEAS in crisis management will 
only materialize in the years to come. The 
same is true for NATO: The potential devel-
opment of civilian capacities can change the 
operational possibilities of the alliance in crisis 
management and with it the interaction with 
other actors. The consequences are not yet 
foreseeable. 

Germany has become involved in various ways 
in international crisis management, whether 
in a bilateral or multilateral framework in 
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international organizations such as the UN, 
NATO or the EU. In this process, Germany 
explicitly pursues a preventive and a compre-
hensive approach in which civilian and mili-
tary means are coordinated. The toolbox avail-
able to Germany for this is seldom portrayed. 
What principles form the basis of Germany’s 
engagement, in the framework of which inter-
national organizations does it act, and which 
instruments does it use? 

The German Toolbox  

This section outlines the fundamental prin-
ciples of German commitments and identifies 
the most important international actors where 
Germany as a member is involved. Further, 
it introduces a selection of the central instru-
ments available to Germany for crisis preven-
tion, civilian and for civil-military crisis man-
agement. From this results the division into 
three parts: principles, actors, instruments. 

This section is conceived as a consolidated 
reference work which conveys a first overview: 
Each of the principles, actors and instruments 
is portrayed on one page. The pages are self-
contained and can be read independently of 
each other. Content-wise, they are arranged 
according to a consistent scheme. They pro-
vide the context of a principle, an interna-
tional organization or an instrument, describe 
its implementation or function and identify 
the relevant actors. Further, examples of Ger-
man commitment in this particular field are 
given. References to further information offer 
the possibility of looking into a topic more in 
depth. Hence, proceeding from the individual 
contributions, an overview of German com-
mitment in crisis management and the tool-
box available is provided.

The Crisis Management Cycle as 
Guiding Principle

The principles, actors and instruments in cri-
sis management are assigned to the different 
phases of the crisis management cycle. On 
the thematic pages it is pointed out in which 
phase of a crisis a principle emerges, an actor 
may become active or an instrument is ap-
plied. The cycle model portrays the different 
phases of a crisis in ideal types and assigns the 
corresponding phases of the crisis manage-
ment to them.

Table 1:  Phases of Crisis and Crisis 
Management

Phases of a (potential) 
crisis

Phases in crisis 
management

Peace  or no armed conflict Crisis prevention

Escalation Conflict resolution

Armed Conflict Mediation, Intervention

Fragile Post-Conflict-Phase Peacebuilding

In reality, these phases merge into each other 
and in their sequence represent a cycle that 
is characteristic of most crises. Effective 
peacebuilding is in this context the best crisis 
prevention. 

However, the subdivision into phases should 
not be understood in the sense that conflicts 
always evolve according to some linear course. 
The model is rather an analytical tool: It 
portrays an ideal type which should help to 
understand the course of a crisis, to illustrate 
commonalities, to develop appropriate goals 
and to recommend suitable instruments for 
crisis management. The model thus reduces 
the complexity and allows the observer to bet-
ter understand the individual phases and to 
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Table 2: Phases of the crisis manage-
ment cycle, instruments of crisis man-
agement and actors involved

Phase Instruments Actors Principles

Peace or 
no armed 
conflict

Crisis prevention:
Common financial 
structures
Disarmament and 
arms control
Election observation
Peacebuilding
Political missions
Sanctions
Small arms control
Special 
representatives
SSR

UN 
EU 
OSCE

Do No 
Harm

Local 
Ownership

Human 
security

Resolution 
1325

Protection 
of civilians

Escalation Mediation, 
Intervention:
Conflict resolution
CSDP operations
Groups of friends
Military rapid 
response forces
Peace enforcement
Peacekeeping
Sanctions
Special  
Representatives

UN 
EU 
NATO

Armed 
Conflict

Conflict 
Management:
CIMIC 
CSDP operations
Groups of friends
Humanitarian aid
Military rapid 
response forces
Peace enforcement
Peacekeeping

UN, 
EU, 
NATO

Fragile 
post- 
conflict 
phase

Peacebuilding:
CIMIC
Common financial 
structures
Conflict mediation
CSDP operations
DDR
Democracy 
promotion
Economic 
reconstruction
Election observation
Groups of friends
International 
tribunals
Peacebuilding
Peacekeeping
Police missions
Political missions
Reconciliation and 
transitional justice
Small arms control
Special 
representatives
SSR

UN 
EU 
OSCE

evaluate which elements can contribute to the 
escalation or de-escalation of a crisis. Thereby 
different instruments can be applied in each 
phase and some instruments can be deployed 
more than once in different phases. 

If one translates this classification graphically 
into the crisis management cycle, the follow-
ing results for the different phases.
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Peacebuilding

•	CIMIC
•	Common	financial	structures
•	Conflict	mediation
•	CSDP	operations
•	Democracy	promotion
•	Disarmament,	Demobilization	and	
	 Reintegration

•	Economic	reconstruction
•	Election	observation
•	Groups	of	friends
•	International	tribunals
•	Peacebuilding
•	Peacekeeping
•	Police	missions
•	Political	missions
•	Reconciliation	and	
	 transitional	justice

•	Security	Sector	Reform
•	Small	arms	control
•	Special	representatives

Crisis Prevention

•	Common	financial	structures
•	Control	of	small	arms
•	Disarmament	and	arms	control
•	Election	observation
•	Peace	consolidation
•	Political	missions
•	Sanctions
•	Security	Sector	Reform
•	Special	representatives

Conflict Management

•	CIMIC
•	CSDP	operations
•	Groups	of	friends
•	Humanitarian	aid
•	Military	rapid	response	
forces

•	Peace	enforcement
•	Peacekeeping

Mediation, Intervention

•	CSDP	operations
•	Groups	of	friends,	conflict	mediation
•	Military	rapid	response	forces
•	Peace	enforcement
•	Peacekeeping
•	Sanctions
•	Special	representatives

The Crisis Management Cycle

67              67
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PRINCIPLES
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Do No Harm 

Do No Harm is a principle for the planning, evaluation, and adaptation of 
international aid and crisis management. It is based on the understand-
ing that external assistance comes with side effects. Therefore, crisis 
work should be shaped in a way sensitive to conflict and its negative 
effects should thus be minimized.

Background
The Do No Harm approach was 
developed at the beginning of  the 
1990s by NGOs. Originally developed 
for the field of  emergency relief, it 
is since being applied in all areas and 
phases of  crisis management. The 
basic assumption of  Do No Harm 
is that in every conflict, forces and 
structures are present that foster 
or maintain violence (potential for 
violence). Yet, there are also “poten-
tials for peace" that can be gained for 
peaceful solutions. 

External crisis management should 
strengthen those structures (e.g. local 
dispute resolution procedures, civil 
society mergers) as well as actors 
(e.g. moderate leaders) who can 
work towards a peaceful transforma-
tion of  conflict. In reality, however, 
the potential for violence may be 
promoted, even though this mostly 
occurs unintentionally. Depending 
on who is helped (first), who receives 
which benefits and which political 
and ethical signals the international 
actors send, external help can actually 
worsen conflicts and emergencies. 

Implementation
External actors can cause damage 
by omission, but also in other ways. 
Their commitment can be too strong, 
they may articulate their interests and 
priorities only from their own per-
spective. or they may be perceived as 
biased and could behave inappropri-
ately on site. 

For instance, after the end of  the civil 
war in Guatemala at the end of  the 
1990s, returning refugees received 
international support in the form of  

land, houses, and educational pro-
grams. However, the population that 
had remained in the country during 
the conflict received no comparable 
benefits and felt neglected, resulting 
in local conflicts as well as disputes 
among relief  organizations. In 
East Timor, international UN staff  
avoided integrating local actors and 
interests in the work of  the UN-led 
interim administration (Local Own-
ership) and the time-consuming 
capacity-building efforts, so as to 
keep to their tight time table. In this 
way, however, they put the sustain-
ability of  the peacebuilding process in 
East Timor at risk.

International crisis management is 
continuously confronted with such 
dilemmas; a generally positive result 
is nearly impossible. In line with the 
Do No Harm principle, it is necessary 
to recognize such negative develop-
ments, to stop and to find or develop 
suitable methods for examining 
one’s actions. Then the action can be 
adapted to the situation. Knowledge 
of  the conflict and of  local facts are 
prerequisites for this. On this basis, 
international organizations, states and 
NGOs must balance out different 
imperatives for action, and they must 
consider the unintentional, long-term 
consequences of  their actions ahead 
of  time. 

Actors
• Nowadays, Do No Harm is a guid-
ing principle in the crisis management 
of  states, regional and international 
organizations, and NGOs. They are 
required to assess their crisis work on 
different levels: on the political and 
planning level, in regard to personnel 

which implements projects on site, 
and with the international, regional, 
and local partner organizations which 
help in the implementation.

• Addressees are local actors (govern-
ment, main parties to a conflict, civil-
ian population). 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Do No Harm is a guiding prin-

ciple of  German emergency relief, 
development cooperation and crisis 
management. 

•	 It is used in projects of  the Foreign 
Office, the BMZ, the Deutsche 
Welthungerhilfe, World Peace Ser-
vice or of  the GIZ.

Anderson, Mary B., Do No Harm: 
How Aid Can Support Peace – or 
War, Boulder 1999.

Collaborative Learning Projects, Do 
No Harm Handbook, Cambridge 
2004, www.cdainc.com.

OECD (Publisher), Do No Harm: 
International Support for Statebuild-
ing, 11.1.2010 (Conflict and Fragility 
Series), www.oecdbookshop.org.
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Human Security

In the UNDP report of 1994, human security is defined as protection from 
(physical) force - freedom from fear - and as protection from hardship and 
deprivation - freedom from want. With this definition, the focus of security 
political action is directed at the individual instead of the state, and the 
concept of security is expanded by a development political component. 

Background
In light of  complex cross-border 
geopolitical challenges, states and 
international organizations have recog-
nized the threat to human security – in 
contrast to threats to state security - as 
a new frame of  reference for security 
policy. Human Security was first in-
troduced in the Human Development 
Report of  the UNDP in 1994. Taking 
into consideration failing states and 
uncertain monopolies of  force, it was 
demanded that security policy con-
cepts be oriented towards the survival, 
the security and the development 
opportunities of  the individual human 
being. Accordingly, “freedom from 
fear" should apply not only to on-
going interstate acts of  war, but also 
to the pre- and post-conflict phase, as 
well as to further threats such as pov-
erty and environmental disasters. 

The UNDP and therefore many states 
as well, along with the EU, were hop-
ing that development political issues 
would obtain a higher priority on 
the security policy agenda and that 
more resources would be directed 
towards development projects. Yet, 
even though basic ideas of  Human 
Security have entered security policy 
debates, the concept is still disputed: 
Critics doubt its practicability and fear 
the “securitization" of  international 
politics - with reference to Human 
Security everything could be declared 
a threat. Currently, two “schools of  
thought" exist: One works with a nar-
rower, pragmatic definition (freedom 
from fear) while the other advocates 
a broad, holistic definition (freedom 
from fear and freedom from want). 

Implementation
Human Security requires an integrated 
and multi-sector approach to action. 

It has to be aimed at the protection, 
the security and the empowerment 
of  those affected. The UNDP names 
seven political fields of  application: 
physical, political, local or communal, 
health, ecological, economic, and nu-
tritional security. As a concept, Human 
Security is complementary to existing 
security terms. An extensive para-
digm change has not taken place. The 
conceptual vagueness makes a political 
elaboration difficult. Different govern-
ments (above all Canada, Norway and 
Japan) have included the agenda of  
human security in their foreign, secu-
rity and development policies. 

In 2004, an advisory group of  the 
EU’s High Representative for Foreign 
and Security Policy, Javier Solana, 
prepared the Barcelona Report (A Hu-
man Security Doctrine for Europe). 
In this report, he demands civilian as 
well as military commitment. In the 
subsequent Madrid Report (2007), 
the relevance of  Human Security for 
European missions is further empha-
sized, and the following guidelines 
for the practice of  this concept are 
formulated: the primacy of  human 
rights, legitimate political authority, 
multilateralism, a bottom-up approach, 
an integrated, regional focus as well as 
a transparent strategy. However, the 
implementation has turned out to be 
difficult. 

In 2004, the UN OCHA established a 
Human Security Unit, which admin-
isters the UN Trust Fund for Human 
Security, through which more than 
$350 million since 1999 have been 
invested in projects. The concept has 
been introduced into many projects 
and reports of  the UN. A group of  
friends is continuing the concept 
discussion.

Actors
•	 National states, UN, EU.

•	 Human Security Unit (HSU) of  UN 
OCHA.

•	 Human Security Network (infor-
mal union of  13 governments with 
annual meetings at the level of  
ministers).

•	 UN Trust Fund for Human Security 
(UNTFHS).

•	 International Commission on 
Intervention and State Sovereignty 
(ICISS).

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Participation in the Group of  

Friends Friends of  Human Security.

•	 Mentioning of  the concept in of-
ficial documents (e.g. 3rd report on 
the implementation of  the action 
plan “Civil Crisis Prevention") – 
however, without naming concrete 
measures. 

Fröhlich, Manuel, “Human Secu-
rity – Ein Perspektivenwechsel in der 
Sicherheitspolitik?”, United Nations 
Association of  Germany (Publisher), 
Die UN als Friedenswahrer und Kon-
fliktschlichter, Berlin 2007, pp. 11–22.

Ulbert, Cornelia/Werthes, Sascha, 
Menschliche Sicherheit. Globale 
Herausforderungen und regionale 
Perspektiven, Baden-Baden 2008.

Human Security Report Project (re-
port and database), www.humansecuri-
tygateway.com.
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Local Ownership

Local Ownership designates the process as well as the objective of the 
gradual takeover of responsibility by local actors. As a prerequisite for 
the sustainability of peace consolidation, it is a key ingredient in the exit 
strategy of a peacekeeping mission. Local Ownership is a results-orient-
ed principle and a normative concept, which demands the involvement 
of local actors early on. 

Background
For decades, Local Ownership, under 
terms such as “help for self-help" 
or “participatory development”, has 
been an ingredient of  development 
cooperation. In the realm of  peace-
building, Local Ownership has be-
come even more important, with the 
increasing number of  peace consoli-
dation tasks since the 1990s. The term 
Local Ownership appears in more 
and more reports, position papers 
and guidelines for international actors 
in peacekeeping missions. However, 
there is neither a coherent theory 
of  Local Ownership nor a common 
understanding of  what the imple-
mentation of  the principle means in 
practice. How can local populations 
completely or proportionally “pos-
sess" sovereignty over peacebuilding 
processes, if  they are still, above all, 
dominated by external actors? Often, 
Local Ownership does not mean local 
autonomy, the selection of  programs 
and specification of  priorities through 
local actors. Rather, it is the attempt 
to adjust already defined international 
politics to local realities. In contrast, 
many international actors on the 
working level often pursue commu-
nitarian or bottom-up approaches 
that create a scope for development 
for local partners and support this 
freedom. Here, Local Ownership is 
made possible through the inclusion 
of  local traditions. 

 Implementation
Since the personnel in peacekeep-
ing missions largely works together 
with national government structures, 

neither the civil society nor the wider 
public of  a country are typically 
involved in such missions. Beyond 
this, the interaction between internal 
(local) and external (international) 
actors is, as a rule, asymmetric: 
International actors dominate and 
therefore impede Local Ownership. 
Meanwhile, however, in practice, 
methods and instruments of  coopera-
tion between national and interna-
tional actors are applied that support 
local participation, acceptance and 
ownership. In this regard, co-location 
(spatial merging of  international and 
national personnel) is a key factor for 
good cooperation and joint learning. 
Programs for the recruitment and 
further education of  national employ-
ees (National Professional Officers) 
are also received well, even though, 
they always entail the danger that 
qualified national experts will migrate 
to international organizations (Brain 
Drain). Moreover, a stronger regress 
to regional advisors, moderators, and 
institutions seems promising. Also, 
regional solution proposals and the 
consideration of  regional traditions 
(jurisdiction and administration) could 
be helpful. 

Actors
•	 The main actors are international 

organizations ( UN,  OSCE,  EU), 
who have recognized Local Owner-
ship as a principle. However, they 
have yet to use it in practice. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 In the 3rd report on the implemen-

tation of  the “Civilian Crisis Pre-
vention" action plan, ownership (in 
the sense of  autonomy) is referred 
to as a key principle of  German 
foreign, security and development 
policy. 

•	 Local Ownership is a fundamental 
principle for directing projects of  
the BMZ, e.g. in the development 
of  police structures in Africa or 
joint border management in Sub-
Saharan Africa with the AU. 

Donais, Timothy, “Empowerment 
or Imposition? Dilemmas of  Local 
Ownership in Post-Conflict Peace-
building Processes”, in: Peace and 
Change, 34 (2009) 1, pp. 3–26.

Hansen, Annika/Wiharta, Sharon, 
The Transition to a Just Order: 
Establishing Local Ownership after 
Conflict. A Practitioner’s Guide, 
Stockholm 2007.

Tobias Pietz/Leopold von Carlowitz: 
Ownership in Practice. Lessons from 
Liberia and Kosovo, DSF, 2011
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Protection of Civilians

The protection of civilians in armed conflicts is a cross-cutting task in the 
mandates of peace missions. Civilian, police and military mission com-
ponents should guarantee this protection, which is to be supported by 
political measures and coordinated through the activities of humanitarian 
actors and development cooperation.

Background
In conflict-ridden territories, civilians 
are often victims of  targeted violence: 
of  killing, sexual abuse, displacement, 
or as child soldiers. The governments 
of  the affected states do not meet 
their responsibilities towards the 
population - because they are either 
weakened or themselves involved in 
serious human rights violations. The 
obligation to protect human rights 
and the responsibility to protect, de-
mand that the international commu-
nity becomes active in such cases. Yet, 
even the international community has 
failed in the past, such as in the mas-
sacres of  Rwanda and Srebrenica in 
the 1990s. Nowadays, the protection 
of  the civilian population is one of  
the priorities of  UN-mandated peace 
missions. Not least, the security of  
the civilian population is a prerequi-
site for the socio-political reconstruc-
tion in crisis-ridden countries.

Implementation

Thus far, the UN has developed nei-
ther an exact definition nor operative 
guidelines for the protection of  the 
civilian population. This makes the 
implementation on site difficult. It 
also allows for confusion with the re-
lated concepts of  human security and 
responsibility to protect. In contrast 
to these two concepts, the protection 
of  civilians is no abstract principle of  
international law. Rather, it is a cross-
sectional task for civilian and military 
personnel of  such mandated peace 
missions (e.g. ISAF in Afghanistan or 
UNMIS in the Sudan). The UN Se-
curity Council first deliberated on the 
protection of  the civilian population 
in 1999. The Secretary-General was 
charged with developing recommen-
dations for the implementation. On 
this basis, the Security Council passed 

two resolutions (1265, 1296) in 1999 
and in 2000. Moreover, in 1999, he 
explicitly allowed the use of  force for 
the protection of  threatened civilians 
in two missions (UNAMSIL/Sierra 
Leone, INTERFET/East Timor). 
Nowadays, the protection of  the 
civilian population is part of  nearly all 
UN mission mandates. 

However, there is a big gap between 
mandates and their implementa-
tion, as the high numbers of  civilian 
casualties in conflicts, such as in the 
Congo or Darfur, demonstrate. A 
prerequisite for the implementation 
are adequate prevention, reaction, 
defense, and deterrence capacities, 
as well as sufficient civil, military and 
police personnel with corresponding 
qualifications. The prevention port-
folio also needs to include political 
and diplomatic measures of  the UN 
and member states, such as in conflict 
resolution and early warning as well as 
analysis capacities. At the same time, 
the UN and its member states must 
warn against excessive and unrealistic 
expectations: The protection of  each 
and every individual is impossible. 
One frequent problem is also the 
coordination between peace missions 
and humanitarian actors (e.g. UNI-
CEF; humanitarian aid), which also 
commit to the protection of  civilians. 
A report initiated by the DPKO and 
the UN OCHA and co-financed by 
Germany, demands complementary 
strategies when taking protection 
measures.

Actors
• UN Security Council as the mandat-
ing authority. 

• Peace missions and humanitarian 
subsidiary organizations of  UN, EU, 
NATO as executing body; ICRC as 

an important supporter; guest states 
as partners in the implementation.  

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 In the third report on the imple-

mentation of  the action plan 
“Civilian Crisis Prevention,” the 
Federal Government emphasizes 
its advocacy for the protection of  
civilians.

•	 It places the preventive aspects 
of  the protection mission in the 
foreground and names Good 
Governance and the rule of  law 
as prerequisites for the ability of  
states to guarantee security to their 
citizens. 

Benner, Thorsten/Rotmann, Philipp, 
“Seriously Overstretched. UN Peace 
Operations and the Protection of  
Civilians in Conflict Zones”, Vereinte 
Nationen – German Review on the 
United Nations, 57 (2009) 4, pp. 
147–152.

Holt, Viktoria/Taylor, Glyn, Pro-
tecting Civilians in the Context of  
UN Peace Operations. Successes, 
Setbacks, and Remaining Challenges. 
Independent Study Jointly Commis-
sioned by DPKO and OCHA, New 
York 2010, www.peacekeepingbest-
practices.unlb.org.

Vogt, Andreas et al., The Protection 
of  Civilians and the Post-Conflict 
Security Sector. A Conceptual and 
Historical Overview, Oslo: NUPI, 
2008 (NUPI Report Nr. 8).
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Resolution 1325

Resolution 1325 was passed unanimously by the UN Security Council 
on October 31, 2000. In it, the Security Council requests from the UN 
member states to promote a stronger, all levels encompassing participa-
tion of women in institutional prevention and in the resolution and settle-
ment of conflicts.

Background
With the adoption of  Resolution 
1325 “Women, Peace and Security" by 
the UN Security Council, the UN and 
its members did not just refer to the 
protection of  women in conflicts and 
their involvement in peace negotia-
tions for the first time. They further 
demanded concrete measures, such as 
the appointment of  more women as 
special representatives or the expan-
sion of  the role and contribution of  
women to civilian, police and military 
missions. 

Implementation
Thus far, the slow and insufficient 
implementation of  1325 has mainly 
been criticized. Frequently, this criti-
cism refers to the inadequate repre-
sentation of  women in leadership po-
sitions in the peacebuilding structure 
of  the UN and in delegations in peace 
processes. Indeed, the record after 
ten years is still sobering: Although 
the total number of  peace missions 
and the strength of  its personnel have 
increased by almost 400% in the past 
20 years, there are only twelve women 
directing missions at the UN (cur-
rently five SRSG). Women are also 
underrepresented in the police service 
and in military missions with eight 
and two percent respectively. 

The effects of  1325 can better be 
discerned apart from the statistics: 
Since 2000, almost all processes in the 
different peacebuilding institutions 
are being reviewed with regard to the 
integration of  women. 1325 has been 
taken into account in almost every 
strategic paper of  the UN, the EU or 
the OSCE. The setup of  Gender Focal 
Points in all departments of  the UN 
Secretariat and the appointment of  
Gender Advisors in the different mis-
sions on site has steadily increased. 

The fact that women are no longer 
just seen as victims of  wars, but are 
increasingly regarded as facilitators 
and promoters of  peace processes, is 
largely attributable to the debate that 
1325 initiated. 

At the UN level, the ten year anni-
versary of  the resolution in 2010 led 
to two substantial initiatives. On the 
one hand, in March of  2010, a group 
of  experts was named, who examine 
the effects of  resolution 1325 in the 
last decade. On the other hand, in 
July 2010, a new Institution for Gender 
Equality and the Empowerment of  Women 
was established by a resolution of  
the General Assembly: UN Women 
merges all previous institutions into 
a new strong actor, which will have a 
greater voice in the UN system.

Actors
• UN Women includes: the Office of  
the Special Adviser on Gender Issues and 
Advancement of  Women (OSAGI), the 
Division for the Advancement of  Women 
(DAW), the UN Development Fund 
for Women (UNIFEM), as well as the 
UN International Research and Training 
Institute for the Advancement of  Women 
(INSTRAW).

• Main actors in the implementation 
are nation states: Fourteen European 
countries have already passed ac-
tion plans for 1325 - among them 
are France, Great Britain and The 
Netherlands.

• Additionally, many NGOs world-
wide are engaged in the implementa-
tion of  1325. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 As several other countries, Ger-

many prefers the form of  an 

implementation report. In 2004, 
Germany was one of  only 25 
states, which followed the request 
of  the UN Secretary General to 
report on the implementation of  
1325. A second report followed in 
2007, and the third implementation 
report was published in 2010. 

•	 Numerous projects: among them 
the development of a “Training 
Program for Police for Combating 
and Preventing Sexual and Gender-
specific Violence" with the UN 
DPKO Police Division, as well as 
the implementation of the “Gender 
Training Strategy in Peace Keeping 
Operations" with the UN DPKO.

Federal Foreign Office (Publisher), 
3. Bericht der Bundesregierung über 
Maßnahmen zur Implementation 
der Sicherheitsratsresolution 1325, 
Bundestagsdrucksache 17/4152 vom 
3. Dezember 2010.

Dornig, Swen/Goede, Nils, Ten Years 
of  Women, Peace and Security: Gaps 
and Challenges in Implementing 
Resolution 1325, Duisburg 2010.

Gunda-Werner-Institut für Feminis-
mus und Geschlechterdemokratie in 
der Heinrich-Böll-Stiftung (Publisher), 
Hoffnungsträger 1325. Eine Resolu-
tion für eine geschlechtergerechte 
Friedens und Sicherheitspolitik in 
Europa, Berlin 2008.
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Responsibility to Protect (R2P)

The principle of the responsibility to protect (R2P) aims to prevent the 
most serious violations of human rights. According to R2P, every state 
is responsible for the protection of its population. If it is incapable or un-
willing to do so, the international community should, where necessary, 
take measures to protect the civilian population. R2P is anchored in the 
concluding document of the UN world summit held in 2005. 

Background
The idea of  responsibility to pro-
tect evolved from the discussion on 
humanitarian intervention (e.g. in 
Kosovo) at the end of  the 1990s. It 
attempts to provide an answer to the 
question of  how a civilian popula-
tion can be protected from the most 
serious violations of  human rights 
without disregarding the sovereignty 
of  a state. It solves this conflict by 
means of  a two step procedure. Ac-
cording to R2P, every sovereign state 
has the responsibility to protect its 
population. Only if  it is not in the po-
sition to do so or is unwilling, is the 
responsibility to protect transferred 
to the international community. The 
conceptual development of  R2P took 
place in several commissions and re-
ports in preparation of  the UN world 
summit in 2005 in New York (Inter-
national Commission on Intervention 
and State Sovereignty 2001; High-
Level Panel on Threats, Challenges 
and Change 2004; Report of  the UN 
Secretary-General 2005).

Implementation
After protracted negotiations, R2P 
was formally recognized by UN 
member states at the world summit 
in 2005: Thus, states must protect 
their population from genocide, war 
crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes 
against humanity. With this, the realm 
of  application for R2P was explicitly 
limited to these four cases. This limi-
tation underlines the alarming effect 
of  the concept, as well as its potential 
for mobilization; it limits legal un-
certainties and political discrepancies 
in the implementation. In the final 

resolution, the states affirmed their 
responsibility to employ, through the 
UN, the “appropriate diplomatic, hu-
manitarian and other peaceful means, 
in accordance with Chapters VI and 
VIII of  the Charter to help protect 
populations.” In case national authori-
ties should fail to do so and peaceful 
means prove not to be sufficient, 
they declare they are “prepared to 
take collective action, in a timely and 
decisive manner, through the Secu-
rity Council, in accordance with the 
Charter, including Chapter VII, on a 
case-by-case basis and in cooperation 
with relevant regional organizations 
as appropriate”.

Yet, the interpretation of  the concept 
is difficult. First, it is unclear what 
R2P is in the legal sense. Earlier re-
ports characterized it as a “developing 
norm.” However, the UN member 
states avoided this classification thus 
far: States are very sensitive towards 
changes of  norms in customary law, 
which affect the principle of  sover-
eignty. One of  the greatest challenges 
is to make the concept operational 
in a way that the states can actually 
implement the agreed upon standards. 
Corresponding measures range from 
diplomatic pressure to sanctions up 
to the use of  military force (peace 
enforcement)—although the latter 
remains a highly sensitive topic. 

In the sense of  R2P, preventive mea-
sures are always to be favored. Yet, in 
this context, there is a need for fur-
ther development, particularly in early 
warning of  a crisis. An example of  
successful prevention was the reaction 
to the crisis of  state in Kenya in 2008. 
With the support of  the international 

community, the UN Secretary-Gen-
eral at the time, successfully mediated 
in the conflict and avoided an escala-
tion by using civilian means. 

Actors
•	 UN member states, particularly 

permanent members of  the Secu-
rity Council.

•	 UN and regional organizations 
such as the EU, AU, ECOWAS. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 The Federal Government and 

Bundestag support principles, 
goals, and above all, the preventive 
elements of  R2P.

Luck, Edward C., “ The Responsible 
Sovereign and the Responsibility to 
Protect: A Concept Advancing into a 
Norm “, in: Vereinte Nationen – Ger-
man Review on the United Nations, 
56 (2008) 2, pp. 51–58.

Schaller, Christian, Die völkerrechtli-
che Dimension der “Responsibility 
to Protect”, Berlin: SWP, Juni 2008 
(SWP-Aktuell 46/2008).

Schorlemer, Sabine von, The Respon-
sibility to Protect as an Element of  
Peace: Recommendations for its Op-
erationalisation, Bonn: Development 
and Peace Foundation, December 
2007 (Policy Paper No. 28).
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EU/European Union

The EU is composed of 27 states. Thanks to the instruments of the Euro-
pean Commission and the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), 
it can handle a wide spectrum of tasks in the area of civilian and mili-
tary crisis management including humanitarian tasks, peacekeeping and 
peace enforcement measures, election observation and developmental 
cooperation.

Background
Since its inception in the 1950s, the 
EU and its predecessor, the European 
Community, have been engaged in 
managing conflicts, developmental 
cooperation and humanitarian aid. 
Within the enlargement process, the 
EU employs stabilizing instruments 
and promotes measures for conflict 
settlement, reconciliation and democ-
ratization. Since the creation of  CFSP 
in 1992 and the Common Security 
and Defense Policy (CSDP) in 1999, 
the EU can also apply military means. 
It has furthermore acquired a civilian 
portfolio and provides legal or techni-
cal experts in the framework of  the 
CSDP. Hence it has at its disposition 
a unique blend of  civilian and military 
means: It has access to civilian (politi-
cal, diplomatic, economic, police) and 
military means, such as the military 
rapid response forces for reactions 
to crises, the EU Battlegroups. In the 
sense of  a comprehensive approach, it 
strives to employ these instruments in 
the most preventive way possible. 

Functions
The civil and military instruments 
of  the EU are not organized in a 
single structure with decision-making 
authority. Rather, they are assigned to 
the European External Action Service 
(EEAS) under the leadership of  the 
High Representative of  the Union for 
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy 
and to the EU Commission. Located 
in the EEAS are organizational struc-
tures for the civilian (police, law, civil-
ian administration) and the military 
(e.g. EU Battlegroups) instruments 
of  the CSDP. The EU states decide 
on their use. Since 2003, 24 CSDP 
operations were carried out in Europe 

(e.g. Bosnia), Africa (e.g. Congo), 
and Central Asia (e.g. Georgia). The 
tasks range from SSR (e.g. operation 
EUSEC RD Congo, since 2005) to 
election observation (e.g. operation 
EUFOR RD Congo, 2006). 
The European Commission has 
civilian instruments at its disposal, 
particularly in its enlargement and 
neighborhood policy, for humanitar-
ian aid, crisis reaction, development 
cooperation, and democratization. In 
the last five years, about €793 million 
were annually available to Humanitar-
ian Aid Department of  the European 
Commission (ECHO). In 2010, the 
earthquake victims and the recon-
struction in Haiti were supported 
with these means. A key element is 
the Instrument for Stability (IfS) for 
the socio-economic development 
and the promotion of  human rights, 
democracy and basic freedoms in 
non-EU states. The IfS offers financ-
ing for short-term (disaster relief  
aid, reconstruction) and long-term 
projects (fight against the prolifera-
tion of  weapons of  mass destruction, 
weapon smuggling, capacity building). 
For the period of  2007-2013, the IfS 
had over €2 billion available, of  which, 
over two thirds are allotted to short-
term and about one third to long-term 
projects. 
In the implementation of  this com-
prehensive approach, the EU has to 
coordinate the employment of  differ-
ent instruments between the EEAS 
and the Commission, but also within 
both units. Non-uniform decision-
making and financial structures as well 
as divergent time horizons (e.g. short-
term crisis reaction in the framework 
of  the CSDP and long-term develop-
ment cooperation of  the Commis-
sion) make this process more difficult. 

Actors
•	 27 member states.

•	 High Representative of  the Union 
for Foreign Affairs and Security 
Policy.

•	 EEAS, European Commission.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Provision of  civilian and military 

capabilities for EU operations, e.g. 
EUFOR RD Congo 2006; sec-
onded personnel in civilian missions 
(EULEX Kosovo since 2008).

•	 Participation in CSDP operations, 
in the case of  military operations, 
it implies taking on the largest part 
of  the costs (“costs lie where they 
fall”). 

•	 Germany makes the greatest con-
tribution to the EU budget. Costs 
for the CSDP operations have to be 
provided by the states separately. 

Greco, Ettore et al., eds., EU Crisis 
Management: Institutions and Capa-
bilities in the Making, Rome: IAI, No-
vember 2010 (Quaderni IAI, English 
Series No. 19).

Korski, Daniel/Gowan, Richard, Can 
the EU Rebuild Failing States? A Re-
view of  Europe’s Civilian Capacities, 
London 2009.

Major, Claudia/Mölling, Christian, To-
wards an EU Peacebuilding Strategy? 
EU Civilian Coordination in Peace-
building and the Effects of  the Lisbon 
Treaty, Brussels 2010 (European 
Parliament Standard Briefing).
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North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
NATO is a collective defense alliance of 28 states in Europe and North 
America. According to its Strategic Concept (2010), it has three main 
tasks: collective defense, crisis management, and cooperative security. 
To this, it relies on the military resources of its member states. 

Background
During the Cold War, NATO 
(founded in 1949) was to guarantee 
freedom and security to the allied 
states through the maintenance of  
the strategic balance in Europe. The 
means available to achieve this were 
deterrence, defense capability, and, 
since 1967, a policy of  détente. 

After the Cold War, NATO adapted 
the alliance to the altered security en-
vironment. The guarantee of  security 
and stability in Europe came to the 
fore, deterrence and defense remained 
in the background. Since the Balkan 
Wars in the 1990s, NATO also took 
over crisis management and peace-
keeping tasks. Along with collective 
defense, these were anchored in its 
1999 strategic concept. NATO recog-
nizes the primary responsibility of  the 
UN Security Council for maintaining 
world peace and international security. 
However, in crisis management, it 
does not explicitly tie itself  politically 
or legally to a UN mandate. 

Functions 
The highest decision-making bod-
ies are the North Atlantic Council 
(NAC), the Defense Planning Com-
mittee, and the Nuclear Planning 
Group, which meet under the chair-
manship of  the NATO Secretary-
General. The NAC as the most 
important body for decision-making 
provides the framework for politi-
cal consultation and coordination. 
Accordingly, all decisions made are 
based on the principle of  consensus. 
In the NAC the permanent represen-
tatives of  the states meet regularly. 
The foreign and defense ministers 
meet twice a year and heads of  state 
meet every three years. The military 
committee is the highest military 
body. It is subordinate to the NAC, 

the Defense Planning Committee 
and the Nuclear Planning Group. It 
advises these groups on questions 
of  military policy and strategy and 
is responsible for the overall military 
leadership. 

NATO employs military instruments 
for solving crises. Among these are 
the NATO Response Force (NRF) 
for rapid military responses to crises. 
With few exceptions – such as the 
AWACS planes - NATO has no 
capabilities of  its own, but relies on 
the contributions of  its members. 
Their limited willingness to make 
troops and equipment available 
renders operations more difficult. 
Also, different political guidelines and 
interoperability problems impede mis-
sions. Currently, NATO is involved 
in six military missions, among them 
ISAF in Afghanistan (since 2001) and 
KFOR in Kosovo (since 1999). The 
mutual defense clause was invoked 
only once after the attacks of  Sep-
tember11, 2001. 

In its current strategic concept (2010), 
NATO announced the set up of  a 
small civilian planning and conduct 
capability as well as the potential 
recruitment and training of  civilian 
experts. This could change NATO’s 
role in crisis management and its 
relationships with other actors (EU, 
UN, NGOs).

NATO cooperates with the UN and 
the EU. Since 2003, the EU has ac-
cess to NATO assets for its CSDP 
operations (Berlin Plus Agreement). 
Despite extensive overlap in mem-
bership, cooperation with the EU is 
difficult. 

Actors
•	 28 member states.

•	 Numerous partnerships in the 

framework of  the Euro Atlantic 
Partnership Council, NATO’s 
Mediterranean Dialogue, the Istan-
bul Cooperation Initiative, and with 
contact countries. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Germany is the second largest con-

tributor of  funds after the USA.

•	 Germany makes military capacities 
for the NRF and current missions 
(e.g. Afghanistan) available. 

Hofmann, Stephanie/Reynolds, 
Christopher, EU-NATO Relations: 
Time to Thaw the ’Frozen Conflict‘, 
Berlin: SWP, June 2007 (SWP-Com-
ments 12/2007).

Kaim, Markus/Niedermeier, Pia, 
“Das Ende des multilateralen 
Reflexes? Deutsche NATO-Politik 
unter neuen nationalen und interna-
tionalen Rahmenbedingungen”, in: 
Thomas Jäger et al., eds. Deutsche 
Außenpolitik. Sicherheit, Wohlfahrt, 
Institutionen, Normen, 2nd Edition, 
Wiesbaden 2011, pp. 105–125.

Richter, Wolfgang/Tettweiler, Falk, 
Verteidigung, Krisenmanagement, 
Kooperation. Zum neuen strat-
egischen Konzept der Nato, Berlin: 
SWP, December 2010 (SWP-Aktuell 
87/2010).

Washington NATO Project, Alliance 
Reborn. An Atlantic Compact for the 
21st Century (Washington, DC, Cen-
ter for Transatlantic Relations, 2009)
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Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe

The OSCE is a regional security organization with 56 participating states 
from Europe, the Caucasus, Central Asia, and North America. Areas of 
duty are early warning, prevention, management and aftercare of con-
flicts. The decisions, which are taken by consensus, are political, but not 
binding according to international law. 

Background
The OSCE was founded in 1973 dur-
ing the Cold War as a Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe 
(CSCE), to provide a multilateral 
forum for dialogue and negotiations 
between East and West. In 1975, 
the heads of  state from the then 35 
participating countries (European 
countries, Canada and the US) signed 
the final accord of  Helsinki. This was 
a politically binding agreement, which 
specified the basic principles for 
interstate behavior of  the participants 
and the conduct of  the governments 
towards their citizens. Until 1990, the 
CSCE met regularly (three follow-up 
conferences were complemented by 
meetings of  experts) and determined 
measures for trust building among the 
participants. The end of  the power 
bloc confrontation implied that the 
CSCE encountered new challenges in 
regional security and stability. 

In 1990, the Charter of  Paris for a 
new Europe introduced the transfor-
mation to an operative organizational 
structure, in the course of  which 
the CSCE built up its own institu-
tions and set new thematic priorities. 
In 1992, the CSCE reacted to the 
conflicts in the West Balkans and in 
the Soviet successor states as an actor 
in crisis management with the first 
dispatch of  fact finding and reporter 
missions. Following these develop-
ments and the stronger structuring of  
the conference’s work, the name was 
changed in 1995 to OSCE. 

In 1999, on the basis of  the Euro-
pean Security Charter of  Istanbul, 
the OSCE established an operations 
centre within the centre for conflict 
prevention (Conflict Prevention Cen-
tre, CPC). 

The focus on democratization and 
human rights (above all election 
observation) is increasingly regarded 
as interference by some rather 
authoritarian states. Thus far, the 
OSCE has not had a break-through 
or been successful in the reconcilia-
tion of  frozen conflicts (Transnistria, 
Nagorno-Karabakh) and its role in 
the European security structure re-
mains unclear at the beginning of  the 
21st century. As a consequence, since 
2009, the participants have tried to 
develop new approaches and partner-
ships in the “Corfu-process”, so as to 
preserve political efficacy. 

Functions 
The chairmanship of  the OSCE ro-
tates annually among the 56 partici-
pating states. The political resolutions 
are adopted at summit meetings and 
through the Council of  foreign min-
isters. The administrative and opera-
tional implementation is on the one 
hand the responsibility of  the Perma-
nent Council of  Ambassadors, and on 
the other hand, of  the Secretariat in 
Vienna, led by the Secretary General. 
Additional bodies are the High Com-
missioner for national minorities, the 
OSCE representative for freedom of  
the media, and, since 1991, the Of-
fice for Democratic Institutions and 
Human Rights (ODIHR). ODIHR’s 
election observation missions are 
among the most important activities 
of  the OSCE. 

The CPC in Vienna is responsible 
for the current 17 long term missions 
and other field activities. At present, 
the OSCE is represented in Southern 
Europe, the Southern Caucasus, and 
in Central Asia with missions (above 
all in the West Balkans, since 1995 in 

Bosnia Herzegovina, since 1999 in 
Kosovo), with offices (among others 
in Zagreb, Yerevan, Baku) and with 
centers or project coordinators (above 
all in Central Asia). 

 Actors
•	 56 participating states. 

•	 Cooperating partners from the 
Mediterranean area (Egypt, Algeria, 
Israel, Jordan, Morocco, Tunisia), 
from Asia (among others Afghani-
stan) and Australia. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Significant contribution of  finances 

and personnel (2010: 11% of  the 
OSCE’s budget).

•	 Project financing (contribu-
tion to the set-up of  a Border 
Management Staff  College in 
Tadzhikistan).

•	 Accompaniment of  personnel on 
field missions, election observation 
missions, and OSCE institutions.

•	 Agenda setting on certain themes 
(e.g. the Berlin OSCE conference 
on anti-Semitism in 2004. 

Richter, Solveig/Schmitz, Andrea, Se-
curity Dialogue or Talking Shop? The 
Corfu Process under Kazakhstan’s 
OSCE Chairmanship, Berlin: SWP, 
February 2010 (SWP-Comments 
3/2010).

Zellner, Wolfgang, “Die Leistungsbi-
lanz von OSZE-Missionen”, in: Josef  
Braml et al. , eds., Einsatz für den 
Frieden, Munich 2010, pp. 310 –318.

Center for OSCE Research, www.
core-hamburg.de.
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United Nations

The UN is an international organization committed to the maintenance or 
restoration of peace. It has 193 member states, which provides it with a 
unique legitimacy. The decision-making practice in the UN rests on the 
principles of consensus and compromise. 

Background
In 1945, the victorious powers of  
World War II founded the UN as 
the successor organization of  the 
failed League of  Nations. Its member 
states are to help preserve peace and 
security in the world. The UN is not 
a world government and it does not 
pass laws. Rather, it makes means 
available for international conflict res-
olution and contributes to the setting 
of  norms, which guide the behavior 
of  member states. Since its found-
ing, the number of  members has 
increased (from 51 to currently 193) 
and fields of  activity have expanded 
(among others, crisis management, 
development, environment). The 
regular total budget for the period 
2010-2011 amounts to $5367 billion. 
The UN headquarters are located in 
New York. 

Functions 
The UN has six principal organs: the 
General Assembly as the plenary as-
sembly of  all member states; the Eco-
nomic and Social Council, which is 
responsible for economic, social and 
development related questions; the 
International Court of  Justice as the 
judicial organ of  the UN; the Trustee-
ship Council, which originally accom-
panied decolonization processes, but 
is currently inactive; the Secretariat, 
the UN’s most important administra-
tive body under the leadership of  the 
Secretary-General; and the Security 
Council, the UN’s most powerful 
council. According to the UN Charta, 
the 15 member panel has the “pri-
mary responsibility for the main-
tenance of  international peace and 
security”. To this, the UN can impose 
sanctions which are binding under 
international law, and it can mandate 
peacekeeping operations and the ap-
plication of  military force. At the end 

of  bloc confrontation of  the Cold 
War, the Security Council has become 
considerably more active; peacekeep-
ing missions have developed into an 
important instrument. The Secretariat 
is responsible for the planning of  
these missions. Since 2005, the UN 
disposes of  available structures for 
the promotion of  peacebuilding. 

These six principal organs of  the UN 
together with auxiliary organizations, 
subsidiary organs and programs, as 
well as numerous specialized agencies, 
make up the UN system. The UN is 
financed through the assessed contri-
butions of  the member states to the 
regular UN budget, through assessed 
contributions to peace operations 
and to international criminal courts, 
as well as through voluntary contri-
butions to UN funds, programs and 
individual measures. Resolutions are 
adopted on the basis of  consensus 
and compromise; the often divergent 
interests of  member states impair 
decision-making processes. In order 
to enhance the capacity of  the UN to 
act, the member states not only have 
to support the UN politically and 
meet their financial obligations, but 
they also have to promote reforms 
(Security Council, institutional setup, 
financial and management reform). 

Actors
•	 Security Council as the most 

powerful organ, authorized to issue 
binding resolutions and mandate 
peace operations.

•	 General Assembly, particularly the 
Budget Council and its Advisory 
Committee for administrative and 
budget questions as the budgeting 
institutions, as well as the Special 
Committee for peacekeeping as a 
recommendation making organ - in 
this committee, the EU Commis-
sion has an observer status.

•	 Commission for peace consolida-
tion as an advisory auxiliary organ 
of  the Security Council and the 
General Assembly.

•	 Secretary-General and Secretariat: 
above all, DPKO, DFS and DPA, 
as planning and administrative of-
fices for peace or political missions.

•	 Field missions themselves, under 
the direction of  a SRSG; they co-
operate with the corresponding UN 
country teams, consisting of  UN 
programs and sub-organizations.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Germany is the third largest 

contributor to the regular UN 
budget, the fourth largest donor 
to the peacekeeping budget, and is 
engaged in the promotion of  proj-
ects through numerous voluntary 
contributions. 

•	 Special engagement in the areas 
of  human rights, climate protec-
tion and in areas of  international 
security, among others as a member 
of  groups of  friends.

•	 For 2011-2012, Germany is a non-
permanent member of  the UN 
Security Council.

Gareis, Sven B./Varwick, Johannes, 
Die Vereinten Nationen. Aufgaben, 
Instrumente und Reformen, Opladen 
2006.

Schöndorf, Elisabeth/Kaim, Markus, 
Peace, Security and Crisis Manage-
ment: German Priorities in the 
Security Council 2011/2012, Berlin: 
SWP, April 2011 (SWP-Comments 
12/2011).

DGVN, Basic Information on the 
UN, www.dgvn.de.
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Civil-Military Cooperation (CIMIC)

CIMIC stands for the interaction of the military with governmental or 
non-governmental civilian actors in international military operations. It is 
a military doctrine for the operational and tactical level: it supports the 
cooperation of foreign troops with civilian forces and local actors to fulfill 
the military mission and to contribute to the protection of the troops. 

Background
Civil-Military Cooperation has be-
come a keyword since the 1990s. Due 
to growing challenges in international 
crisis management, e.g. in dealing 
with failed states, the overall number 
of  actors in the field increased and 
military forces encountered more 
and more civilian actors, e.g. those of    
humanitarian aid. 

However, the understanding and use 
of  the term have changed. In a first 
phase at the beginning of  the 1990s, 
many actors used CIMIC as a collec-
tive term for all types of  interaction 
between civil and military actors. Yet, 
there was no clear or consistent defi-
nition. In a second phase, civilian and 
military actors developed their own 
differentiated concepts.  

The current understanding is based 
on the NATO definition of  CIMIC 
as a military doctrine. Basic docu-
ments are the NATO Military Policy 
on CIMIC (MC 411/1, 2002), the 
NATO CIMIC Doctrine (NATO 
AJP 9, 2003, currently under revision) 
and for the German military forces 
the sub-concept ZMZ Bundeswehr 
(March 2009) and the special instruc-
tions ZMZ/A 1 (April 2009).

CIMIC has three core functions: 

1) Support of armed forces, e.g. 
through an overview of the situa-
tion developed by civilian actors to 
advise the military leadership; 

2) Support of civil authorities and 
actors, to increase the acceptance 
of the armed forces and thereby to 
offer them greater protection, e.g. 
through Quick Impact Projects 
such as the construction of wells; 
and 

3) Organization of civil-military 

relations, hence building and 
fostering contacts in the field of 
operation. 

The focus of  CIMIC varies according 
to whether it is a prevention-, conflict 
management- or post-conflict mis-
sion. In general, CIMIC is a military 
doctrine and not a crisis management 
strategy with a developmental policy 
component. CIMIC projects should 
not impede development coopera-
tion, but are not necessarily aimed at 
sustainability.

Implementation
CIMIC has become an integral part 
of  operations, but it contains the 
potential for tensions: aid incurred 
under the auspices of  CIMIC is oc-
casionally portrayed as a genuine con-
tribution of  the troops. This raises 
questions about principles, scope and 
rules of  civil-military interaction. 

Some aid organizations criticize that 
the principles of  independence, 
neutrality and impartiality that apply 
to them could be jeopardized through 
CIMIC. The boundaries between 
neutral civilian and military actors 
engaged in the conflict could be 
blurred. Thereby, it would be dif-
ficult to distinguish between civilian 
and military actors, and therefore 
they could be taken for enemies. This 
would increase the risk for civilian 
actors to be the target of  attacks and 
could impede their access to those in 
need.

Actors
•	 Nation-states or their ministries of  

defense and military forces.

•	 International organizations ( UN, 
EU,  NATO).

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 CIMIC units are part of  all mis-

sions of  the German armed forces.

Burghardt, Diana/Pietz, Tobias, 
Themenbereiche und Konfliktfelder 
zivil-militärischer Beziehungen, 
Dezember 2006 (BICC/Gustav 
Heinemann- Initiative/Plattform 
Zivile Konfliktbearbeitung).

Paul, Michael, CIMIC in the ISAF 
Mission: Conception, Implementation 
and Development of  Civil-Military 
Cooperation in the Bundeswehr 
Abroad, Berlin: SWP, April 2009 
(SWP-Research Paper 5/2009).

Civil-Military Co-operation Centre of  
Excellence in Enschede/The Nether-
lands, www.cimic-coe.org.
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Comprehensive Approaches

Comprehensive approaches are to ensure the coordination and coop-
eration of different national or international, civilian and military actors in 
crisis management. They should help to define common objectives and 
to coordinate the different activities and instruments.

Background
Crises with military, social and eco-
nomic causes and symptoms require 
the coordinated use of  political, 
diplomatic, military, humanitarian and 
development-related instruments. 
Examples such as Afghanistan show 
that the success of  crisis manage-
ment is endangered, if  one dimension 
is neglected or overvalued and an 
overarching strategy is missing. Such 
a comprehensive crisis management 
is a complex undertaking: the tasks 
are manifold, the number of  actors 
involved is great, and the commit-
ment takes time. Additionally, diverse 
interests of  the various actors (such 
as states, international organizations) 
often give rise to conflicting opinions 
on the objectives and the means of  an 
operation.

Coordinated cooperation and coher-
ent measures are, however, essential 
preconditions for effective crisis 
management. Therefore, an early 
definition of  common objectives, the 
coordination of  all actors (national 
ministries, international bureaucracies, 
NGOs, donors) and instruments (mil-
itary and civilian instruments), both in 
the field as well as in political centers, 
is needed at different stages of  the 
conflict. Also important are appro-
priate and timely action. A broad 
participation of  actors ensures lasting 
results and contributes to shared bur-
dens and increased legitimacy. Com-
prehensive or integrated approaches, 
as they are also called, should provide 
the necessary coordination capacity: 
they should offer a conceptual and 
organizational basis for cooperation, 
encourage the establishment of  new 
structures (e.g. crossdepartmental 
bodies), and regulate the distribution 
of  resources. On the national level, 
this implies the coordination between 
ministries (Whole of  Government 

Approach), and on the international 
level, it implies the coordination 
within international organizations 
(Comprehensive Approach).

Implementation
Many States have developed con-
cepts and institutions to implement 
a Whole of  Government Approach. 
Thus, the United Kingdom founded 
an inter-departmental Stabilization 
Unit (SU) in 2004. It receives its 
instructions from a Board of  Secre-
taries of  State of  the departments 
of  foreign affairs, of  defense, of  
development, and of  the office of  
the Prime Minister. For the mission 
in Afghanistan, the SU has promoted 
the exchange between ministries and 
the development of  civilian expertise. 
Joint funding structures have served 
as an incentive to cooperate. 

On the international level, different 
approaches exist: by   NATO (Com-
prehensive Approach), by the   UN 
(integrated missions) and by the   EU 
(Comprehensive Approach). In gen-
eral, the implementation is difficult. 
Progress is impeded by different 
perceptions on problems and ap-
proaches to their solution, by insuf-
ficient financial and human resources 
of  the structures, by a lack of  political 
support and lack of  willingness to 
reform. 

Actors
•	 Thematically: military, police, forces 

for development cooperation, civil-
ian experts.

•	 Actor-related: all actors involved 
in crisis management, in particular 
states, international organizations 
(UN, EU, NATO), civil society ac-
tors, NGOs and local forces.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Concepts: action plan “Civilian 

crisis prevention, conflict resolu-
tion and peacebuilding" (2004), the 
White Paper 2006 on Germany’s 
security policy and the future of  
Germany’s armed forces.

•	 Institutions: e.g. Steering Group 
and the Advisory Board “Civilian 
Crisis Prevention,” the subcom-
mittee of  the Parliament, “Civilian 
crisis prevention and networked 
security,” the integrated platform 
for the training of  partners, topic-
specific forums.

Burghardt, Diana, Für ein effizientes 
Friedensengagement. Das Konzept 
der Integrierten Missionen, Bonn: 
BICC, June 2007 (Konzeptpapier).

Drent, Margriet/Zandee, Dick, Break-
ing Pillars. Towards a Civil-Military 
Security Approach for the Euro-
pean Union, Den Haag: Netherlands 
Institute of  International Relations 
“Clingendael,” January 2010 (Security 
Paper No. 13).

Jakobsen, Peter Viggo, NATO’s 
Comprehensive Approach to Crisis 
Response Operations. A Work in Slow 
Progress, Kopenhagen: DISS, Octo-
ber 2008 (DIIS Report No. 15/2008).

Major, Claudia/Schöndorf, Elisabeth, 
Comprehensive Approaches to Crisis 
Management: Complex Crisis Require 
Effective Coordination and Political 
Leadership, Berlin: SWP, September 
2011 (SWP-Comments 23/2011).
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Conflict Resolution

Conflict resolution is a collective term for processes of diplomatic conflict 
settlement by third parties. It can take place preemptively, to avert the 
escalation of a crisis, but may also accompany the use of civilian and 
military means that can bring about the termination of a crisis and estab-
lish stable political conditions.

Background
If  direct negotiations between con-
flicting parties to end the dispute do 
not come about or do not lead to a 
substantial result, then a third party 
can intervene and mediate. There 
are several approaches and different 
levels of  participation. Good offices 
and mediation are frequently used. 
Good offices are provided by an 
international actor who encourages 
contact between conflicting parties, 
by for instance organizing joint meet-
ings. In mediation, the third party 
also provides content-wise inputs to 
the search for a solution, for example 
submitting its own proposals. Pro-
cedures of  conflict resolution are 
generally non-binding and dependent 
on the voluntary participation of  
conflicting parties. Since the end of  
the Cold War, international conflict 
resolution has gained in importance.

Implementation
The  UN are the most active institu-
tion in both mediation and good 
offices. Both are traditionally tasks 
for the UN Secretary-General or his 
envoys and  Special Representatives, 
who carry these out in UN country 
offices, in  peacekeeping missions or 
in  political missions. 

During the last decade, the UN 
shifted its focus away from its own 
mediation work – also because of  a 
lack of  capacities - to consulting and 
supporting other mediators. This task 
is particularly addressed by the Media-
tion Support Unit of  the DPA. The 
unit disposes of, among other things, 
a standby team of  mediation experts. 
In 2006–2008 alone, it participated 
in 18 peace processes. It worked 

closely together with regional orga-
nizations such as the  EU or the AU. 
The latter has taken on an increas-
ingly significant role in processes of  
conflict resolution. The advantages 
of  regionalization are closer cultural 
proximity and thus the avoidance of  
misunderstandings, better access and 
a stronger commitment due to own 
dismay. The disadvantages can be a 
lack of  neutrality and acceptance. 

The aim of  every conflict resolu-
tion is the peaceful and long-term 
settlement of  a conflict through the 
creation of  a win-win situation for all 
parties concerned, accomplished for 
instance through peace agreements 
and their implementation plans. Pre-
conditions are that the international 
mediator be accepted by all sides, 
has a comprehensive understanding 
of  the conflict and of  local actors, 
has developed a clear strategy for 
its own commitment, engages in a 
credible and conflict-sensitive way, 
sets the process on a broad local and 
international basis, and accompanies 
the implementation of  the results 
of  the mediation. Peace negotiations 
are generally led by a mediator with 
extensive experience.

Actors
•	 The UN, regional organizations 

such as the EU,  OSCE, AU, major 
powers like the USA, but also 
smaller states such as Switzerland 
or South Africa, as well as NGOs.

•	 Security Council members are gen-
erally less active as mediators,

•	 but regularly engage in  groups of  
friends that support mediation pro-
cesses. The number of  such groups 
has been increasing for some years.

•	 Increasingly highly professional 
NGOs such as the Crisis Man-
agement Initiative of  Martti 
Ahtisaari or the CSS Project for 
Integrative Mediation of  Christian 
Schwarz-Schilling.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Commitment in various groups of  

friends, e.g. for Georgia, but rarely 
active as a mediator.

•	 Active in the groups of  friends 
mediation.

•	 Commitment through the EU to 
various conflicts, e.g. the Middle 
East Quartet. 

Haft, Fritjof/Gräfin von Schlieffen, 
Katharina, Handbuch Mediation, 2. 
Edition, Munich 2009.

Vüllers, Johannes/Destradi, Sandra, 
Mehr Engagierte, weniger Engage-
ment? Die wachsende Komplexität 
internationaler Mediation, Hamburg: 
GIGA, September 2010 (GIGA Fo-
cus Global No. 9).

CSS Project for Integrative Mediation, 
www.cssproject.org.
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CSDP Operations

In the framework of the CSDP, the EU disposes of civilian and military 
means for conflict prevention and crisis management. Therefore, the EU 
can cover a wide range of tasks in CSDP operations, e.g. police training 
or election observation.

Background
During the Balkan wars in the 1990s, 
the EU illustrated that it was not able 
to defend its own security, to forge 
a consensus on the type of  crisis 
management needed and not able to 
handle the situation independently. As 
a consequence, the EU states founded 
the European Security and Defense 
Policy (ESDP) in 1999 as part of  the 
Common Foreign and Security Policy 
(CFSP). This was followed by the 
development of  civil and military in-
stitutions to observe and analyze the 
situation and, if  necessary, to prepare 
and conduct operations, such as the 
EU military staff  and the Civilian 
Planning and Conduct Capability. The 
attempt to consistently connect civil 
and military aspects is reflected in the 
founding of  the Crisis Management 
and Planning Directorate that cov-
ers both realms. Moreover, the EU 
states agreed upon Headline Goals, to 
provide long-term military and civil 
capabilities like police, judiciary and 
administration, including efforts for  
rapid military crisis response (e.g. EU 
Battlegroups, civilian crisis response 
teams). 

With the Lisbon Treaty (2009), the 
ESDP was renamed and reformed 
into the CSDP (Common Security 
and Defense Policy), to render it 
more coherent and efficient. The 
post of  the High Representative of  
the Union for Foreign Affairs and 
Security Policy (HR) was created, an 
assistance and solidarity clause was in-
troduced and the European External 
Action Service (EEAS) founded. 

The so-called Petersburg tasks, 
agreed upon in 1992 by the Western 
European Union (WEU), and later 
transferred to the EU, describe the 
operational range of  the CDSP. They 
include humanitarian and rescue tasks, 

conflict prevention and peace-keeping 
tasks, tasks of  combat forces in crisis 
management including peacemaking, 
joint disarmament operations, military 
advice and assistance tasks, post con-
flict stabilization tasks.

Implementation
Since 2003, 24 operations in Europe 
(e.g. Bosnia), Africa (e.g. DR Congo) 
and Asia (e.g. Indonesia) have been 
completed. The majority of  them 
were civilian missions. The tasks 
range from police training (EUPOL, 
Afghanistan, since 2007) to  SSR 
(EUSEC RD Congo, since 2005), 
from training and education in the 
judiciary realm (EUJUST LEX Iraq, 
since 2005) to the safeguarding of  
elections (EUFOR RD Congo, 2006). 
The deployment of  missions, which 
may last from a few months to several 
years, is unanimously decided by the 
EU Council. The HR is responsible 
for the overall coordination.

While civil operations are mainly paid 
for through the EU budget, the EU 
member states provide the financial 
and material means, as well as the 
personnel, in the case of  military 
operations. However, for financial 
reasons or domestic political consid-
erations, member states are reluctant 
to provide military capabilities. In the 
civilian realm, recruitment is diffi-
cult, particularly as there are no EU 
standards. Such standards do exist for 
training now.

Actors
•	 The EU states have a great influ-

ence on the CSDP, because it is 
intergovernmental and organized 
according to the principle of  
unanimity.

•	 The European Council of  heads 

of  states and governments formu-
lates guidelines on which basis the 
Council for Foreign Affairs makes 
its decisions.

•	 The HR of  the Union for Foreign 
Affairs and Security Policy acts as 
the central coordinator.

•	 European External Action Service, 
Crisis Management and Planning 
Directorate.

•	 EU Commission and the European 
Parliament, although they only have 
a limited say.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Provision of  civilian and military 

capabilities (e.g. involvement in EU 
Battlegroups) for EU missions. 

•	 Participation in operations (e.g. 
EUNAVFOR Atalanta, since 2008; 
EUPOL Afghanistan, since 2007).

Asseburg, Muriel/Kempin, Ronja, 
The EU as a Strategic Actor in the 
Realm of  Security and Defense? A 
Systematic Assessment of  ESDP Mis-
sions and Operations, Berlin: SWP, 
December 2009 (Research Paper 
14/2009).

Greco, Ettore et al., eds., EU Cri-
sis Management: Institutions and 
Capabilities in the Making, Rome: 
IAI, November 2010 (Quaderni IAI, 
English Series No. 19).

Grevi, Giovanni et al., eds., European 
Security and Defence Policy: The 
First 10 Years (1999–2009), Paris: 
EUISS, 2009.

ZIF, Common Security and Defence 
Policy (CSDP) – Interactive Guide, 
Berlin 2010, www.zif-berlin.org (analy-
sis/publications)
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Democracy Promotion

In German linguistic usage, the promotion of democracy encompasses all 
non-military measures of external actors, who aim to establish, strengthen 
or restore a democratic political order. For that, states and international 
organizations, as well as NGOs, are engaged. 

Background
Beginning with the upheavals and 
transformation processes in Middle 
and Eastern Europe, democracy 
promotion, in the 1990s, has evolved 
into a central issue in Western devel-
opment- and foreign policy. It is not 
only regarded as an effective means of  
conflict prevention and post-conflict 
consolidation, but also as an instru-
ment of  international development 
cooperation. Approximately one-tenth 
of  the worldwide budget for develop-
ment cooperation flows into democ-
racy promotion. 

Implementation
In democracy promotion, a broad 
spectrum of  economic, diplomatic 
and civil society “tools" is used. The 
promotion of  the economy and of  
economic reconstruction, which is oc-
casionally complimented by conditions 
for the allocation of  credits, offer 
positive incentives for democratiza-
tion efforts. Political incentives have 
also proven to be efficient. Thus, the 
prospect of  EU accession has stimu-
lated the establishment of  democratic 
structures. The majority of  measures 
of  international or national organiza-
tions support the building of  state 
structures, democratic processes and 
facilities (voting commissions, election 
observation, constituent process). 

Additional focal points are the sustain-
able strengthening of  democratic 
institutions, for instance through the 
cooperation between parliament and 
civil society (e.g. Global Program 
for Parliamentary Strengthening of  
the UNDP), the strengthening of  
multi-party systems and the support 
with institutional setup (e.g. modern-
ization through the E-Governance-
Program of  the UNDP). Additionally, 
there are the promotion of  plurality, 

transparency, freedom of  the press, 
human and minority rights, as well 
as the rule of  law. In the framework 
of  development cooperation, basic 
democratic values are anchored in 
common strategy papers or serve as 
evaluation criteria for partnerships. 
An essential element for democracy 
promotion is the strengthening, 
emancipation and involvement of  
civil society actors, such as associa-
tions, unions and the free media. This 
is achieved through capacity building, 
programs for infrastructure, political 
education measures, or the empower-
ment of  women. 

The objective of  democracy promo-
tion is the transformation of  the polit-
ical order and the power relations. To 
this, the connection to local traditions 
and structures is a prerequisite for per-
manent success (Local Ownership). 
Participatory, strongly contextual and 
flexible strategies are required that are 
construed for a comprehensive and 
long-term process. Often, tensions 
exist between other political goals of  
security and economic policy, which 
are often oriented towards short-term 
priorities. 

Actors
•	 UN: UNDP, DPA (Electoral Assis-

tance Division) and UN Democracy 
Fund.

•	 EU: European Commission (Euro-
pean Neighborhood Policy). Since 
2006, the majority of  programs for 
democracy promotion are brought 
together under the European 
Instrument for Democracy and 
Human Rights (EIDHR). For the 
period of  2011 to 2013, the EU has 
provided the EIDHR with €472 
million.

•	 Governments, state actors, political 
foundations, and NGOs such as the 

International Institute for De-
mocracy and Electoral Assistance 
(IDEA), the International Founda-
tion for Electoral Systems (IFES) or 
the National Democratic Institute 
(NDI). 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Financial support for the comple-

tion of  democratic elections (among 
others for election observation).

•	 Development policy action plan for 
human rights of  the BMZ; human 
rights report of  the Federal Gov-
ernment, issued by the Ministry of  
Foreign Affairs.

•	 Democracy promotion as a cross-
cutting theme and in individual 
projects of  the Ministry of  Foreign 
Affairs and the BMZ.

•	 Strengthening of  political insti-
tutions and processes through 
programs of  political founda-
tions (above all parliamentary and 
party work, strengthening of  civil 
society structures and political 
participation). 

Burnell, Peter, “Democracy Promo-
tion: The Elusive Quest for Grand 
Strategies”, in: Internationale Politik 
und Gesellschaft, (2004) 3, pp. 100 
–116.

Grävingholt, Jörn et al., The Three 
C’s of  Democracy Promotion Policy: 
Context, Consistency and Credibility, 
Bonn: DIE, January 2009

(Briefing Paper 1/2009). 

Heinrich-Böll-Stiftung (Publisher), 
Import/Export Demokratie. 20 Jahre 
Demokratieförderung in Ost-, Südos-
teuropa und dem Kaukasus, Berlin 
2010 (Publication Series Democracy, 
Vol. 14).
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Disarmament and Arms Control

Both concepts describe a series of measures, agreements, and initia-
tives, which are targeted at limiting or reducing of military instruments 
and capacities. In broader terms, instruments of non-proliferation or ex-
port control are included. 

Background
Disarmament aims at the reduction 
or abolishment of  military forces or 
means of  violence. Proponents of  
the disarmament approach consider 
war instruments (e.g. weapons), as the 
main reason for wars. Hence, their 
elimination reduces the probability 
of  war. Arms control designates 
the control of  existing or yet to be 
created military capacities, agreed 
upon among actors, mostly states. 
The goals are prevention of  war, 
damage limitation in the case of  war 
and reducing costs. In this case, the 
weapons are not regarded as the main 
problem, but rather their integra-
tion into a greater security political 
context, which includes at least two 
parties. 

Instruments of  disarmament and 
arms control are treaties and conven-
tions, traditionally on the international 
stage They can be agreed upon re-
gionally (groups of  states), bi- or mul-
tilaterally, and can apply globally or in 
a limited geographic space. Central to 
the functioning of  disarmament and 
arms control is to check whether the 
treaties are being observed (verifica-
tion). This creates transparency for 
the participants and should prevent 
a breach of  the agreement. Mostly 
existing organizations (OSCE for the 
Dayton Agreement) are entrusted 
with the implementation. 

Implementation
At the beginning of  the twentieth 
century, the idea of  disarmament 
dominated (e.g. Geneva Disarmament 
Conference 1932-35). After World 
War II, arms control gained in impor-
tance, which was supposed to limit 
the military competition between the 
USA and the Soviet Union. 

Today more than twenty bi- and 
multilateral arms control agreements 
are in place that include all groups 
of  nuclear, biological and chemical 
weapons (NBC weapons). Addi-
tionally, nuclear-weapon-free zones 
(NWFZ) have been established and 
limits for conventional weapons were 
agreed upon. Since the end of  the 
Cold War, the transformation of  the 
security environment, technological 
innovations, new types of  warfare and 
globalization – the increased access 
to dual-use technologies - represent 
new challenges to arms control. Small 
weapons and light weapons are the 
main means of  combat in conflicts. 
The military development of  the past 
years has fostered a system, which is 
difficult to understand in terms of  
arms control policy, as only the inter-
connectedness of  different technolo-
gies yields effects. Further, interna-
tional terrorism and non-state actors 
present challenges to arms control 
and limitation. 

Since the 1990s, cooperative arms 
control guaranteed by treaties has 
been renounced. The trend is towards 
a) making agreements more informal 
and b) focusing on a non-cooperative 
non-proliferation policy. The lat-
ter strengthens the since the 1970s 
established division of  the world into 
states which possess military technol-
ogies and weapons, and those who do 
not. Yet, there is a lack of  incentives 
for those who do not possess these 
capabilities to abstain from acquiring 
the technologies. A ray of  hope in the 
nuclear realm is President Obama’s 
Global Zero Initiative (2009). Al-
though the goal of  abolishing nuclear 
weapons seems visionary for now, 
the initiative has revived disarmament 
and arms control.  

Actors
•	 States, OSCE, EU, UN

•	 Implementation organization for 
each agreement

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Germany has signed all important 

treaties.

•	 Germany is engaged in implemen-
tation organizations, in governance 
structures like the Proliferation 
Security Initiative (PSI) and the G8-
initiative Global Partnership, which 
seeks to reduce nuclear, chemical, 
biological and radiological prolif-
eration risks.

•	 Support in the form of  experts/
personnel in international orga-
nizations (e.g. IAEA) and in the 
form of  financial resources, e.g. the 
support of  the G8 Initiative, where 
Germany is the second largest 
contributor with a commitment of  
up to $1.5 billion. 

Müller, Harald/Schörnig, Niklas, Rüs-
tungsdynamik und Rüstungskontrolle: 
eine exemplarische Einführung in die 
internationalen Beziehungen, Baden-
Baden 2006.

Neuneck, Götz/Mölling, Christian, 
Die Zukunft der Rüstungskontrolle, 
Baden-Baden 2005.

Thränert, Oliver, “Die ›globale Null‹ 
für Atomwaffen”, in: Aus Politik und 
Zeitgeschichte, 60 (December 2010) 
50, pp. 3 – 7.
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Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR)

Disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration of former combatants 
are central tasks in post-conflict situations. Accomplishing these is a key 
prerequisite for stabilization and reconstruction.

Background
DDR is a part of  an extensive cluster 
of  measures for the stabilization of  
a country. Since the 1990s, DDR 
programs are implemented together 
with UN (multidimensional) peace-
keeping missions, above all in the 
West Balkans and in Africa. Since 
then, more than 60 programs were 
carried out above all by the UN, but 
also by other international actors. In 
2010 alone, about 20 DDR processes 
in post-conflict countries were going 
on worldwide. While disarmament 
and demobilization can be realized 
relatively quickly, reintegration mea-
sures may require a commitment over 
several years. 

Implementation
While the military component of  a 
peacekeeping operation is in charge 
of  disarmament and demobilization, 
the civilian personnel is responsible 
for reintegration in cooperation with 
local actors of  development as-
sistance. The first two phases usu-
ally only last a few days: For a short 
period of  time, the combatants are 
accommodated in camps for registra-
tion purposes. In cooperation with 
civilian actors and local groups, they 
are informed about the peace process 
and background information is gath-
ered (status of  education, skills). 

Given the narrow scope for plan-
ning, international organizations such 
as the UN often have problems to 
sustain a long-term commitment to 
reintegration. Usually therefore, after 
the first two phases, financial bottle-
necks arise, leading to the interrup-
tion of  the program. 

DDR is one of  the few fields of  ac-
tions of  UN peacekeeping missions, 
in which the reworking of  practical 
experiences has led to a large-scale 
coordinated learning process with 

the involvement of  all international 
actors. At the end of  this process 
stood the adoption of  the Integrated 
DDR Standards (IDDRS) in 2007 by 
the UN’s Interagency Working Group 
on DDR. Since then, the IDDRS are 
guiding for DDR programs world-
wide. In reality, the DDR processes 
until today have great difficulties of  
meeting the high expectations of  lo-
cal and international actors. 

Actors
•	 DDR is conducted by international 

organizations in the framework 
of  peacekeeping missions. In the 
predominantly military phases, 
the DPKO is above all in charge, 
together with civilian actors, includ-
ing the World Bank, UN agencies, 
and bilateral donors (DFID, GIZ).

•	 Meanwhile, there is more emphasis 
on Local Ownership. Hence, the 
construction of  national com-
missions, which implement DDR 
with international assistance, is 
supported (e.g. the national DDR 
Commission in Southern Sudan).

•	 In addition, there are subcon-
tractors for the realization of  
sub-projects in the reintegration 
phase (GIZ, but also private local 
businesses). 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Participation in the financing of  

the Multi-Country Demobilization 
and Reintegration Program of  the 
World Bank, in DDR programs 
in Afghanistan and in the UNDP 
Fund for crisis prevention and 
reconstruction. Out of  this fund, 
projects and programs for pre-
vention and reconstruction are 
financed, with the special focus 
being on DDR programs.

•	 Participation in DDR programs of  
the KfW and the World Bank e.g. 
in the Sudan and in Rwanda. 

Kingma, Kees/Muggah, Robert, 
Critical Issues in DDR: Context, 
Indicators, Targeting and Challenges, 
Washington, D.C. 2009.

Pietz, Tobias, “Integrated Disarma-
ment, Demobilization and Rein-
tegration Standards: A Model for 
Coordination in Peace Operations?" 
in: Wolfgang Seibel et al. (Publisher), 
Peace Operations as Political and 
Managerial Challenges, Boulder 2011.

Springer, Natalia, Die Deaktivierung 
des Krieges. Zur Demobilisierung 
von Gesellschaften nach Bürgerkrie-
gen, Baden-Baden 2008.
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Economic Reconstruction 

Measures of economic reconstruction aim at the creation of a consti-
tutionally regulated and welfare state-oriented “Peace Economy" and 
fighting against economies of violence and shadow markets. Interna-
tional donors finance, coordinate, and implement these measures in co-
operation with local actors. 

Background
The unequal distribution of  resources 
and wealth is one of  the most com-
mon causes of  conflict. Thus, the 
establishment of  a peace economy 
based on the rule of  law and fair 
distribution of  wealth is an important 
objective of  crisis management and 
development work, especially in the 
post-conflict phase. Corresponding 
measures promote local economic 
structures, should attract foreign in-
vestors and stabilize the crisis-ridden 
state economically so as to provide 
employment and income, particularly 
for former combatants ( DDR). A 
major challenge is the fight against 
the so-called economies of  violence 
and shadow economies. In econo-
mies of  violence, spoilers or conflict 
parties acquire their income through 
the violent seizure of  resources and 
trade routes, particularly in resource-
rich regions. In shadow economies, 
they gain their income through illegal 
activities, such as drug trafficking. 
Meanwhile, organized crime has 
become a main obstacle to successful 
peacebuilding. 

Implementation
Security and the rule of  law are pre-
requisites for the establishment of  a 
peace economy. On its basis, interna-
tional organizations, states and NGOs 
can take measures to reconstruct the 
infrastructure (e.g. roads), to reac-
tivate agriculture and the economy, 
to construct health and education 
systems, and to attract foreign invest-
ments. Work and income can for 
instance be created through the provi-
sion of  seeds or micro-loans. Yet, 
only within the framework of  long-
term stable macro-economic struc-
tures will those measures be effective. 

To this, international financial 
institutions such as the World Bank 
have developed special programs (e.g. 
market liberalization). In the course 
of  this, a difficult balancing act has 
to be carried out between long-term 
stabilization and short-term negative 
effects on the economic situation of  
the population, which again could 
trigger unrest. Conversely, economic 
development can contribute to peace 
and  reconciliation, by stimulating co-
operation between estranged groups. 

The same ambivalence affects private-
sector activities in conflict zones, 
especially in extractive industries 
(crude oil etc.). Large investments of  
companies to the benefit of  corrupt 
regimes exacerbate tensions; charg-
ing license fees for instance for the 
rights of  use of  these resources can 
counteract this. However, compa-
nies can also have conflict reducing 
effects, by involving different groups 
in the population in the awarding of  
contracts and work and thus promot-
ing communication and cooperation. 
The Global Compact-Initiative of  the  
UN developed guidelines for this. 

Economic aid programs should build 
on what already exists in the country, 
and not perpetuate old inequalities or 
create new ones. Thereby, the promo-
tion of  economies of  peace and the 
prevention of  conflict-promoting 
economies go hand in hand. The 
international community can take 
action against economies of  violence 
by labeling or banning products (e.g. 
so-called blood diamonds in the 
framework of  the Kimberly process), 
by global regulatory measures (e.g. 
deregulation of  drug markets) or 
through structural support of  legal 
economic activities.

Actors
•	 States, international organizations 

(UN, in particular UNDP, World 
Bank, IMF).

•	 Companies, international and local 
NGOs.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Particularly financial contribution 

through international institutions 
such as the UN and World Bank. 

•	 Political support and implementa-
tion of  actions through the BMZ 
and Foreign Ministry or their ex-
ecutive organization the GIZ.

•	 Individual projects of  NGOs, such 
as support of  the production of  
rose oil in Afghanistan through the 
Deutsche Welthungerhilfe as an 
alternative to poppy cultivation.

GIZ, Conflicts and Economies 
(Online-Topic Page), www.giz.de.

Spelten, Angelika, Economies of  Vio-
lence: A Challenge for Development 
Policy, June 2004 (FriEnt-Guideline), 
www.frient.de.

UNDP, Post-conflict Economic Re-
covery, New York: Bureau for Crisis 
Prevention and Recovery, October 
2008, www.undp.org.
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Election Observation

In the context of an election observation, a group of independent interna-
tional and/or local observers monitor and assess the election process in 
a country. Thereby, international standards and national legislation have 
to be taken into account. The aim is to guarantee free and fair elections 
and to improve the conditions for confidence in the democratic process. 

Background
Election observation is one of  the 
key instruments to support democ-
racy, human rights and the rule of  
law. After some isolated predecessors, 
systematic monitoring of  electoral 
processes became a major element of  
crisis prevention after the Cold War 
and the related democratic aspirations 
of  the international community. It 
demonstrates international interest, 
may strengthen public confidence in 
the electoral process, exposes any ir-
regularities, provides transparency and 
acceptance for all parties involved, 
and contributes to the political stabi-
lization, above all in transition- and 
post-conflict countries.

In particular, regional organizations 
conduct electoral observation mis-
sions ( EU,  OSCE, AU, OAS). The 
OSCE founded the Office for Demo-
cratic Institutions and Human Rights 
(ODIHR) in 1991. In 2000, the EU 
systematized and consolidated its ac-
tivities, developed since 1993 with the 
guiding principle Communication on 
EU Election Assistance and Observa-
tion, and sent missions outside of  the 
OSCE region. The focus of  the  UN 
is on the preparation and conduct of  
elections (Electoral Assistance). 

In 2005, within the UN framework, 
the Declaration of  Principles for 
International Election was adopted 
and signed by the most important 
actors. Since then, an internationally 
recognized methodology of  election 
observation exists. 

Implementation
International election observation 
missions require an official invitation 
from the country of  destination. In 
a Memorandum of  Understanding, 
between the government and the 

deploying organization, the frame-
work conditions are agreed upon 
(including unrestricted access by the 
observers to all actors involved in 
every stage of  the electoral process). 
In return, the observers commit to 
neutrality and objectivity. Already 
weeks before the election, a group of  
experts (Core Team) and long-term 
observers (Long-Term Observers, 
LTOs) arrive in the country. Na-
tionwide, the LTOs get in contact 
with electoral authorities, parties, 
candidates, local media and civil 
society; the Core Team assesses the 
information gathered at country level. 
A greater number of  Short-Term 
Observers (STOs) is present on the 
Election Day, to observe the cast-
ing and counting of  votes, as well as 
possible complaint procedures and 
bodies until the official announce-
ment of  the results. All findings and 
assessments, as well as suggestions 
for improvement, are published in a 
final report. 

Its recommendations are not binding 
for the observed countries. Occasion-
ally, the final reports play an impor-
tant role in the evaluation of  reform 
processes and for further coopera-
tion. However, reports can be ignored 
by the observed country and the 
observation itself  can be criticized or 
rejected. Overall, the record of  suc-
cess of  electoral observation is mixed.

The EU has sent out more than 70 
missions since 2000, OSCE-ODIHR 
more than 200 since 1996.                                                                                   

Actors
•	 EU, OSCE-ODIHR, OAS, AU, 

ECOWAS.

•	 International and national NGOs 
such as the Carter Center.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Backing, nomination and prepara-

tion of  the German election ob-
servers through the ZIF since 2002 
(thus far, more than 3,000 deployed 
election observers; 2010: 304 in 
OSCE, 43 in the EU).

•	 Participation of  German members 
of  parliament in election observa-
tion missions of  the Parliamentary 
Assembly of  the OSCE.

•	 Training of  West African elec-
tion observers in the West Africa 
project of  ZIF at the Kofi Annan 
International Peacekeeping Train-
ing Centre in Ghana (8 training 
courses since 2004).

•	 Training of  election observers from 
Belarus and Ukraine by the ZIF.  

Kühne, Winrich, Gratwanderung 
zwischen Krieg und Frieden. Wahlen 
in Post-Konfliktländern und entste-
henden Demokratien – Dilemmata, 
Probleme und Lessons Learned, Ber-
lin: Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung, 2010.

OSCE-ODIHR (Publisher), Election 
Observation Handbook, 6. Edition., 
Warsaw, 2010.

European Commission (Publisher), 
Handbook for European Union Elec-
tion Observation, 2. Edition, Brussels 
2008.

ZIF, Interactice Presentation on EU 
and OSCE Election Observation, 
www.zif-berlin.org (analysis/publica-
tions)

German Election Observers

LTO STO  Total

OSCE 240 2,143 2,383

EU 215 270 485

LTO:  Long-Term-
Observer

STO: Short-Term-
Observer
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Groups of Friends of the UN Secretary-General

Groups of friends are diplomatic instruments for negotiations. They are 
small, informal unions of UN member states, which support the Secre-
tary-General or his representatives on site and the Security Council in 
finding a solution to a conflict or a content-related question of UN crisis 
management. Composition and size may vary. 

Background
Since the early 1990s, groups of  
friends have been increasingly em-
ployed as instruments of  conflict 
resolution. The growing complexity 
of  the conflicts required additional 
political instruments. Groups of  
friends are such an instrument that is 
less visible, but can still have a great 
effect: They can contribute to the 
exchange of  information between the 
UN and conflicting parties, as well 
as among conflicting parties. They 
signal to them that the international 
community is determined to solve the 
crisis and committed to apply pres-
sure. In addition, they support the 
activities of  the Secretary-General 
and the Security Council and help 
with the international mobilization of  
resources for the entire peace process. 

Similar to Groups of  Friends of  the 
Secretary-General are the so-called 
Contact Groups. Just like Groups of  
Friends, they represent informal ad 
hoc-federations of  states which are 
concerned with the political transfor-
mation of  a conflict. Their links to 
the UN, however, may be somewhat 
less pronounced.

Implementation
Groups of  friends meet ad hoc and 
mostly act in regard to a specific 
country or a thematic issue. As a rule, 
they consist of  representatives of  
three to six states. As in the case of  
El Salvador, Cambodia or Georgia, 
groups of  friends support the UN 
Secretary-General on the diplomatic 
level and provide him with the neces-
sary political backing for negotiations 
with conflicting parties. 

Groups of  friends can be employed 
in conflict prevention. Still, most of  

the time, they work along peace op-
erations, supporting them politically. 
They are often involved in negotiating 
peace agreements or accompanying 
its implementation. After the Civil 
War in El Salvador in the mid-1990s, 
for example, neighboring states like 
Mexico had a crucial role in facilitat-
ing talks between the parties to the 
conflict, while the US made avail-
able extensive financial resources for 
implementing the peace process. In 
addition, there are groups of  friends 
who commit themselves to a specific 
topic of  UN crisis management, such 
as, for example, the “Supporters of  
Resolution 1325”. 

The success of  the groups depends 
on a range of  different factors: the 
credibility and sustainability of  the 
engagement, the impartiality and po-
litical will of  the participating coun-
tries, the composition of  the group 
itself  as well as the reliability of  the 
negotiation partners in the conflict-
ridden country. In Somalia, for 
instance, the group of  friends could 
not achieve anything, because no local 
partners were available for the peace 
process. 

Actors
•	 A group of  friends consists of  rep-

resentatives of  UN member states. 

•	 As a rule of  thumb, a group of  
friends should represent a balanced 
combination of  Security Council 
members, financially strong donor 
countries, neighboring states to the 
conflict-ridden country, and repre-
sentatives of  the most important 
stakeholders. Last but not least, it 
needs to be impartial. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Member of  and since 2003 coordi-

nator of  the group of  friends for 
Georgia, along with France, Great 
Britain, Russia, and the U.S. (since 
1993 trying to find a solution to 
the conflict between Georgia and 
Abkhazia). 

•	 Membership in further country-
specific groups (e.g. Yemen) and 
thematic unions, such as the groups 
for the reform of  the UN, for the 
implementation of  Resolution 
1325, and for mediation, human 
security and conflict prevention. 

Ahtisaari, Martti, “What Makes for 
Successful Conflict Resolution?" in: 
Development Dialogue, (November 
2009) 53, pp. 41– 49.

Bundesakademie für Sicherheitspoli-
tik (Publisher), Georgien im Fokus: 
Sicherheitspolitische Perspektiven 
für den Kaukasus – Handlungsemp-
fehlungen für die deutsche Politik, 
Berlin 2009.

Whitfield, Theresa, Working with 
Groups of  Friends, Washington, D.C. 
2010.
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Humanitarian Aid

Humanitarian aid is the immediate relief for people in acute humanitarian 
emergencies. It is provided by state and non-state actors and is bound 
by principles of impartiality, independence and neutrality. Humanitarian 
actions should alleviate the suffering of affected people. Yet, their aim is 
not to eliminate the causes of the emergency.

Background
Humanitarian aid includes the mate-
rial and logistical provision and 
distribution of  aid for people that 
are in acute humanitarian emergency 
situations due to natural disasters 
(e.g. floods in Pakistan, 2010), epi-
demics (e.g. cholera in Haiti, 2010) 
or conflicts (e.g. Afghanistan). The 
focus is on supplying clean drinking 
water, adequate nutrition and basic 
medical services, as well as providing 
protection against weather factors and 
violence. The adherence to impartial-
ity, independence and neutrality is 
intended to ensure that all parties to 
the conflict permit the aid – thereto, 
they are compelled by international 
humanitarian law.

Implementation
The majority of  international hu-
manitarian aid is undertaken in war 
and civil war zones. The key actors 
are organizations of  the  UN such as 
UNHCR, UNICEF and the World 
Food Program (WFP), the Interna-
tional Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Movement and NGOs. In their work, 
they are often supported by local 
partners.

The  EU has a commissioner who is 
in charge of  an office for humanitar-
ian aid: ECHO, which annually had 
approximately €793 million at its 
disposal for the past five years. The 
Lisbon Treaty intends the creation of  
a European voluntary corps by the 
end of  2011, in which young Europe-
ans can participate in the humanitar-
ian aid programs of  the EU.

Both, the need for humanitarian aid 
and the number of  actors increases. 
According to the British Overseas 

Development Institute (ODI) over 
300,000 people worldwide were ac-
tively involved in NGOs in 2008, with 
the financial resources of  $18 billion. 

The effectiveness of  humanitarian 
aid can be impaired by external and 
internal factors. For instance, in civil 
wars, in which the displacement and 
the homicide of  civilians is a means 
of  waging war or the war objective, 
humanitarian aid is often impeded. In 
times of  reconstruction, the demarca-
tion to development cooperation can 
be difficult, which puts a strain on the 
cooperation of  different organiza-
tions. Also a lack of  knowledge of  
the situation on the ground and un-
coordinated actions (particularly given 
the increasing number of  humanitar-
ian actors) often reduce the effective-
ness of  aid. Moreover, humanitarian 
aid has come to be considered a via-
ble economic resource for belligerent 
parties, who often try to misuse relief  
supplies. This creates an incentive to 
continue conflicts, thus exacerbating 
existing emergencies or creating new 
ones. Humanitarian principles are also 
often subordinated to political goals, 
which runs contrary to the basic prin-
ciples of  humanitarian aid.

Actors
•	 States.

•	 European Union: EU commis-
sioner for international develop-
ment cooperation, humanitarian aid 
and crisis response, to which the 
European Commission Humanitar-
ian Office, ECHO is subordinate 
to.

•	 UN organizations (UNHCR, UNI-
CEF, WFP).

•	 Red Cross, Red Crescent.

•	 NGOs.

•	 Local partners that support the 
aforementioned actors.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Provision of  approximately €925.5 

billion worldwide in the past four 
years.

•	 As the fourth largest economy in 
the world, Germany remains ap-
proximately at the tenth place in 
donor statistics. In the past years an 
upward trend has been observed.

Active Learning Network for Ac-
countability and Performance in 
Humanitarian Action (ALNAP) (Pub-
lisher), 8th Review of  Humanitarian 
Action. Performance, Impact and 
Innovation, London, July 2009.

Harvey, Paul et al., The State of  the 
Humanitarian System: Assessing Per-
formance and Progress. A Pilot Study, 
London: ODI, 2010, www.alnap.org.

Ramalingam, Ben/Barnett, Michael, 
The Humanitarian’s Dilemma: Col-
lective Action or Inaction in Interna-
tional Relief?, London: ODI, August 
2010 (ODI Background Note).
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International Tribunals

The International Criminal Court (ICC), a tool in the fight against severe 
human rights violations, should strengthen the rule of law in local and 
international relations. Before the ICC, individuals have to take respon-
sibility for crimes of international concern (genocide, crimes against hu-
manity, war crimes and aggression).

Background
Historical predecessors of  the ICC 
are, among others, the military 
tribunals of  Nuremberg and To-
kyo after 1945: Acts that violate the 
international law of  war or rather the 
Geneva Convention should not go 
unpunished. Genocide, crimes against 
humanity and war crimes are subject 
to the jurisdiction of  the ICC. The 
definition of  the criminal offence of  
aggression is currently being dis-
cussed; the foundations were created 
at the ICC conference in Kampala in 
2010.

The ICC is based on the Rome 
Statute of  the International Criminal 
Court of  1998. After the required 
quota of  sixty countries was surpris-
ingly quick to ratify the statute, the 
ICC began its work as an independent 
international institution with its head-
quarters in The Hague. Since then, 
114 states have ratified the statute 
(yet not the USA, China, India, Israel, 
Russia, Sudan). They send representa-
tives to the legislative and supervisory 
assembly of  the ICC. 

According to the complementarity 
principle, the ICC only gets involved 
when nation states are not willing 
or not able to assume the prosecu-
tion themselves. As a superordinated 
supervisory body, the ICC should 
provide incentives for establishing 
local rule of  law structures. It can 
only judge on individuals and has 
no universal jurisdiction. Perpetra-
tors can only be held accountable if  
they are a citizen of  the contractual 
state or if  the crime was committed 
on its territory. The ICC is funded 
through payments from the contract-
ing states as well as through voluntary 
contributions. 

In addition, there are also territorial 
and temporary tribunals such as the 
International Criminal Tribunal for 
the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The 
Hague. It was established by the UN 
Security Council in 1993, in order to 
persecute war crimes in the Balkans. 
In 1994, the International Criminal 
Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) was set 
up in Arusha (Tanzania). In Sierra Le-
one (2002), Cambodia (2005, Khmer 
Rouge Tribunal) and for Lebanon 
(2007, Hariri tribunal in The Hague) 
Special Courts were set up based on a 
bilateral agreement with the  UN.

Implementation
The first hearing at the ICC was 
held in 2009; the defendant was the 
Congolese militia leader Thomas 
Lubanga, accused of  the forced re-
cruitment of  child soldiers. Currently, 
there are running proceedings against 
Joseph Kony and the command 
personnel of  the Ugandan Lord’s 
Resistance Army. In 2009, the ICC 
issued its first arrest warrant against 
an acting head of  state, Sudan’s 
president Omar Al-Bashir, among 
others, for crimes against humanity 
in Darfur. Particularly African states 
criticize these arrest warrants, argu-
ing that they impede the stabilization 
of  post-conflict societies. Since 2010, 
investigations are underway regarding 
the incidents in Kenya. The effec-
tive power of  the ICC continues to 
be disputed, many of  the accused 
are still at large, and sentences were 
not enforced. Important states reject 
the court. For instance, the US fear 
the indictment of  their soldiers and 
have therefore even threatened ICC 
supporters with the withdrawal of  
development aid.

Actors
•	 114 states which ratified the Rome 

Statute (among others 31 from 
Africa, 25 from Latin America, 18 
from Eastern- and 25 in Western 
Europe).

•	 In the ICC: President and deputy, 
attorney, 18 judges in three cham-
bers and their staff.

•	 Supporters: The civil society net-
work Coalition for the ICC (2,500 
members in 150 countries).

Selected examples of German 
commitment 
•	 Strong political, financial and 

organizational support for the ICC, 
Special Courts, ICTR, ICTY

•	 The second largest contributor 
after Japan (12.7% of  a total of  
€103.6 million).

•	 Hans-Peter Kaul, a German judge, 
is second vice president of  the 
ICC; legal experts are sent to the 
ICTY.

Deitelhoff, Nicole, “Gerechtigkeit 
und Frieden durch den Internatio-
nalen Strafgerichtshof ”, in: Josef  
Braml et al., eds., Einsatz für den 
Frieden, Munich 2010, pp. 287–293.

Schaller, Christian, Der Internationale 
Strafgerichtshof  und das Verbrechen 
der Aggression: Durchbruch auf  der 
Überprüfungskonferenz in Kampala?, 
Berlin: SWP, May 2010 (SWP-Com-
ment 45/2010).

ICC, www.icc-cpi.int.
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Military Rapid Response Forces

Military rapid response forces are a distinct capability which enables 
a quick reaction in crisis scenarios The underlying assumption is that 
a timely, rapid and decisive intervention of a few troops might allow to 
prevent the escalation of a crisis or suspend it until larger units are avail-
able, or until political solutions to resolve the conflict are found. 

Background
The experiences of  the 1990s in the 
Balkans and Rwanda illustrated to the 
international community their lack 
of  capabilities to undertake effective 
preventive measures or to respond 
quickly to a crisis. Hence, the result 
were initiatives in the   EU,   NATO,   
UN and the AU to establish military 
rapid response forces.

The quick and decisive deployment 
of  such troops, supposed to arrive 
with first units in the theatre of  oper-
ations within 10 to 15 (UN: 30 to 90), 
has the aim of  preventing the escala-
tion of  crises. Such a mission raises 
hopes that future and often bloodier, 
more expensive and long-term inter-
ventions can be avoided, as the scope 
of  action of  the intervening actors in 
such interventions is restricted. Con-
flicts might spread and escalate, and 
might create results which can then 
only be revised by applying the full 
range of  military instruments. In hu-
manitarian terms, a delayed interven-
tion often risks extending the suffer-
ing of  the population and increasing 
the number of  victims. 

However, a rapid military response 
can only succeed as part of  an overall 
grand strategy. Ideally, the military 
crisis response is to be embedded in 
the context of  further measures that 
serve to cope with the social, eco-
nomic or political problems causing 
or fostering conflicts. These include 
civilian instruments, which should be 
available both during and after mili-
tary operations.

Implementation
The UN could rely on the Standby 
High Readiness Brigade (SHIRBRIG) 
from 2000 to 2009. Yet, the troops 

of  this brigade (up to 5,000 sol-
diers) were never deployed. Only 
the SHIRBRIG planning element 
has participated in UN missions (e.g. 
UNMIS 2005). The capacity of  the 
SHIRBRIG diminished continuously 
for various reasons, including a lack 
of  commitment of  states, until it was 
finally dissolved in 2010.

The African Standby Force (ASF) 
of  the AU agreed on in 2004 is to 
consist of  five regional brigades with 
approximately 5,000 soldiers each, so 
that the ASF troops can reach up to 
25,000 to 30,000 men. The envisioned 
operational target for 2010 has not 
yet been reached.

Since 2004, the NATO Response 
Force (NRF) has reached full opera-
tional capability. First parts of  this 
multinational unit can be deployed 
within five days. A NRF can be 
brought up to approximately 25,000 
soldiers and can manage a wide range 
of  tasks. So far the NRF has only 
been used for disaster relief  aid (e.g. 
hurricane Katrina, U.S. 2005) and 
security tasks (e.g. Olympic Games in 
Athens 2004). 

Since 2005, the EU disposes of  the 
EU Battlegroups (EUBG), multina-
tional units of  approximately 1,500 to 
3,000 soldiers. They can be deployed 
ten days after operational decisions 
have been taken. 

The EUBG and the NRF have never 
been deployed in crisis manage-
ment despite several requests (e.g. to 
the EU for DR Congo 2008). This 
is above all a result of  political and 
financial considerations. If  an EU and 
NATO member state votes against 
a deployment, the mission does not 
come about (abstentions are pos-
sible). Moreover, troop-contributing 

countries have to give their con-
sent. Military operations are mainly 
financed by the troop-contributing 
states and are therefore a substantial 
burden for them (costs lie where they 
fall principle). Furthermore, there are 
doubts about the military quality and 
the operational capability of  EUBG 
and NR.  

Actors
•	 Contribution to EUBG.

•	 Contribution to NRF.

•	 NATO with NRF.

•	 AU with ASF. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Participation in EUBG and NRF 

Major, Claudia/Mölling, Christian, 
EU-Battlegroups: What Contribution 
to European Defense? Progress and 
Prospects of  European Rapid Re-
sponse Forces, Berlin: SWP, June 2011 
(SWP-Research Paper 08/2011).

Ringsmose, Jens, “NATO’s Response 
Force: Finally Getting It Right?”, in: 
European Security, 18 (2009) 3, S. 
287–304.

Schöndorf, Elisabeth, Die Entsend-
elücke im VN Peacekeeping. Defizite, 
Ursachen, Handlungsoptionen, Berlin: 
SWP, February 2011 (SWP-Research 
Paper 4/2011).
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Peace Enforcement
Peace enforcement implies the application of sanctions up to the point 
of military force on the basis of a UN Security Council mandate. It can 
be carried out in case of a threat to peace and international security or 
in case of a breach of peace. It aims to re-establish peace and security. 

Background
According to the UN Charter, the 
UN Security Council has the primary 
responsibility for the maintenance 
of  international peace and security. 
If  the Council identifies a risk to 
international peace and security, it has 
a range of  instruments at its disposal 
in order to restore peace, including, 
among others, the application of  
military force. Its use, however, is 
politically controversial and remains 
a means of  last resort. The enforce-
ment of  peace is regulated in Chapter 
VII of  the UN Charter. For its au-
thorization, the UN Security Council 
must first determine a threat to inter-
national security according to article 
39 of  the UN Charter. Subsequently, 
the Security Council can pass a reso-
lution that is legally binding for all 
193 member states. A Security Coun-
cil resolution requires the affirmative 
votes of  nine out of  fifteen members 
including the affirmative votes of  the 
five permanent members, i.e. they 
must not veto the resolution.  Absten-
tions or absences are not considered a 
veto.  In practice, the implementation 
of  peace enforcement mandates lies 
with other international or regional 
organizations or coalitions of  UN 
member states. The consent for the 
intervention given by all major parties 
to the conflict is desirable, but it is 
not required according to Chapter 
VII of  the UN Charter. During the 
Cold War, the bloc confrontation in 
the Security Council inhibited the 
use of  peace enforcing measures. An 
exception was the intervention in 
Korea from 1950 to 1953. Since the 
early 1990s, peace enforcement mea-
sures have been implemented more 
frequently. 

Implementation
The application of  military force is 
the ultima ratio of  crisis management. 

The UN Security Council authorizes 
military coercive measures only in 
case of  an acute threat to regional 
and international security. An asser-
tive and credible military presence is 
supposed to end disputes between 
conflicting parties and offer pro-
tection to the civilian population. 
Through its deterrence effect, it can 
contribute to de-escalation. Mainly 
regional or sub-regional organizations 
are entrusted with enforcing peace, 
such as NATO (e.g. in the Balkan 
conflicts at the beginning of  the 
1990s and in Afghanistan since 2001), 
the EU (e.g. in the CFSP mission in 
the Congo 2006), ECOWAS (e.g. in 
Liberia 1990) and SADC (e.g. in Leso-
tho 1998). Occasionally, the Security 
Council also mandates coalitions of  
the willing, such as the multinational 
transitional troops in Haiti (2004), or 
individual states, such as Great Britain 
in Sierra Leone in 2000. As a rule, 
UN-led peace missions do not take 
over this task, as they lack the appro-
priate capabilities e.g. for fast deploy-
ment of  troops as well as technical 
equipment. 

Peace-enforcing measures without a 
Security Council mandate lack politi-
cal as well as legal legitimacy, as the 
NATO intervention in Kosovo in 
1999 exemplified. For a sustainable 
restoration of  peace and security, 
military measures should be supple-
mented by political and civilian mea-
sures. Successful examples include 
the multinational INTERFET, which 
prevented an escalation of  violence 
in East Timor in 1999, or the Brit-
ish Operation Paliser in Sierra Leone 
(2000). In both cases, the military 
operations were planned from the 
beginning as part of  a comprehensive 
crisis management strategy. 

Actors
•	 UN Security Council as mandating 

body. 

•	 The military components of  inter-
national, regional and sub-regional 
organizations (NATO, EU, AU etc.) 
and the troops of  multinational  
coalitions or individual member 
states as actors, accompanied by 
humanitarian aid and diplomatic 
measures. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Participation in peace-enforcing 

measures under a UN Security 
Council mandate, such as in Af-
ghanistan in the framework of  the 
NATO-led ISAF mission.

•	 In principle, however, Germany 
conducts a policy of  military 
restraint. 

Cimbala, Stephen J./Foster, Peter K., 
Multinational Military Intervention: 
NATO Policy, Strategy and Burden 
Sharing, Farnham 2010.

Coleman, Katharina P., International 
Organizations and Peace Enforce-
ment: The Politics of  International 
Legitimacy, Vancouver 2010.

United Nations (Publisher), UN 
Peace Operations. Principles 
and Guidelines, New York 2008, 
ww.peacekeepingbestpractices.unlb.
org.
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Peacebuilding
Peacebuilding refers to a range of different civilian measures, which are 
to establish lasting peace in a post-conflict country. They are aimed at 
removing structural causes of violent conflicts, overcoming the conse-
quences of conflict, and the creation of mechanisms for conflict trans-
formation. Peacebuilding unites security and development policy ap-
proaches. 

Background
The concept was coined by UN 
Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali 
(Agenda for Peace, 1992). Nowadays, 
peacebuilding is an integral part of  
international crisis management. The 
importance of  peacebuilding derives 
from the fact that about half  of  all 
post-conflict states relapse back into 
conflict within five years. Compre-
hensive peacebuilding measures are 
supposed to stabilize conflict-ridden 
countries. Therefore, successful 
peacebuilding means also successfully 
preventing the next violent crisis.

Implementation
Peacebuilding is a task that cross-cuts 
through various interdependent fields 
of  activities. In the security realm, it 
includes DDR and SSR. In the po-
litical sector, it involves political and 
administrative institution-building, 
as well as the implementation of  the 
rule of  law, human rights and minor-
ity rights. Economic reconstruction 
requires, among others, combating 
war economies and the development 
of  local economic structures. Recon-
ciliation and transitional justice, along 
with the reintegration of  traumatized 
refugees or child soldiers, are mea-
sures for overcoming psychological 
and social consequences of  war. In 
addition, neighboring regions must 
be involved, for instance, where the 
regulation of  border issues is a con-
cern. Meanwhile, peacebuilding tasks 
have continuously increased over the 
last 15 years. 

Increasingly, the UN also deploys 
exclusively civilian peacebuilding and 
political missions (e.g. Sierra Le-
one). Peacebuilding activities mostly 
occur in cooperation with other 

international organizations, NGOs 
or individual states. The number of  
actors involved has continuously 
risen. As a result, coordination and 
coherence problems ensue, as the Af-
ghanistan experience shows. In order 
to better coordinate and support the 
actors institutionally, UN member 
states have created new structures in 
2005: The Peacebuilding Commis-
sion (PBC), the Peacebuilding Fund 
(PBF), and a Peacebuilding Support 
Office (PBSO). The PBC is to create 
integrated strategies and implemen-
tation plans for states weakened by 
conflict. It also mobilizes resources 
and coordinates donors. The PBF, a 
voluntary fund under the authority 
of  the Secretary-General, is sup-
posed to provide flexible financial 
means, particularly in the early stages 
of  a consolidation process. So far, 
46 member states have assured $350 
million. The PBSO, located in the UN 
Secretariat, supports the commission 
and funds analytically and adminis-
tratively. Currently, the PBC has six 
focus countries under the auspices of  
the so-called Country Specific Con-
figurations (CSC). Yet, the new struc-
ture remains short of  its potential: 
the Commission needs more political 
clout and therefore a stronger link to 
the Security Council, as well as more 
support from member states. Fur-
ther, it should expand its analytical, 
strategic and communicative capabili-
ties. For the implementation on site, it 
needs above all appropriate personnel 
and reliable resources. 

Actors
•	 States, international and regional 

organizations (e.g. EU), which 
provide politically strategic and 
financial contributions, and support 

the implementation. In addition, 
groups of  friends, financial institu-
tions, and NGOs.

•	 Local governments, conflict par-
ties and the civilian population 
as recipients and “agents" of  
peacebuilding. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Peacebuilding is a focal point of  

German crisis management and of  
the German UN Security Council 
membership in 2011/2012. 

•	 In the year 2010, chairmanship of  
the PBC; thus far, deposit of  $19 
million to the PBF.

Kühne, Winrich, Peace Operations 
and Peacebuilding in the Transatlantic 
Dialogue, Berlin: ZIF, August 2009 
(ZIF-Analysis 08/09).

Schaller, Christian/Schneckener, 
Ulrich, Das Peacebuilding-System 
der VN. Neue Mechanismen – neue 
Möglichkeiten?, Berlin: SWP, March 
2009 (SWP-Research Paper 6/2009).

Sustainable Peacebuilding Network, 
Homepage of  the Working Group 
on the Future of  the Peacebuilding 
Commission, www.sciencessociales.
uottawa.ca/cepi-cips/eng/spn.as
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Peacekeeping

UN-led peacekeeping missions help states, which are involved in armed 
conflicts, to create the requirements for a sustainable peace, for instance 
by accompanying the implementation of peace accords. Mandated by a 
Security Council resolution, the missions typically consist of international 
troops, police, and civilian personnel. 

Background
UN-led peace missions are one of  
the most important instruments of  
international crisis management. Pres-
ently, the UN maintains 15 missions 
with overall approximately 120,000 
employees (approximately 84,000 
soldiers and military experts, 14,400 
policemen, 5,500 international and 
14,000 local civilian employees, and 
around 2,400 voluntary UN volun-
teers, retrieved: January 2011). On 
the one hand, they are financed by 
the UN budget for peace missions, 
into which the member states make 
annual payments. On the other hand, 
they are sustained through voluntary 
contributions. In contrast to peace 
enforcement, the approval of  the 
conflict-ridden country is a prerequi-
site for a UN mission. 

Implementation
Over the 60 years of  their exis-
tence, UN missions have evolved. 
Four categories or generations of  
peace missions can be distinguished: 
traditional peacekeeping, multidi-
mensional missions, missions with 
a robust mandate, and those with 
an executive mandate. During the 
Cold War, traditional peacekeeping 
missions prevailed: light armed UN 
peacekeeping troops monitored the 
compliance with peace agreements 
and cease fires. Nowadays, such mis-
sions are unusual. With the end of  
the Cold War, conflicts and threats 
changed and, accordingly, peace 
missions also changed. The so-called 
second generation of  multidimen-
sional peacekeeping also encompasses 
non-military tasks, such as DDR. 
These peacebuilding tasks are above 
all carried out by civilian personnel. 
Since the 1990s, the Security Council 

has provided many missions with 
a so-called robust mandate, which 
empowers them to use force not 
only for self-defense, but also for the 
enforcement of  the mandate. Most 
of  the latter missions, fall into this 
category, e.g. in the Congo. Missions 
with an executive mandate, the fourth 
generation, temporarily take over 
government functions, for instance in 
the Kosovo. 

The number of  actors involved has 
risen with the increasing need for 
operations and the mounting com-
plexity of  missions. Mostly, UN 
missions stand in a relationship based 
on a division of  labor to other UN 
organizations, such as the UNDP, and 
to regional and international actors 
such as the EU, the AU, the OSCE, 
NATO, the World Bank, and NGOs. 
A comprehensive approach should 
contribute to better coordination. 
This would be in the form of  “inte-
grated mission planning processes" 
(early inclusion of  all actors involved 
on the UN planning level) and “in-
tegrated missions" (merging of  UN 
missions and of  the on-site working 
UN country teams into one organi-
zational structure). Yet, the coordina-
tion remains difficult, both within 
and outside UN structures. Not least, 
missions often lack the capacity for 
fast deployment, political support, 
and (leadership) personnel with the 
necessary qualifications. 

Actors
•	 The Security Council issues the 

political mandate and its executive 
leadership resides with the Secre-
tary-General. He in turn is sup-
ported by the DPKO and the DFS.

•	 The mission leadership in the coun-
try of  operation, implements the 

mandate under the operative direc-
tion of  a special representative.

•	 Multinational troops and police 
forces, which the member states 
make available on a voluntary basis; 
mission –specific recruited interna-
tional and local civilian personnel.. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Fourth largest donor for UN-led 

peace missions.

•	 In mid-2010, Germany provided 49 
civilian employees and 14 police-
men, in addition to 270 soldiers 
and military advisors (January 2011: 
43rd place on the list of  UN troop 
providers). 

Center on International Cooperation 
(Publisher), Annual Review Global 
Peace Operations 2010, New York 
2010.

Hansen, Wibke/Gienanth, Tobias 
von, Zukunft für das Peacekeeping. 
Das “New Horizon" Papier der Ver-
einten Nationen, Berlin: ZIF, Decem-
ber 2009 (ZIF Policy Briefing).

Tull, Denis M., Die Peacekeeping-
Krise der Vereinten Nationen. Ein 
Überblick über die Debatte, Berlin: 
SWP, January 2010 (SWP-Research 
Paper 1/2010).
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Police Missions

Police missions should support security forces in their efforts in crisis-
ridden countries, stop state failure or achieve internal stability through 
the construction of statehood. 

Background
The first international police mission 
was organized in 1989 by the  UN to 
support the election preparations in 
Namibia. The missions in Cambodia 
(1992/93) and West Sahara (1993-
1996) had similar tasks. In former 
Yugoslavia, the international police 
force was not only involved in assist-
ing the election preparations, but also  
in the operational monitoring of  the 
economic embargo. Additional tasks 
included: training and consultation 
of  local police forces, establishing a 
functioning police administration, the 
support and consultation on infra-
structural issues, as well as prosecu-
tion, border control and the supra-
regional protection against threats. 
Many of  the new tasks are summa-
rized under the generic term  SSR.

Police missions, above all under a 
UN mandate, successively increased 
in number and size of  personnel. 
In 2010, the UN (UNPOL) dis-
patched nearly 13.000 police officers 
worldwide. Also since 2000, the  EU 
increased its policing capacity in its  
CSDP operations. In 2004, the EU 
set the target of  5,761 police officers 
for relevant operations, of  those, 
1,400 policemen should be ready 
for action within 30 days. The first 
greater EU police missions occurred 
in the Balkans at the end of  the 1990s 
(EUPM Bosnia/PROXIMA Macedo-
nia etc.).

Implementation
Currently, major tasks of  an interna-
tional police mission are: consulting 
and training measures, assistance with 
technical equipment, including the 
necessary briefing, and increasingly 
also the establishment of  complete 
administrative structures along with 
responsible ministries and mentoring 
of  the personnel.

In past years, members of  police 
missions are recruited mainly from 
the police force and from criminal in-
vestigation departments, increasingly 
also from the Gendarmerie forces. 
The so called Formed Police Units 
(FPUs) have gained in importance, 
above all in the UN. Generally, FPUs 
are composed of  about 120 officers 
of  a personnel-dispatching state, who 
are qualified through joint training 
sessions and special equipment, to re-
act to violence prone demonstrations 
and unrests. They are meant to close 
the gaps in the spectrum of  compe-
tencies, which are neither covered by 
military components nor by civilian 
police (CIVPOL). Particularly suited 
for this task are paramilitary police 
forces of  some European states, 
such as the Gendarmerie (France), 
the Carabinieri (Italy) or the Guardia 
Civil (Spain). The UN FPUs were 
first deployed in Kosovo and East 
Timor in 1999. Their main tasks are 
the protection of  personnel and of  
the facilities of  a mission, the support 
of  local police forces in their attempts 
to maintain public security, as well as 
local FPU capacity building (training, 
consultation). In 2010, 70 FPUs of  
the UN were in action, encompassing 
more than half  of  the police forces 
sent by the UN. Since 2003, the EU 
provides FPUs within the European 
Gendarmerie (EGF); Germany, how-
ever, does not participate.  

Actors
•	 The manpower for police missions 

mandated by UN, EU or  OSCE is 
provided by the national states. 

•	 Moreover, police forces operate 
within the framework of  bilateral 
agreements and projects, such as 
the German Police Project Team 
(GPPT) in Afghanistan. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Currently, 340 German police of-

ficers are involved in international 
police missions or in bilateral proj-
ects (January 2011). 

•	 Strongest commitment of  man-
power in the bilateral GPPT (200 
officers) and in the European 
police mission EUPOL AFG (23 
officers) in Afghanistan.

•	 Support of  international police 
missions through the provision of  
equipment, consultation and train-
ing, e.g. provision of  the equipment 
of  the Senegalese FPU for UNA-
MID, police training sessions at 
the Ecole de Maintien de la Paix de 
Bamako in Mali, construction of  a 
police force in Palestine. 

Baumann, Mechthild/Bretl, Carolin, 
EU Polizeimissionen. Force Gen-
eration und Training im deutschen 
Kontext, Berlin 2010.

Durch, William/England, Madeline, 
Enhancing United Nations Capacity 
to Support Post-Conflict Policing and 
Rule of  Law, Washington, D.C. 2010.

Kempin, Ronja/Kreuder-Sonnen, 
Christian, Gendarmerieeinheiten in 
internationalen Stabilisierungsmis-
sionen. Eine Option für Deutsch-
land?, Berlin: SWP, June 2010 (SWP-
Research Paper 6/2010).
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Political Missions

Political Missions is a loose collective term for predominantly civilian op-
erations, in which various multilateral actors work towards conflict resolu-
tion and peacekeeping. They vary greatly in number and composition of 
their personnel, their duration and mandate. What they have in common 
is that they seek to achieve their aims through political interaction with 
local partners.

Background
Already, in the early 1990s the CSCE 
(now  OSCE) deployed political mis-
sions to different successor states of  
the former Soviet Union. Since a few 
years, the international interest in po-
litical missions has risen significantly. 
Accordingly, the deployments and 
involvement of  international orga-
nizations has increased as well. UN 
member states in particular regard po-
litical missions as an increasingly ef-
fective and inexpensive alternative to 
labor-intensive large-scale operations: 
the 2010/2011 budget for the 14 UN 
peacekeeping missions amounts to 
$7.2 billion. In contrast, the 17 politi-
cal missions cost only $600 million. 

Thus far, there is no clear defini-
tion for this type of  operation. The 
increasingly recognized concept, used 
here, is derived from the correspond-
ing budget line for the activities of  
the DPA in the UN budget (Special 
Political Missions). 

The mandates of  political missions 
range from traditional diplomacy and 
peacebuilding to humanitarian help 
and development cooperation. They 
can also come into play at differ-
ent stages of  the conflict cycle. The 
political missions of  the  UN often 
join larger, more robust operations, 
while others have a preventative and 
early-warning function. The major-
ity of  missions are only active in 
one country; however, some are also 
involved in regional fields of  opera-
tion; this, for instance, applies to the 
mission of  the  EU  Special Repre-
sentative for the peace process in the 
Middle East or that of  the UN office 
for West Africa (UNOWA). The 
strength of  the personnel in political 
missions ranges from approximately 

1,700 employees (the UN Assistance 
Mission in Afghanistan, UNAMA) to 
two dozen civilian experts (in indi-
vidual offices).

Political missions are legitimized 
through multilateral political bod-
ies, such as the UN Security Council, 
the EU Council or the Permanent 
Council of  the OSCE. They just use 
political means in dialogue with local 
actors and in the mediation between 
them. The objective of  the mission is 
also political: to seek, together with 
local actors on site, policy approaches 
for conflict transformation in order to 
ensure lasting peace.

Implementation	
Currently there are over 40 political 
missions, which are first and foremost 
carried out by the UN, the OSCE 
and the EU. In the UN, the DPA is 
responsible for a total of  17 mis-
sions (apart from UNAMA, which 
as the largest mission, falls under the 
authority of  the DPKO). They are 
concentrated in Africa (8) and the 
Middle East (4). 

In contrast to the UN, the OSCE 
exclusively conducts political missions 
in its member states, as in the Balkans 
(7), in Eastern Europe (2), in the Cau-
casus (3) and in central Asia (5). The 
OAS, with its four missions, and the 
AU, with its single mission, are also 
only active in member states.

Political missions are confronted with 
three challenges in particular. Firstly, 
flawed recruitment mechanisms in 
member states as well as in inter-
national organizations exist, so that 
some missions are understaffed by up 
to 30%. Secondly, the small political 
missions in the UN and the EU in 

particular, find it difficult to gain the 
necessary attention and backing for 
their agenda from their headquarters. 
Thirdly, in addition to political mis-
sions, there are usually many other 
international actors on the ground, 
such as in Afghanistan, Iraq or in the 
DR of  Congo. A lack of  coordination 
implies that there are frequently high 
losses incurred through conflicting 
and duplicated activities. 

Actors
•	 DPA (UN), OSCE, EU, AU, OAS.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Political support of  the opera-

tions of  the UN, EU and OSCE 
as part of  Germany’s membership, 
seconding of  personnel to EU, UN 
and OSCE missions.

•	 Michael von der Schulenburg 
as the only German Executive 
Representative of  the Secretary-
General (ERSG) presides over the 
UNIPSIL political mission in Sierra 
Leone. 

Gowan, Richard/Jones, Bruce, 
Review of  Political Missions 2010, 
New York: Center on International 
Cooperation, 2010.

UN DPA, Field Operations and Good 
Offices Missions, www.un.org.

UNRIC, United Nations Political and 
Peacebuilding Missions, www.unric.
org.
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Pooled Funds

Pooled funds are multilateral mechanisms to mobilize country- or issue-
specific resources, and coordinate donors. The aim is greater coherence, 
flexibility and effectiveness in the application of contributions.

Background
The means that states and organiza-
tions provide for crisis management 
are often not used efficiently:  Every 
donor has its own agenda, priorities, 
procedural requirements and distribu-
tion channels. This leads to duplica-
tions, gaps and aid programs that 
lack coherence. Pooled funds should 
counteract the disruptive factors as 
well as guarantee a coordinated, fast 
and flexible use of  the means.

Implementation
The most important pooled funds 
are international funds, into which 
international organizations, states and 
sometimes private individuals pay 
(Multi-Donor Trust Funds, MDTFs). 
Even if  the institutional design of  
MDTFs varies, they all combine the 
deposits of  multiple donors into one 
pool, which is administered by a man-
dated actor (e.g.  UN)

There are country- and issue-specific 
funds. Most country-specific funds 
are applied in a multi-sectoral way and 
as such finance measures in different 
areas (security, health, education etc). 
An example is the Afghanistan Re-
construction Trust Fund. Sometimes 
however, they also have narrowly-
defined tasks (e.g.  DDR in Sierra 
Leone).

Global funds promote the awareness 
of  a cross-cutting security political 
issue in crisis-ridden countries (e.g. 
UN Democracy Fund) or in a specific 
region (e.g. African Peace Facility as 
the main financial source for the AU). 
There are also hybrids of  country-
specific and global MDTFs (e.g. 
Peacebuilding Fund). 

The effectiveness of  MDTFs is 
impaired by a number of  factors. 
The fragmentation of  donors can 
only be overcome to a certain extent: 

Divergent interests impede quick 
decisions. Furthermore, MDTFs are 
often confronted with conflicting 
objectives. A strong involvement of  
local partners ( Local Ownership) in 
the implementation of  programs, for 
example, can be a protracted under-
taking: Suitable people and groups 
have to be identified, whereby differ-
ent population groups have to be in-
volved equally (Do No Harm). These 
time-consuming verification processes 
can be at the expense of  quick aid. 

Moreover, aid recipients are often 
unable to administer the aid well: 
personal and structural capacities for 
planning and organization are often 
missing. Frequently the financial and 
personal efforts for the manage-
ment of  funds is underestimated by 
donor countries. Finally, a systematic 
evaluation of  the results of  projects 
financed by funds is absent.

Actors
•	 In particular, Western states as 

major donors.

•	 The UN and the World Bank 
generally act as the administrative 
organizations.

•	 Aid recipients are usually govern-
ments, sometimes also civil-society-
oriented organizations, e.g. local 
NGOs.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Contributions to numerous funds; 

emphasis on states in Africa, par-
ticularly Sudan, and in Afghanistan.

Boyce, James/Forman, Shepard, 
Financing Peace: International and 
National Resources for Postconflict 
Countries and Fragile States, October 
2010 (Input Paper World Develop-
ment Report 2011).

Patrick, Stewart/Brown, Kaysie, 
Greater than the Sum of  Its Parts? 
Assessing “Whole of  Government" 
Approaches to Fragile States, New 
York 2007, www.cgdev.org.

Pech, Birgit, Programmorientierte 
Gemeinschaftsfinanzierung: Implika-
tionen für Post-Konflikt-Situationen, 
Duisburg: INEF, October 2010 (Proj-
ect working paper No. 2).
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Reconciliation and Transitional Justice

Reconciliation and transitional justice are defined as processes in a post-
conflict country, designated to lead from a state of hostility to a situation 
of cooperation. In this context, coming to terms with the past and the 
attempt to achieve justice are essential.

Background
Many societies of  post-conflict 
countries are traumatized and deeply 
fragmented by war, displacement and 
human rights violations. Reconcilia-
tion processes are meant to help to 
come to terms with the consequences 
of  violence and destruction at the in-
dividual, social and political level, and 
to create confidence between differ-
ent population groups, conflict parties 
and between state and population. 
The fact that, in many conflicts, peo-
ple equally suffered from violence and 
exercised violence themselves, acts as 
an obstacle to reconciliation. Yet, if  
there is no reconciliation, a country 
may rapidly relapse into armed con-
flict. Also, when peace efforts come 
to a halt, a hostile stalemate may arise, 
as has been the case in Cyprus for 
about thirty years. Reconciliation is ul-
timately also prevention of  violence. 
There is a wide variety of  approaches 
and mechanisms of  working for rec-
onciliation, which have to be adapted 
to the specific situation.

Implementation
Reconciliation is a lengthy process. 
Non-violent co-existence needs to 
replace fear and hatred and lead 
to mutual trust and cooperation. 
For that, various mechanisms ex-
ist: searching for truth (through 
documentation, truth commissions), 
establishing justice (through com-
pensation, recognition of  suffering, 
tribunals, prosecution) and measures 
to support healing, understanding 
and confidence building (trauma care, 
educational programs). 

Reconciliation cannot be “imported" 
from outside, but must be undertaken 
by the people affected ( Local Owner-
ship). However, international actors 
can make important contributions in 

the judicial sector: through counsel-
ing, financial support and support of  
personnel of  truth and reconciliation 
commissions and their monitoring, 
as was the case in East Timor (2001-
2005). Also important is advice in 
issues concerning criminal law and 
legislation, when dealing with past 
injustices; financial contributions to 
reparation funds; through promoting 
dialogue initiatives in civil society and, 
last but not least, through the setting 
up of    international tribunals (e.g. 
The Hague, Arusha) or through call-
ing in the ICC. Generally, it is applied 
to create a general framework that 
foster a climate of  reconciliation, for 
instance through anchoring appropri-
ate programs in peace agreements.

Reconciliation is an instrument which 
is always linked to other measures of   
peacebuilding. Often however, the 
supporting projects of  external actors 
are not coordinated. It is also prob-
lematic that reconciliation measures 
are often initiated when it is already 
too late, so that the problem of  refu-
gees or repatriates is repressed or alibi 
measures are taken up that often con-
ceal more than they inform. Finally, 
the objectives of  the reconciliation 
work are often not clearly formulated. 
Thus, they are difficult to control and 
to verify.

Actors
•	 Involved in the reconciliation 

process are individuals, societal 
(e.g. churches) and political actors 
(notably the governments) in the 
crisis-ridden country - as victims 
and perpetrators. 

•	 International supporters are states 
(particularly ministries of  develop-
ment and institutions of  technical 
cooperation), NGOs (e.g. Inter-
national Center for Transitional 

Justice) and international 
organizations. 

•	 The  UN become active through 
the UNDP and their instrument of  
jurisdiction (ICC); also the man-
dates of  the UN peacekeeping mis-
sions contain corresponding orders. 

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Reconciliation is a guiding principle 

of  German crisis prevention and 
development cooperation. The 
German Society for International 
Cooperation (GIZ) has the most 
practical experience in this field.

•	 The German Federal Government 
is currently involved in numerous 
projects of  reconciliation, e.g. in 
East Timor (including e.g. project 
to develop alternative approaches 
of  conflict management). 

Bloomfield, David et al., Reconcili-
ation after Violent Conflict, Stock-
holm: IDEA, 2003.

Hankel, Gerd, “Verordnete Versöh-
nung: Warum die Gacaca-Justiz in 
Rwanda gescheitert ist”, in: Interna-
tionale Politik, 65 (2010) 1, pp. 43–47.

Zupan, Natascha/Servaes, Sylvia, 
Transitional Justice & Dealing with 
the Past, May 2007 (FriEnt-Guide-
line), www.frient.de.
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Sanctions

Sanctions are political or economic compulsory and/or punitive mea-
sures aimed at inhibiting states, groupings or individuals from taking a 
specific policy or action. In the context of an overall strategy, interna-
tional sanctions can weaken their addressees economically and militarily 
or put them under pressure politically.

Background
Sanctions can block the access to spe-
cific resources for a country, group-
ings or individuals. They are meant to 
influence the cost-benefit calculations 
of  the addressees or cause direct 
costs in case of  continued conflict-
laden behavior. The mere credible 
threat of  sanctions can produce this 
effect. Sanctions can be imposed by 
the UN Security Council, but also by 
other international organizations and 
individual states. The power of  the 
Security Council to adopt so-called 
non-military sanctions is derived from 
articles 39 et seq. of  Chapter VII of  
the UN Charter. Decisions on sanc-
tions require the approval of  nine of  
the 15 members, whereby none of  
the five permanent representatives are 
to veto or vote against the resolu-
tion. Abstention or absence are not 
regarded as a veto.

The  EU supports the UN Security 
Council in the implementation of  its 
sanctions, which are binding under 
international law. The Council of  the 
EU may also decide restrictive mea-
sures on its own, to support the EU’s 
foreign and security policy objectives. 
Such decisions are binding to the 
member states. The relevant program-
matic concept of  the EU is laid down 
in the Basic Principles in the Use of  
Restrictive Measures (2004). Each 
decision on sanctions must orientate 
itself  on international law. 

Implementation
In the past, sanctions very often had 
uncontrollable consequences for 
the civilian population of  affected 
states, such as in Iraq.  Therefore, the 
Security Council nowadays, instead 
of  imposing extensive economic 
blockades, imposes above all targeted, 

“smart" sanctions, which are ad-
dressed to specific groups or people. 
Among these are embargoes on ar-
maments trade, travel restrictions for 
certain persons, fiscal measures, such 
as targeted freezing of  foreign bank 
accounts. Since September 11, 2001, 
those smart sanctions have been used 
more frequently in the fight against 
terrorism .The Security Council has 
established special committee that 
implement and monitor the sanctions 
(e.g. Al-Qaida/Taliban sanctions com-
mittee). The committees inform the 
states about violations by actors who 
are under their jurisdiction. In that 
case, the member states are expected 
to ensure compliance with the sanc-
tions by taking appropriate measures.

Often, sanctions unfold their effects 
in an undesired way or only with 
delay. Ultimately, the member states 
are responsible for the enforcement 
of  sanctions. Yet, they often do not 
act united enough, which opens up 
loopholes for the sanctioned actors. 
Sanctioned regimes also suffer from 
a lack of  transparency and occasion-
ally their legitimacy is questionable: 
The appointment of  think tanks, the 
creation of  monitoring mechanisms, 
as well as the inclusion of  non-state 
actors in the administrative and moni-
toring tasks could counteract this. 

Most commonly, sanctions are taken 
as reactive punitive measures. Yet, 
they can also be seen as a means for 
crisis prevention – as they act as a 
deterrent and strengthen international 
norms.

Actors
•	 UN, EU and other regional organi-

zations, such as ASEAN or AU, but 
also individual states, e.g. the USA.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 As a member state of  the UN and 

the EU, participation in many sanc-
tions regimes, e.g. actions against 
Iran.

•	 Currently chairmanship of  the Al-
Qaida/Taliban sanctions committee 
of  the UN Security Council. There,  
German representatives want to 
commit themselves, among other 
things, to introducing improved 
standards for the handling of  the 
sanction list, in which affected 
groups and persons are recorded.

Brzoska, Michael, “Zur Wirksamkeit 
von Finanzsanktionen als Instrument 
im Kampf  gegen den Terrorismus”, 
in: Vierteljahrshefte zur Wirtschafts-
forschung, 78 (2009) 4, pp. 88 –100.

Chaitkin, Michael, Negotiation and 
Strategy – Understanding Sanctions 
Effectiveness, New York 2010.

Schaller, Christian, “Hitting the Tar-
get: The United Nations and the Dif-
ficulties of  Targeted Sanctions”, in: 
Vereinte Nationen – German Review 
on the United Nations, 53 (2005) 4, 
pp. 132–138.
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Security Sector Reform (SSR)

Security Sector Reform (SSR) refers to a long-term transformation pro-
cess. The aim is to transform institutions and organizations involved in 
internal security to make them more efficient, more transparent and more 
democratic. For this purpose, the government of a country willing to re-
form applies appropriate strategies and programs in collaboration with 
local, regional and international partners. 

Background
Since the late 1990s, SSR, based on 
the concept of   human security, be-
longs to the toolbox of  international 
crisis management. It is a norma-
tive concept and has an operational 
approach, based on the insight that 
states and their security apparatuses 
may become a security threat to the 
population, particularly when the 
military is marauding and raping, or 
when people are detained without 
trial. The aim of  SSR is to create an 
effective, efficient and democratically 
controlled security sector. 

This sector includes military, police 
and intelligence agencies, minis-
tries and parliament, civil society 
organizations, judicial and criminal 
prosecution bodies, as well as non-
governmental security companies 
and paramilitary groups. SSR encom-
passes, among others, the establish-
ment of  civilian authorities for the 
supervision of  the security forces, 
the reform of  institutional structures, 
as well as improving operational 
capabilities. All measures are interde-
pendent, but only if  they are coordi-
nated, can a sustainable and effective 
SSR be accomplished. Many states 
and international organizations have 
adopted SSR as an integrated concept 
and field of  action (e.g. European 
Security Strategy 2003; UN report on 
SSR 2008).

Implementation
In 2004, the OECD/DAC has ap-
proved guidelines for the implemen-
tation of  SSR and has published, 
in 2007, a respective manual. Main 
instruments of  SSR are judicial and 
police reforms,  DDR,  small arms 

control, mine actions, human rights 
and the promotion of  gender jus-
tice. SSR is carried out in weak and 
post-conflict countries, both through 
bilateral programs (above all UK, The 
Netherlands) and through SSR com-
ponents of  international missions, 
such as in the context of  EUJUST 
LEX Iraq, EULEX Kosovo, UNIP-
SIL Sierra Leone or UNMIT East 
Timor.

However, implementation is a 
financial, personnel, and time-wise 
challenge: Thus far only a few Best 
Practices exist, expertise and in-
tegrated approaches are lacking, 
and often only single measures are 
implemented. 

According to the principle  Local 
Ownership, the programs should 
be adapted by the actors according 
to the current situation. Yet, this is 
often not the case, because of  the 
donor-dominated perspective. The 
implementation  at the local level 
(such as Iraq, Congo) is threatened by 
a lack of  local leadership competen-
cies, diverging agendas and by vested 
individual interests of  the conflicting 
parties, as well as  by the interests 
of  neighboring countries. Public 
confidence in the security bodies is 
difficult to regain, if  security forces 
were involved in the conflict; security 
reviews are not very reliable due to 
the lack of  archive data. 

Actors

•	 On site: government, national 
states, non-governmental or 
trans-national actors, intergovern-
mental and regional organizations, 

bilateral donors and private security 
companies.

•	 International: OECD, UN Inter-
agency Security Sector Reform 
Task Force,  EU, national states 
(above all UK, NL), NGOs, World 
Bank.

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 Numerous bilateral, inter-depart-

mental projects, e.g. Community 
Policing in Mozambique, anti-cor-
ruption commission in Indonesia.

•	 Help with the equipment of  
foreign forces; Police building and 
counseling in 12 international mis-
sions (e.g. Iraq, Congo and as Lead 
Donor in Afghanistan).

•	 Numerous SSR programs of  the 
German Federal Government.

 Development Assistance Committee 
(Publisher), OECD DAC Handbook 
on Security Sector Reform: Support-
ing Security and Justice, Paris 2008.

Hänggi, Heiner, “Sicherheitssektorre-
form (SSR) – Konzepte und Kon-
texte”, in: Sicherheit und Frieden, 23 
(2005) 3, pp. 119 –125.

Global Facilitation Network for Secu-
rity Sector Reform, www.ssrnetwork.
net.
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Small Arms Control

Included in small arms control are various measures on the national and 
international level: from UN moderated state conferences and national 
action plans to local small arms control programs in post-conflict situ-
ations. All measures aim to prevent illegal access to small arms and to 
control the legal arms trade more strongly.

Background
After the end of  the East-West 
conflict, the number of  civil wars 
soared. In these wars, Small Arms 
and Light Weapons (SALW) were 
used in particular, whose price had 
fallen sharply due to the oversupply 
from arsenals of  the former Warsaw 
Pact countries. They were exported in 
large quantities to crisis-ridden areas. 
In many parts of  the world SALW 
can be acquired by civilians relatively 
easily, cheaply, sometimes legally, but 
more often illegally. In many crisis 
areas, they are widespread outside the 
regular security forces. It is estimated 
that more than 600 million SALW are 
in circulation worldwide. The Ge-
neva organization Small Arms Survey 
(SAS) assumes that half  a million 
people are killed each year through 
these weapons. 

As part of  the increase in the num-
ber of   peacekeeping missions, the 
international community was directly 
confronted with the challenges that 
small arms pose. Projects of  small 
arms control have become key ac-
tivities for peacebuilding and crisis 
transformation (e.g. DDR). Parallel to 
this, various states and NGOs have 
brought the issue of  small arms con-
trol to the international agenda. Their 
efforts culminated in the Conference 
on the Illicit Trade in Small Arms and 
Light Weapons in All Its Aspects in 
2001, which adopted the small arms 
action program of  the  UN. 

The overall objective of  small arms 
control is to change supply and de-
mand dynamics to be able to perma-
nently restrict the misuse of  SALW, 
particularly in crisis areas.

Implementation
The small arms action program ar-
ranges that states meet at the UN 
every two years and calls for national 
implementation reports. Thus far, 
51 states have complied with this 
request. The previous review confer-
ences dealt, among other issues, with 
the marking and tracing of  SALW, 
warehouse management and, since 
2008, with the preparation of  a global 
Arms Trade Treaty (ATT). By 2012, 
the ATT should be negotiated, and 
binding standards for international 
arms trade should be set. Small arms 
control is also advanced by large civil 
society associations internationally 
and regionally, such as, the Inter-
national Action Network on Small 
Arms (IANSA). 

On site, numerous measures for small 
arms control have been developed by 
forces of  peacekeeping missions and/
or development cooperation together 
with representatives of  local civil 
societies: Small arms studies explore 
the complexity of  the situation on the 
ground and form the basis for collec-
tive programs (Weapons in Exchange 
for Development, WID), awareness 
activities, for the ritual destruction of  
weapons and the change of  behavior 
(Gun Culture).

Actors
•	 Besides the UN, the  EU adopted 

a code for the transfer of  conven-
tional weapons in 1998. In No-
vember 2000, the OSCE adopted 
the document on small arms and 
light weapons. The latter is the 
farthest-reaching politically binding 
document on small arms at a re-
gional level and is the pilot for the 

implementation of  the UN small 
arms action program.

•	 IANSA is the most significant civil 
society actor; the network has 800 
organizations as members from 
over 120 countries.

•	 Almost all development organiza-
tions are involved in SALW pro-
grams, often with local partners like 
the West African Action Network 
on Small Arms (WAANSA).

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 In 1998, under German leadership, 

the Group of  Interested States in 
Practical Disarmament Measures 
(GIS) was established, which is 
involved in the implementation of  
the UN small arms action program. 
The group is open to NGOs such 
as IANSA.

•	 Worldwide projects in the area of  
small arms control by the German 
Federal Government.

Gemeinsame Konferenz Kirche und 
Entwicklung (GKKE) (Publisher), 
Rüstungsexportbericht 2010, Berlin 
2011.

Wisotzki, Simone, Kleinwaffen ohne 
Grenzen, Frankfurt a. M.: PRIF, 2005 
(PRIF-Report 15).

IANSA, www.iansa.org.
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Special Representatives

Special Representatives are appointed by states or international organi-
zations to take over responsibiity for certain issues or regions. They can 
be located in the region itself or in the headquarters of an organization.

Background
•	 Special Representatives are often 

renowned experts or former high-
ranking politicians. The first Special 
Representatives of  the Secretary-
General (SRSG) for the  UN inter-
vened in 1947 for  conflict resolu-
tion in India and Korea. Since then, 
they have increased in number and 
their range of  tasks has expanded. 
SRSG are appointed by the UN 
Secretary-General to serve in his 
name: as an advocate in cross-cut-
ting issues (e.g. human rights) and 
regions (e.g. Sudan) or to represent 
him and assert the moral authority 
of  the 
community of  states in conflicts. 
The SRSG conducts state visits, 
investigations and negotiations 
on behalf  of  the UN. 

•	 The Special Representatives of  the  
EU (EUSR) are appointed on pro-
posal from the High Representative 
of  the Union for Foreign Affairs 
and Security Policy by the Council 
of  the EU to carry out certain tasks 
related to the common foreign and 
security policy. 

•	 Additionally, other actors, such as 
states, appoint special representa-
tives to focus their policies and 
to underline the importance of  a 
topic. Their powers depend on the 
respective mandate.

Implementation
SRSG have developed into an impor-
tant diplomatic tool of   peacekeeping 
and conflict mediation of  the UN. 
As leaders of  complex peacekeep-
ing operations, they are confronted 
with diverse and often contradic-
tory demands. SRSG conduct peace 
negotiations and possess extensive 
governmental powers as head of  the 
UN interim administration, such as in 
Kosovo/UNMIK. Further, they are 

the central authority that coordinates 
civilian, police and military compo-
nents of  the mission and regulate 
links to non-UN actors. With these 
various roles, the SRSG are often 
confronted with conflicting priorities 
of  politics and administration. Since 
multiple tasks and far reaching com-
petencies are focused in the SRSG, 
his management skills as well as his 
personality have significant influ-
ence on the success or failure of  UN 
peacekeeping missions.

The EUSR have established them-
selves as a successful instrument of  
EU foreign policy, since 1996 when 
the first mandates for the Great Lakes 
in Africa and the Middle East peace 
process were issued. Currently, eight 
EUSR represent the interests and 
policies of  the EU in crisis-prone 
countries and regions and play an ac-
tive role in the efforts in  peacebuild-
ing, stability and the rule of  law. They 
coordinate the various EU activities 
in crisis regions, support the Brussels’ 
decision-making level with reports 
and policy proposals, and provide an 
important link between the field level, 
the political-administrative level in 
Brussels, EU agencies and the mem-
ber states. Moreover, they are contact 
persons for third countries and part-
ner organizations. EUSR work in the 
EU institutions in Brussels or in the 
country/region of  assignment.

States and groups of  actors appoint 
special representatives as well. Hence, 
the German Federal Government 
appointed the diplomat Michael 
Steiner as a Special Representative 
for Afghanistan and Pakistan or the 
Middle- East Quartet (EU, UN, U.S., 
Russia) appointed the former British 
Prime Minister Tony Blair as a Special 
Representative for the region to re-
vive the stalled peace efforts. 

Actors
•	 Currently eight EUSR, including 

for Afghanistan and Sudan.

•	 Currently 90 UN Special Repre-
sentatives with different mandates; 
two-thirds with a geographical 
commitment (e.g. Sudan) and one 
third with a thematic reference (e.g. 
prevention of  genocide).

Selected examples of German 
commitment
•	 On several occasions Germany 

provided EUSR and SRSG, such 
as Christian Schwarz-Schilling as 
EU Special Representative for 
Bosnia, Tom Koenigs as SRSG in 
Afghanistan. 

•	 Currently in the UN: Executive 
Representative of  the Secretary-
General of  the UN mission in 
Sierra Leone (UNIPSIL), Michael 
von der Schulenburg.

Adebahr, Cornelius, Strategy, not Bu-
reaucracy: The role of  the EU Special 
Representatives in the European Ex-
ternal Action Service, DGAP analysis 
kompakt, July 2010, No. 5.

Fröhlich, Manuel, “Leadership for 
Peace. The Special Representatives of  
the Secretary-General”, in: Wolfgang 
Seibel et al., Peace Operations as 
Political and Managerial Challenges, 
Boulder 2011.

Grevi, Giovanni, Pioneering Foreign 
Policy: The EU Special Representa-
tives, Paris: EU Institute for Security 
Studies, October, 2007 (Chaillot Paper 
No. 106).
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Outlook: Quo Vadis Crisis Management?

Germany acts according to clear principles in 
crisis management: it wants to prevent crises, 
primarily use civilian instruments, take effec-
tive action and enter commitments on the ba-
sis of broad legitimacy. The latter is generally 
guaranteed through the multilateral frame-
work of German involvement and through 
UN mandates. As this overview as well as 
many analyses of security policy and studies 
of the SWP and the ZIF illustrate, Germany 
is committed to international crisis manage-
ment with financial and human resources, and 
ideationally. At the same time, there is still 
the problem of implementing these principles 
consistently, providing the necessary support 
to international actors in crisis management 
and applying the described instruments effec-
tively and efficiently. This applies to financial, 
human and political regards. 

The German federal government and parlia-
ment should assess German engagements in 
crisis management, to be able to translate 
its goals into an efficient crisis management 
work with lasting results. On this basis, in-
ternational and national challenges in crisis 
management should be defined, priorities set 
to establish initiatives to improve its structures 
and further develop its instruments.

Germany in Crisis Management - 
An Ambivalent Assessment 

Germany's commitment has changed and 
intensified over the past twenty years: concep-
tual foundations were created, structures were 
established and the participation in missions 
and other commitments increased. 

Concepts

Germany has many conceptual founda-
tions at its disposal: the action plan “Civilian 
Crisis Prevention, Conflict Resolution and 
Peacebuilding,” the “White Paper 2006 on 
Germany’s Security Policy and the future of 
the armed forces," as well as strategy papers 
of several ministries. In addition, Germany 
orients itself to the strategies of international 
organizations such as NATO, EU, UN and 
OSCE. Nonetheless, conceptual clarity is lack-
ing: the coexistence of concepts such as “Com-
prehensive Security” (in German: “vernetzte 
Sicherheit”) and Civilian Crisis Prevention 
and “Comprehensive Approaches” complicate 
inter-ministerial cooperation. It also exposes 
the absence of an overall grand strategy that 
serves a common understanding of problems 
and objectives: setting priorities, defining in-
struments, identifying partners and allocating 
resources.

Structures

The Federal Government has gradually built 
national structures, such as the subcommittee 
and the interministerial steering group on Ci-
vilian Crisis Prevention and Comprehensive Se-
curity, to organize crisis management as a pre-
ventive and cross-departmental measure, and 
under civilian auspices. In 2010, the subcom-
mittee “Civilian Crisis Prevention and Com-
prehensive Approach” of the German parlia-
ment started its work. In addition, several 
cross-departmental forums on specific issues 
exist. In some cases, recently in the Sudan, the 
interaction of these structures had yielded tan-
gible results. Otherwise however, the imple-
mentation of the concept of comprehensive 
security in existing structures is difficult. These 
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difficulties are often explained by the fact that 
the Federal Government struggles to declare 
political priorities, but also by the problem of 
coalitions and the fragmentation of compe-
tences among various departments.

Commitment

Germany is committed in many ways; it 
contributes to election observation missions 
of OSCE and the EU, DDR programs, UN-
groups of friends or to police training in Af-
ghanistan (nationally and in the framework of 
the EU). With all due respect to this commit-
ment, it is not always clear what is the decisive 
overall rationale that guides when, where and 
with what partners Germany acts. Moreover, 
with increasing duration, engagements suffer 
from fading material, personnel, and notably 
political support. 

Challenges and Opportunities in 
Global Crisis Management 

The experiences of past years show that the 
paradigm of crisis management has its limita-
tions. An indication of this is the ambiguous 
assessment of international operations. Fail-
ures or ambivalent results such as in Afghani-
stan, Bosnia-Herzegovina and DR Congo 
outnumber the successes in countries such 
as Sierra Leone. Also, the events in Tunisia, 
Egypt and Libya in early 2011 have revealed 
the limitations of the international ability to 
act. Although the international community 
reacted, it was not able to assess the develop-
ments and to generate tailored scenarios and 
strategies. 

As part of this community, Germany can 
contribute to create better conditions for suc-
cessful crisis management. To this, it should 
address a number of challenges. 

The Future of Crisis Management: 
The Necessary Outlook for “Crisis 
Management 2030”

Improve strategic planning and raise aware-
ness of future developments: Current trends, 
such as shifts of influence to Asia, the strategic 
re-orientation of the U.S., urbanization, cli-
mate change, demographic transformations 
and cultural conflict will have an impact on 
international crisis management. In addition, 
the financial crisis and the subsequently ad-
opted national and international austerity pro-
grams will have an effect. The consequences 
are difficult to predict. However, it seems sure 
that the resources are getting scarce – simply 
because of the steady or even increasing need 
for crisis management along with declining 
budgets. Recent developments suggest that 
preventive measures and civilian capabilities 
are needed on a greater scale. Further, many 
issues remain uncertain: What will future cri-
ses look like? What form will the commitment 
of external actors take in 20 years from today? 
What does “Crisis Management 2030” require 
in terms of material and human needs? What 
partners is Germany able and willing to coop-
erate with?

Operations, Commitments, and 
Resources: Development through 
Lessons-Learned Evaluation Processes 

Carry out systematic evaluations: Germany 
can only improve its crisis management instru-
ments by systematically developing a better 
understanding of its past achievements and 
failures of its commitments. The evaluation 
of operations often takes place behind closed 
doors and is only rarely done systematically, 
comprehensively and with the inclusion of 
all actors involved. In many cases, only single 
instruments are evaluated instead of investi-
gating to which degree the strategic objectives 
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of the commitment have been reached. Yet, 
only through systematic, institutionalized and 
transparent analysis can lessons be learned that 
change this practice. 

In this regard, all completed operations of the 
past should be analyzed in the context of les-
sons identified/lessons learned processes. Also, 
the “landscape of crisis management” should 
be revised eight years after the adoption of 
the action plan “civilian crisis prevention” 
and should undergo a critical assessment. The 
results will determine the further develop-
ment of structures, concepts, cooperation 
agreements and financing arrangements. The 
goal is an effective and cost-efficient crisis 
management. 

Austerity Programs and Crisis 
Management: Joining Forces 

Understand and control the impact of aus-
terity programs: Germany and most of its 
partner countries have launched national 
austerity programs. Yet, Germany does not 
know whether and to what extent the current 
austerity programs encourage its partners in 
the EU, NATO, OSCE and UN to cut their 
funding for crisis management. The possibility 
exists that with declining public budgets, in-
struments of international crisis management 
will gradually be reduced and will no longer 
be available in their current scope. Policy re-
sponses are necessary if the need for interna-
tional crisis management remains constant or 
even increases, while resources decrease at the 
same time.

Hence, these effects should be recorded first. 
Independent of that, states and organization 
could achieve synergy effects by the common 
use of instruments such as transportation, 
increase efficiency in crisis management and 
thereby release additional means.

Conceptual Challenges: Ensure a 
Clear Understanding and Realistic 
Claims 

Consolidation of the terms comprehensive 
security and civilian crisis prevention: Both 
terms are key benchmarks in the security 
political actions. Their overlaps, differences 
and characteristics have remained largely un-
resolved. The consequences are confusion of 
international partners and arbitrary use in the 
national language. The process of clarifying 
these concepts and their relations could be a 
substantial contribution to a comprehensive 
and consistent German security concept. 

Acknowledge limits of comprehensive ap-
proaches at the national and international 
levels: In practice, evident problems and limits 
of the implementation of these concepts have 
been pointed out. Coordination is a prereq-
uisite for success in crisis management, but 
should not develop into a constraint or be 
an end in itself. There is a difference between 
close agreement, and if necessary integration, 
and coordination of a division of labor among 
actors. This difference has to be considered in 
theory and in practice. Comprehensive ap-
proaches are not a universal remedy. 

Structural Challenges: Strengthening 
National Structures and International 
Embedding 

Strengthening national institutions: Govern-
mental actors and external observers from aca-
demia and civil society occasionally assess ex-
isting national structures as little effective and 
efficient. The cross-departmental cooperation 
in Germany is based on voluntary participa-
tion. If it is achieved, it generally enjoys a high 
degree of acceptance and legitimacy. The chal-
lenge in reforming existing structures or creat-
ing new ones is to strengthen the effectiveness 
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and efficiency of comprehensive crisis manage-
ment, without weakening the legitimacy of the 
structures.

Enhance the coherence of international 
cooperation: The success of international 
cooperation in crisis management is strongly 
influenced by whether and to what degree 
the concepts, structures and processes of the 
various actors, such as states or international 
organizations, are compatible. In this respect, 
the international organizations as well as its 
member states play a key role in the efforts to 
create a viable basis for cooperation.
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List of Abbreviations 

AA 	 Federal Foreign Office
ALNAP 	 Active Learning Network for 

Accountability and Performance 
in Humanitarian Action

ASEAN 	 Association of Southeast Asian 
Nations 

ASF 	 African Standby Force 
ATT  	 Arms Trade Treaty  
AU 	 African Union  
AWACS  	 Airborne Warning and Control 

System
BAKS  	 Federal College for Security 

Studies
BICC  	 Bonn International Center for 

Conversion 
BMZ  	 Federal Ministry of Economic 

Cooperation and Development
CFSP 	 Common Foreign and Security 

Policy, EU
CIMIC 	 Civil-Military Cooperation  
CIVPOL	 Civilian Police  
CPC 	 Conflict Prevention Center, 

OSCE 
CSC 	 Country Specific Configurations 
CSCE  	 Conference on Security and 

Cooperation in Europe
CSDP 	 Common Security and Defence 

Policy, EU 
CSDP 	 Common Security and Defense 

Policy, EU
DAW 	 Division for the Advancement of 

Women, UN 
DDR 	 Disarmament, Demobilization 

and Reintegration 
DED 	 German Development Service
DFID 	 Department for International 

Development (London)

DFS 	 Department of Field Support, 
UN 

DGAP 	 German Council on Foreign 
Relations

DGVN	 United Nations Association of 
Germany

DIE 	 German Development Institute
DIIS 	 Danish Institute for International 

Studies (Copenhagen)
DPA 	 Department of Political Affairs, 

UN 
DPKO 	 Department of Peacekeeping 

Operations, UN 
DWHH 	 Deutsche Welthungerhilfe / 

German World Hunger Aid
ECHO 	 European Community 

Humanitarian Office, EU 
ECOWAS 	 Economic Community of West 

African States 
EEAS 	 European External Actions 

Service, EU
EGF 	 European Gendarmerie Force  
EIDHR 	 European Instrument for 

Democracy and Human Rights 
ESVP 	 European Common Security 

and Defense Policy, EU 
EU	 European Union
EUBG 	 European Union Battlegroups 
EUFOR RD Congo 	
	 European Union Force in the 

Democratic Republic of Congo 
EUISS 	 European Union Institute for 

Security Studies 
EUJUST LEX Iraq  	
	 European Union Integrated Rule 

of Law Mission for Iraq 
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EULEX Kosovo 	
	 European Union Rule of Law 

Mission in Kosovo 
EUNAVFOR Atalanta 	
	 European Union Naval Force  
EUPM Bosnia 	
	 European Union Police Mission 

in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
EUPOL Afghanistan 	
	 European Union Police Mission 

in Afghanistan 
EUSEC RD Congo 	
	 European Union Advisory and 

Assistance Mission for Security 
Reform in the Democratic 
Republic of Congo  

EUSR 	 European Union Special 
Representative 

FPU 	 Formed Police Unit  
FriEnt  	 Working Group on Peace and 

Development
GIGA 	 German Institute of Global and 

Area Studies 
GIS 	 Group of Interested States 

in Practical Disarmament 
Measures (for the 
implementation of the UN Small 
Arms Action Program) 

GIZ 	 Deutsche Gesellschaft für 
Internationale Zusammenarbeit 
/ German Society for 
International Cooperation 

GPPT	 German Police Project Team 
HR 	 High Representative of the 

European Union for Foreign 
Affairs and Security Policy 

HSU	 Human Security Unit, UN OCHA 
IAEA	 International Atomic Energy 

Organization 
IAI 	 Istituto Affari Internazionali / 

Institute for International Affairs 
(Rome)

IANSA 	 International Action Network on 
Small Arms 

ICC 	 International Criminal Court  
ICISS	 International Commission 

on Intervention and State 
Sovereignty 

ICRC 	 International Committee of the 
Red Cross 

ICTR	 International Criminal Tribunal 
for Rwanda 

ICTY 	 International Criminal Tribunal 
for the former Yugoslavia 

IDDRS 	 Integrated Disarmament, 
Demobilization and 
Reintegration Standards

IDEA 	 International Institute for 
Democracy and Electoral 
Assistance (Stockholm)

IFES 	 International Foundation for 
Electoral Systems

IfS 	 Instrument for Stability, EU  
IMF 	 International Monetary Fund  
INEF  	 Institute for Development and 

Peace at the University of 
Duisburg-Essen  

INSTRAW 	 International Research and 
Training Institute for the 
Advancement of Women, UN  

INTERFET 	 International Force East Timor 
ISAF 	 International Security Assistance 

Force in Afghanistan 
KFOR 	 Kosovo Force, Nato  
KfW 	 Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau/ 

German Credit Institute for 
Reconstruction

LTOs 	 Long-Term Observers  
MDTF 	 Multi-Donor Trust Fund 
NAC 	 North Atlantic Council  
NATO	 North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization
NDI 	 National Democratic Institute 

(Washington, D.C.)
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NGO 	 Non-Governmental Organization
NRF 	 NATO Response Force  
NUPI 	 Norsk Utenrikspolitisk Institutt 

/ Norwegian Institute of 
International Affairs (Oslo)

NWFZ  	 Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone
OAS 	 Organization of American States 
OCHA 	 Office for the Coordination of 

Humanitarian Affairs, UN 
ODI 	 Overseas Development Institute 

(London)
ODIHR 	 Office for Democratic Institutions 

and Human Rights, OSCE 
OECD 	 Organization for Economic Co-

operation and Development 
OECD/DAC 	OECD-Development Assistance 

Committee 
OSAGI 	 Office of the Special Adviser 

on Gender Issues and 
Advancement of Women, UN 

OSCE	 Organization for Security and 
Cooperation in Europe

PBC 	 Peacebuilding Commission, UN 
PBF 	 Peacebuilding Fund, UN  
PBSO 	 Peacebuilding Support Office, 

UN 
PRIF 	 Peace Research Institute 

Frankfurt 
PSI 	 Proliferation Security Initiative
R2P 	 Responsibility to Protect  
SADC 	 Southern African Development 

Community 
SALW 	 Small Arms and Light Weapons  
SHIRBRIG 	 Standby High Readiness 

Brigade 
SRSG 	 Special Representative of the 

Secretary-General, UN 
SSR 	 Security Sector Reform
STOs 	 Short-Term Observers  
SU 	 Stabilization Unit  

UN	 United Nations
UNAMA 	 United Nations Mission in 

Afghanistan 
UNAMID 	 African Union/United Nations 

Hybrid Operation in Darfur 
UNAMSIL 	 United Nations Mission in Sierra 

Leone 
UNDP 	 United Nations Development 

Program 
UNHCR 	 United Nations High 

Commissioner for Refugees 
UNICEF 	 United Nations Children’s Fund 
UNIFEM 	 United Nations Development 

Fund for Women 
UNIPSIL 	 United Nations Integrated 

Peacebuilding Office in Sierra 
Leone 

UNMIK 	 United Nations Interim 
Administration Mission in 
Kosovo 

UNMIS 	 United Nations Mission in 
Sudan 

UNMIT 	 United Nations Integrated 
Mission in East Timor 

UNOWA 	 United Nations Office for West 
Africa 

UNPOL 	 United Nations Police 
UNRIC 	 United Nations Regional 

Information Center for Western 
Europe

UNTFHS 	 United Nations Trust Fund for 
Human Security  

WAANSA 	 West African Action Network on 
Small Arms 

WEU 	 Western European Union 
WFP 	 World Food Program 
WID 	 Weapons in Exchange for 

Development 
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Over the past two decades the U.S. and 
Europe have engaged actively in efforts to 
prevent conflict and to manage crises around 
the world. Efforts to stabilize the Balkans 
and interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq 
challenged the transatlantic community, and 
many questioned the need for Americans or 
Europeans to engage at all. Yet the Rwandan 
genocide, the Srebrencia massacre and 
other atrocities brought home the horrifying 
costs of non-intervention. Together these 
experiences have sparked intensive debate 
about the relationship between state failure 
and insecurity, the appropriate mix of civilian 
and military means in conflict prevention 
and crisis management, the nature of U.S. 
and European interests and the limits of 
Western effectiveness. The U.S. and the EU 
have also drawn operational lessons from 
these experiences; each has developed new 
capabilities for conflict prevention and crisis 
management.

How effective have such efforts been, and how 
could they be improved? How can the U.S. and 
its European partners create more effective 
synergies among their respective efforts, 

particularly in an age of Western austerity? 
What are the most effective institutional 
mechanisms through which coordinated or 
complementary transatlantic efforts could 
be achieved? How may other partners be 
best engaged? The Arab Awakening and 
continued turmoil in many regions of the world 
make answers to these questions urgent 
and of high priority. The practitioners and 
experts in this volume offer recommendations 
and apply them to specific case studies. In 
addition, we offer the Crisis Management 
Toolbox, which outlines the key principles, 
actors and instruments guiding such efforts—
an invaluable resource for anyone interested 
in these issues.  
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