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THE TWO FACES OF CIVILIAN 
IN CIVILIAN CRISIS MANAGEMENT: 

AN OPPORTUNITY TO BRING THEM TOGETHER 
IN THE LISBON ERA

Stephanie BLAIR* & Giji GYA**

1. INTRODUCTION ! A CIVILIAN FRAMEWORK 

! e Lisbon Treaty brings a new era in the development of security and defence 
policy for the EU. After the " rst 10 years of Common (European) Security and 
Defence Policy (CSDP),[1] the Treaty provides potential and opportunities to 
strengthen EU civilian crisis management (CCM) structures and operational poli-
cies and practices. ! e concept of “civilian” is broad and hence requires recourse to 
partnerships and sound # exible approaches to assisting the civilian aspect in crisis 
management. ! e notion of CCM should focus on a core concept of “civilian” 
needs, both internal to the EU but also to the local civilian recipients of CCM in 
Host Countries. ! e EU is unique in having a separate civilian framework for crisis 
management and the strength of CSDP is that it has underlying policies, instru-
ments and growing operational experience for CCM. In contrast, UN operations 
are “integrated”, bringing together military and civilian operations under one mis-
sion, and other regional organisations have less capacity.[2] However, neither the 
EU nor the UN have a real strategic plan for working with locals in implementing 
CCM, beyond the usual rhetoric of local ownership and “consultation”, without 
assessing the impact on the ground. Indeed recent internal EU discussion notes that 
developing measures of progress towards host States must move forward in 2010. 
! is movement should include better analysis of impact for local civilians.

* PhD, Board Member, ISIS Europe.

** Executive Director, ISIS Europe. 

[1] Note, under the Lisbon Treaty which came into e! ect in December 2009, European Security and Defence Policy 
(ESDP) becomes Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) and EC Delegations in countries aboard will become EU 
Delegations answerable to the EU HR/VP.

[2] The OSCE has a long standing role in civilian crisis management. However, the EU’s strength is the potential of the 
combination of tools and political will from both the Council and the Commission, whereas the OSCE is increasingly 
seen as a moribund body.
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! is paper will examine the two faces of the coin in CCM, focussing on CSDP mis-
sions: " rst the EU policy and international civilian actors deployed to help manage 
and resolve con# ict and secondly the local civilian population at the receiving end.

1.1.  Frameworks for Civilian Crisis Management: Con! ict, Prevention, 
Cooperation and Trying to Coordinate all that

! is section will brie# y touch on the conceptual underpinnings of EU responses 
to crisis management — namely the premise of a framework of human security 
and also encompassing con# ict prevention and early warning.[1] ! us a brief detail 
of concepts is outlined here.

! e EU’s CCM approach is underpinned by the international frameworks of 
democracy, human rights and the rule of law in accordance with the UN Charter 
and the various associated international treaties. Conceptually, the EU has embraced 
the notions of con# ict prevention and human security to guide its approach to 
CCM, notably through the Report on the Implementation of the European Secu-
rity Strategy (ESS).[2] Local ownership is clearly an inherent part of each, yet these 
concepts have proven di$  cult for the EU to operationalise. Training and policy 
to enhance both capacity and coordination are all a part of this, implementation 
of which we will brie# y investigate by outlining the historical process of the EU 
towards developing CCM.

1.2. An EU Agenda for Con! ict Prevention

In the nascent stages of developing CCM, the Commission issued a Communi-
cation on Con# ict Prevention in 2001,[3] which was welcomed by governments 
and civil society alike as commitment by the EU to CCM. But as the European 
Parliament critiqued at the time: 

“the Communication does not adequately address … the need for signi" cant 
internal capacity-building, and the lack of real strategic and operational 

[1] Note, this article will not include EU responses to disaster. On early warning, ,for a recent summary see Barbara 
NICOLETTI, EU and Early Warning — Prevention Progress?, European Security Review, No. 47, ISIS Europe, December 2009. 
http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2009_artrel_356_esr47-eu&ew.pdf.

[2] UN General Assembly Security Council, Report of the Secretary-General on peacebuilding in the immediate aftermath 
of con! ict, S/2009/304, 11 June 2009. http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N09/367/70/PDF/N0936770.
pdf?OpenElement.

[3] Commission Communication on Con" ict Prevention COM(2001) 211 — C5-0458/2001 — 2001/2182(COS).
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coordination with NGOs and other actors in civil society, to name but a 
few obstacles;”.[1] 

Also in 2001, the EU agreed to a joint EU-UN Cooperation in Con# ict Preven-
tion and Crisis Management,[2] which concentrated on three speci" c areas, namely: 
“ensuring mutually reinforcing approaches” — by trying to enhance information 
exchange through (a typical 3 Cs rhetoric) — communication, consultation and 
co-operation; that the EU “value-adds” to the UN through EU missions; and " nally, 
prioritising regional areas of the Western Balkans, Middle East and Africa. Detail 
of the progress of EU CCM will be examined in the next section, but at this point, 
what the EU lacked, was a rubric of interacting with the spectrum of local civilian 
actors, particularly through ownership and partnerships.

Each year, the Committee on Civilian Aspects (CIVCOM) of the EU presents 
an Annual Report on the implementation of the EU Programme on the Prevention of 
Violent Con! ict to the European Council on developments pertaining to the con# ict 
prevention “programme” of the EU. In regards to engaging in the theory or practical 
aspects of civilians, the last report in June 2009 under the Czech EU Presidency, 
noted that “exchanges of views continued between the Council Secretariat and 
NGOs in the domain of concept development (SSR, gender, sexual violence) as well 
as on co-operation in the " eld.”[3] Apart from relying on interactions instigated by 
Brussels-based NGOs, Brussels platforms of NGOs and also a consortia of NGOs 
through the Initiative for Peacebuilding, there is still a non-strategic approach to 
consultation and integration of both local and international NGOs and civil society 
not in these groups, and the Commission in particular appears to lean towards a 
“tick-the-box” approach. Even though admittedly it is di$  cult to engage with all 
groups and NGOs, there appears to be the idea that a few “exchanged views” means 
adequate consultation and engagement has been achieved and this is indicative of a 
lack of broad analytical capability. ! e Annual Report lacks detail of various actions 
that have endeavoured to go beyond and engage civilians on the ground — such as 
in Guinea-Bissau (responding to civilian dialogue on SSR to better comprehend 
perception of security sector reform for Guinea-Bissauans).[4] Although conceivably 

[1] European Parliament resolution on the Commission Communication on Con" ict Prevention (COM(2001) 211 — 
C5-0458/2001 — 2001/2182(COS) ) http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P5-TA-
2001-0703+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN.

[2] EU-UN co-operation in conflict prevention and crisis management http://www.eu-un.europa.eu/articles/fr/
article_142_fr.htm.

[3] Annual Report on EU activities in the framework of con! ict prevention including implementation of the EU Programme 
for the Prevention of Violent Con! icts, June 2009. http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/09/st10/st10360.en09.pdf.

[4] See paragraph 122 of Annual Report on EU activities in the framework of con! ict prevention, June 2009, op. cit. Note 
again that this paper concentrates on CSDP missions.
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privy to Council or Commission desk o$  cers, better reporting and transparency 
are needed in the public Annual Report in order to assist local and international 
NGOs and civil society to understand the Brussels thinking and hence identify gaps 
and opportunities for engagement. ! is is perhaps re# ected in the fact that there is 
a current draft Discussion paper to restructure the Annual Report.

Clearly the lack of human resources given to the Commission and Council Se cretariat 
for in-depth and considered consultation and analysis is indeed wanting, leaving 
both institutions to rely on a few sources as a “one-stop-shop”.[1] 

1.3.  Struggling to Find a Framework — Bringing in the Human 
Security Concept

In light of the criticisms of its con# ict prevention approach and lack of impact for 
civilians on the ground, the EU realised the need for a more encompassing frame-
work and turned to consideration of the human side of security in CSDP.[2] 

! e EU placed human security at the core of its approach when following guidance 
from the 2004 Barcelona Report of the Study Group on Europe’s Security Capabili-
ties on the “potential of human security as a narrative and operational frame for the 
European Union’s external relations.”[3] However, in 2006, there was still no greater 
implementation than rhetoric of placing “a strong emphasis on developing coher-
ence across the “pillars” of the EU in order to improve its e% ectiveness as a con# ict 
prevention actor.”[4] ! e human security framework is also still a concept which is 
linked in # ourishing sentences to the EU’s " rst pillar work on aid and development. 
! is was demonstrated in the review of the European Security Strategy (ESS) in 
December 2008, which noted that the EU has “worked to build human security, by 

[1] This tendency to rely on single sources has created frustration amongst not only the large Brussels and European 
based NGO and civil society community, but also those parallel groups on the ground. It is not clear as to: how many; 
who and how; and which lobby groups have been loudest. Nor which NGOs or civil society representatives were not 
seen nor heard to constraints such as resources (both human and # nancial); inability to come to Brussels; lack of knowing 
about consultation opportunities and lack of in" uence.

[2] For the purposes of this article, we will take human security to indicate a preference for security of the individual or 
community of individuals, rather than security of the state.

[3] GLASIUS Marlies and Mary KALDOR (eds), A Human Security Doctrine for Europe (London, Routledge, 2005). http://www.
lse.ac.uk/Depts/global/2securitypubhumansecforeurope.htm The Barcelona Report was convened by Mary Kaldor of 
the London School of Economics (LSE).

[4] Parliamentary Meeting, The Future of Europe: from re! ection to action, 4-5 December 2006, Brussels. Background 
Note: The role of the EU in Con! ict prevention http://www.futureofeurope.europarl.europa.eu/future/webdav/site/event2/
shared/import/Home/BackgroundNote3/PreventionEN.pdf.
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reducing poverty and inequality, promoting good governance and human rights, assisting 
development, and addressing the root causes of con! ict and insecurity”.[1] 

Rarely mentioned in Joint Actions (the legal documents mandating an EU 
mission),[2] human security as a framework has had di$  culty in being implemented 
strategically into EU missions and CCM.[3] So today, the pro% ered EU framework 
for con# ict prevention and response still remains largely theoretical and has not 
been updated as both a conceptual underpinning to its policies and as a goal of 
its operations. ! is could be due in part to the terrorism attacks in September of 
2001 — which, followed with attacks in the UK and Spain, could be judged to 
have shifted the course of con# ict prevention and response for the EU from con-
# icts in the priority (previously colonised) regions agreed to with the UN, towards 
preventing terrorism against EU civilians themselves. ! is was notable with a focus 
in the 2008 Council Conclusions on enhancing cooperation in the area of countering 
radicalisation and recruitment to terrorism.[4] ! is article will not examine this in 
detail, however it is interesting to note the possible in# uence of this shift and how 
it created yet another slow down in the design of an EU framework whilst this new 
phenomena was woven in.

1.4. Civilians — as Recipients vs. Partners

Before we move to an analysis of CCM, the question must be asked: what is 
“civilian” and what is “civil society”. ! e question also begs an analysis of how 
empowered are citizens as part of their civilian system or structure to be a part of 
con# ict prevention and response. ! ere is no single de" nition of these terms, so 
by returning to basics we " nd the following.

! e common dictionary provides a de" nition of civilian as:
“A civilian under international humanitarian law is a person who is not a 
member of his or her country’s armed forces. " e term is also often used colloquially 
to refer to people who are not members of a particular profession or occupation, 

[1] Report on the Implementation of the European Security Strategy — Providing Security in a Changing World, Brussels, 
11 December 2008. S407/08 http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/EN/reports/104630.pdf.

[2] For example, the last civilian mission — EUMM Georgia — did not mention human security, but instead had regard 
to “violation of human rights” and “security aspects of the return of internally displaced persons and refugees.” http://
eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2008:248:0026:0031:EN:PDF.

[3] Many other regional groups also attempt to implement Human Security, but still # nd it di$  cult to operationalise. 

[4] http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/eco# n/101728.pdf.
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especially by law enforcement agencies, which often use rank structures similar 
to those of military units.”[1]

! us the normative concept is an exclusive one. In a similar fashion, groups who 
work on con# ict, such as ACCORD, NUPI and SIPRI,[2] de" ne civilian by what it 
is not: i.e. “non-uniformed”.[3] ! e UN uses three distinctions — that of military, 
police and civilian.[4]

Civilian missions impact directly on civil society, as mission mandates are to advise 
on reform of structures that allow a society to exist in harmony — namely police, 
judicial, prison and administrative systems. Looking at “civil society”, one de" ni-
tion from the London School of Economics refers to:

“the arena of uncoerced collective action around shared interests, purposes and 
values. In theory, its institutional forms are distinct from those of the state, family 
and market, though in practice, the boundaries between state, civil society, family 
and market are often complex, blurred and negotiated. Civil society commonly 
embraces a diversity of spaces, actors and institutional forms, varying in their 
degree of formality, autonomy and power. Civil societies are often populated 
by organisations such as registered charities, development non-governmental 
organisations, community groups, women’s organisations, faith-based organisa-
tions, professional associations, trades unions, self-help groups, social movements, 
business associations, coalitions and advocacy groups.”[5] 

! is de" nition thus extends into the intricacy that we now have in societies, which 
of course increases in complexity when advising on reform in a con# ict or post-
con# ict situation.

Looking at these de" nitions as relevant to EU CCM, this article will now turn to 
an examination of the question of civilian within the CCM context, before explor-
ing the aspect of civilians as recipients and civilians as participants in EU “civilian” 
missions — the two sides of the coin. ! us we need to look at: the consultation of, 

[1] The Cambridge Dictionary de# nition gives simply: “a person who is not a member of the police or the armed forces”. 
The more extended version above is from one of the online phenomena known as “wikipedia.com”, which has not neces-
sarily been reviewed by professional editors, but is more re" ective of a global understanding of the concept, as anyone 
can contribute to the de# nition.

[2] See current SIPRI project “The Civilian Contribution to Peace Operations”. To be disseminated in 2010.

[3] Email correspondence of authors with Cedric DE CONING, ACCORD/NUPI October 2009. 

[4] See o$  cial UN documentation, in particular: UN General Assembly Security Council, Report of the Secretary-General… , 
op. cit.

[5] http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/CCS/what_is_civil_society.htm. 



111

Stephanie BLAIR & Giji GYA

and partnership with, the former; and the capacity and capabilities of the latter[1] 
to ful" l both engagement with, and needs of, the civilians on the ground.

2. EU CIVILIAN CRISIS MANAGEMENT ! HISTORY, STRUCTURES, AND POLICIES TO DATE

2.1. What is EU Civilian Crisis Management? 

In reaction to the crisis in Kosovo[2] the EU response to which was deemed disas-
trous, at the June 1999 Cologne European Council[3] the EU Member States desired 
to develop a better coordination of Member States’ resources and EU instruments to 
better provide CCM. A good review of the history of CCM 1999-2006 is provided 
by the EU-ISS, including the progressive development from the Nice, Helsinki, 
Feira and Göteburg Councils.[4] A brief history of developing CCM from 2006 is 
outlined here to better understand the latest advances in how the EU approaches 
the concept of “civilian” in its responses to crises and gives an attempt to de" ne EU 
CCM. From 1999-2006 though, it is important to highlight " ve points relevant 
to our argument. 

First, CCM focused on four priority areas that were originally de" ned by the 
Feira European Council in June 2000[5]: police; strengthening of the rule of law; 
strengthening civilian administration and civil protection. ! ese areas were to form 

[1] This encompasses: division of labour; partnerships; collective work; common training and exercises for personnel. 
See Giji GYA, Tapping the Human Dimension: Civilian Capabilities in ESDP, ISIS Brie# ng Note No. 2009:1, ISIS Europe, March 
2009. http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2009_artrel_254_isis-brie# ng-note-2009-1-civ-capabilities.pdf.

[2] For example, Guy BANIM, EU Responses to Fragile States, in Stefani WEISS, Hans-Joachim SPANGER and Wim VAN MEURS 
(eds.), Diplomacy, Development and Defense: A Paradigm for Policy Coherence (Gütersloh, Bertlesmann Stiftung, 2009).

[3] Cologne European Council Presidency Conclusions “56. The European Council invites the Council (General A! airs) 
to deal thoroughly with all discussions on aspects of security, with a view to enhancing and better coordinating the 
Union’s and Member States’ non-military crisis response tools. Deliberations might include the possibility of a stand-by 
capacity to pool national civil resources and expertise complementing other initiatives within the common foreign and 
security policy.” http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/en/ec/kolnen.htm.

[4] Civilian crisis management: the EU way, Chaillot Paper No. 90, (Paris, EU-ISS, June 2006), p.16. See also: Nice Coun-
cil Conclusions http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/Nice%20European%20Council-Presidency%20
conclusions.pdf; Helsinki Council Conclusions http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/docs/pressData/
en/ec/ACFA4C.htm; Goteborg Council Conclusions http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/background/docs/
goteborg_concl_en.pdf.

[5] Feira European Council Presidency Conclusions “11. The European Council welcomes the setting-up and # rst meet-
ing of the committee for civilian aspects of crisis management, as well as the identi# cation of priority areas for targets 
in civilian aspects of crisis management and of speci# c targets for civilian police capabilities. In this respect Member 
States, cooperating voluntarily, have undertaken that by 2003 they will be able to provide up to 5 000 police o$  cers for 
international missions across the range of con" ict prevention and crisis management operations. Member States have 
also undertaken to be able to identify and deploy up to 1 000 police o$  cers within 30 days. The European Council also 
welcomes the willingness of the Commission to contribute to civilian crisis management within its spheres of action.” 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/00200-r1.en0.htm 
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the basis of the EU Civilian Headline Goals, established in 2004 and renewed and 
expanded in 2007 as CHG 2010, which we will detail later.

Second, in parallel with Member State e% orts, in 2001, the Commission established 
a Community " nancial instrument to complement CCM activities through the 
Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM), which was active until December 2006. ! e 
RRM was designed to address “actions of a civilian nature to preserve or re-establish, 
in situations of crisis or emerging crisis, the conditions of stability essential to the 
proper implementation and success of these aid, assistance and cooperation policies 
and programmes.”[1] ! e mechanism managed this " nancing through grants to a 
broad scope of various actors, including authorities of Member States, and bene" ci-
ary states, NGOs, both public and private sectors as well as regional organisations. 
For example, in 2002, the RRM supported the peace negotiations between the Free 
Aceh Movement (GAM) and the Indonesian government. Again in 2005, the RRM 
supported demobilisation in Aceh, whilst the Council provided the EU Monitoring 
Mission. Indeed, according to one commentator, the RRM had supported 52 crisis 
management “operations” under the Commission.[2] ! us the EC was providing 
CCM options to civil society to be involved in responding to crises through these 
actors. However, the RRM did not ful" ll its design, and was succeeded in 2007 
by the Instrument for Stability, discussed later in this section. 

! ird, the " rst Crisis Management Concept (CMC) developed for the " rst CCM 
mission[3] — EUPM Bosnia and Herzegovina in 2002 — had no reference to human 
security, NGO nor civil society. ! e closest is a sentence that indicates that EUPM 
will be “supported by the Community’s institution building programmes under 
the CARDS Regulation, should contribute to the overall peace implementation 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH) as well as to the achievements of the Union’s 
overall policy in the region, notably the Stabilisation and Association Process.”[4] 
! is points to an ambiguity in coordination of the EU’s infamous pillar problem 
(although the EU-ISS reports that in the case of EUPM, the Community " nan-
cial instruments have strongly supported the mission’s police reforms[5]) and little 
recourse to ascertaining what it is that the population needs on the ground — apart 

[1] Council Regulation (EC) No 381/2001 of 26 February 2001 creating a rapid-reaction mechanism [OJ L 57 of 
27.02.2001].

[2] MANNERS, Ian, The Normative Powers of the EU in a Globalised World, in LAÏDI, Zaki, Ed., EU foreign policy in a globalized 
world: normative power and social preferences (London, Routledge/Garnet Series: Europe in the World, 2008), p. 33.

[3] For an extensive resource on outline, analysis and commentary on CSDP missions, see www.csdpmap.eu.

[4] http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2002:070:0001:006:EN:PDF.

[5] MERLINGEN, Michael, The EU Police Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina (EUPM), in Giovanni Grevi, Damien Helly and 
Daniel KEOHANE (eds), European Security and Defence Policy. The First 10 years (1999-2009) (Paris, EU-ISS, 2009).
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from improving policing within the framework of the Dayton Agreement to “best 
European and international practice”.

As Michael Merlingen puts it, EUPM has been “both a trailblazer and a guinea-
pig”.[1] Some may argue that the mission’s purpose was to simply establish “sustain-
able policing arrangements” — but what is sustainable, if not to engage and have 
civilians feel and be part of the ownership. Yet in practice, the BiH mission focused 
on internal processes in order for BiH to satisfy the Stabilisation and Association 
Agreement and to forge forth EU capacity in CSDP, rather than what was needed 
on the ground.

Fourth, in June 2004, the EU developed a new CCM “Action Plan for Civilian 
Aspects of ESDP” (based on the adoption of the European Security Strategy (ESS) 
in December 2003), which broadened CCM activities to human rights, politi-
cal, SSR, mediation, border control, disarmament-demobilisation-reintegration 
(DDR) and media. It is interesting that the EU continued to be so ambitious 
with such a spectrum of CCM thematics, as many mission sta%  on the ground 
regularly complained and still complain of a lack of support and guidance from 
Brussels with what they already have[2] and researchers and experts in Brussels well 
know the political di$  culties of Member State resistance or antagonism towards 
enhancing CCM capabilities. 

Fifth, during 2005-2006, the EU produced concepts on both SSR and DDR, 
detailing more construct for civilian engagement as well as integrating human 
rights (and in the DDR paper, integration of gender). However even with these, 
di% erent perspectives on what constitutes SSR and civilian ownership of such is 
problematic,[3] as we shall return to in Section 3.

A little more clarity came in 2006 with a tri-institutional e% ort establishing a 
Statement on the European Consensus on Development,[4] during a period that the 
EU was tackling not only a questioning of the layout and cross-functioning of its 
internal structures, but all global e% ects across a “security-development nexus”. 
As Banim notes, the statement iterated that “! e EU will strengthen its e% orts in 
con# ict prevention work and will support the prevention of state fragility through 
governance reforms, rule of law, anti-corruption measures and the building of 

[1] MERLINGEN, Michael, op. cit., p. 162. 

[2] Authors’ conversations. See also MERLINGEN, Michael, op. cit., p. 167.

[3] There are 2 versions of an SSR concept: Council: 12566/4/05, 13 October 2005; Commission: COM(2006) 253 # nal, 
24 May 2005.

[4] http://ec.europa.eu/development/policies/consensus_en.cfm. 
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viable state institutions in order to help them ful" l a range of basic functions and 
meet the needs of their citizens.”[1] ! us the EU e% orts — in this case for situations 
of fragility — were means to an end for the needs of civil society. 

2007 saw a rehabilitation of concepts, when the Civilian Headline Goal was renewed 
in 2007 as CHG2010, noting that CCM actions now included Security Sector 
Reform, monitoring borders and peace agreements as well as the improvement of 
including reference to human rights and UNSC Resolutions 1325 and 1820 on 
women, peace and security and sexual exploitation (SEA) and gender based violence 
(GBV) in con# ict, respectively. As the EU-ISS noted, “the debate on development 
of capabilities has undergone a signi" cant change of perspective”[2] from theoretical 
assumptions to reorientation to a quality (versus quantity) focus, based on opera-
tional experience. In other words, how can the missions value-add to the civilian 
recipients. Many commentators — particularly those working in the " eld — saw 
this as a positive development for the other side of the coin, which shifted the 
thinking-space of CCM towards the civilians on the ground and how missions are 
to implement their mandates to improve the situation for civil society.

2.2. A De" nition?

Today, there is no clear o$  cial “boxed” de" nition of EU CCM — perhaps logical 
due to its rapidly changing nature. So through this historical walk, what then is a 
de" nition of CCM? One former insider posits it as: “EU jargon for the deployment 
of military or civilian peacekeeping operations” with “activities of the Commission 
...of direct relevance before, during and after,” and “situations where international 
personnel intervene in place of local personnel where the latter are absent for one or 
other reason.”[3] ! is latter part is an interesting take, demonstrating a replacement 
of civilians in the situation — but are civilians really absent? 

! e EU CCM spectrum advanced from the original 2000 activities (police, rule-
of-law, administration and protection) to now encompass associated judicial and 
prison systems, details of SSR, DDR, human rights, combating sexual violence, 
as well as customs “capacity building”, providing a stop-gap, developing a “demo-
cratic political-system”[4] and even in 2010 addressing causal e% ects of piracy. Add 

[1] Authors’ emphasis. Joint Statement by the European Parliament, EU Governments in the Council and Commission, 
26 February 2006 OJ C 46/01 http://ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/eu_consensus_en.pdf.

[2] GREVI, Giovanni and Daniel Keohane, ESDP Resources, in GREVI, HELLY and KEOHANE (eds), op. cit., p. 108.

[3] Guy BANIM, op. cit.

[4] GOURLAY, Catriona, Partners Apart: Enhancing Cooperation between Civil Society and EU Civilian Crisis Management in 
the Framework of ESDP (Jyväskylä, CMI, EPLO and KATU, September 2006).
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to this monitoring and border assistance activities (the latter by both the Council 
and Commission), and work through the Commission’s Instrument for Stability 
(IfS) — which gives funds to NGOs, the UN, the AU and regional organisations for: 
support to mediation, con" dence building, interim administrations, strengthening 
Rule of Law, transitional Justice or the role of natural resources in con# ict —, and 
this is perhaps the closest to a practical de" nition of what CCM actually does, as 
opposed to con# ict prevention or military crisis management activities. 

In addition, on the political side since the Georgia con# ict in 2008, there is also a 
renewed focus on monitoring and strengthening of EUSR o$  ces to its CCM areas. 
! is is relevant as some EUSR o$  ces claim to be a point of contact in reaching 
out to civil society and groups on the ground. ! ey are also a pivotal point in the 
command chain in civilian missions.

! is is a re-orientated and broader focus of civilian crisis management for the EU, as 
a means to re-secure and re-structure a con# ict /crisis or fragile society — so here the 
lines are blurred as per the LSE de" nition. But how civilian orientated and owned 
is it? In 2006, Serrano wrote that the “character” of an CSDP mission — i.e. one 
of the CCM actions — involves 3 aspects: i) in the context of con# ict prevention 
as such there exists a complex security situation; ii) where the Council wishes to 
exercise political control on local authorities; iii) there is generally an intrusive and 
result-orientated mandate (which generally cannot be entrusted to private actors).[1] 
According to the Finnish Foreign Ministry, “In the European Union, civilian 
crisis management means intervening from outside in a humanitarian crisis that is 
threatening or has taken place in a State, region or society as a result of a con# ict, 
disaster or environmental catastrophe.”[2] “Intervening” and “intrusion” do not 
exactly speak to engagement and partnership with civilians in the host countries 
and consultation on their desires and needs — nor even that of the host country 
administration. 

So, for the purposes of this article, EU CCM encompasses both the spectrum of 
activities of CSDP missions as well as the IfS. Although this article focuses on CSDP 
missions, it is worth mentioning the Community facet to CCM — the IfS — here, 
as it is this instrument that theoretically supports capacity for civilian engagement 
through NGOs. Although “NGO” is not synonymous with “civilian” or “civil 
society”, it seems accepted that theoretically, NGOs working in this " eld engage 
with civil society. In 2007, the EU established the IfS as a successor to the Rapid 

[1] SERRANO, Pedro, A Strategic Approach to ESDP, in Nowak, Agnieszka (ed.), Civilian crisis management: the EU way, 
Chaillot Paper No. 90 (Paris, EU-ISS, June 2006), p. 41. Authors’ emphasis.

[2] http://www.intermin." /intermin/hankkeet/skh/home.nsf/pages/indexeng Authors’ emphasis.
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Reaction Mechanism. As its name suggests, the RRM was supposed to support 
quick reaction, but the lack of e$  cacy of this " nancial mechanism, led to a shift 
to a new structure with the IfS. ! us in addition to the inter-governmental pillar 
of missions under CFSP, the Commission contributes to CCM through the Com-
munity IfS. Gourlay writes that one strength of the Community side of CCM lies 
in the support to NGOs[1] from the IfS. ! e IfS and other instruments not directly 
related to CCM, such as the European Instrument for Democracy and Human 
Rights (EIDHR), fund various NGOs and NGO programmes on aspects such as 
community policing, mediation, DDR and peacebuilding. Indeed, the EIDHR has 
funded a consortia of NGOs — the previous incarnations of the above mentioned 
Initiative for Peacebuilding (IfP) — designed to input to and support e% orts for 
con# ict prevention and peacebuilding. How these EU funded consortia actually 
contribute to CCM on the ground for the locals, or ties back in to EU policy, is 
still an open question and subject to various evaluations.[2] 

Outsourcing programme implementation through NGOs is allegedly more cost 
e$  cient for the EU and in theory supports building up the capacity of civilians in 
their own countries. Yet part of the critique of the IfS and the previous RRM, was 
that the funding was too complicated and inaccessible for NGOs in Europe, let 
alone in crisis a% ected countries. ! is has been addressed with the instigation in 
August 2009 of the &12,000,000 “! ird Facility for urgent actions involving Policy 
Advice, Technical Assistance, Mediation and Reconciliation for the bene" t of third 
countries a% ected by crisis situations” for actions of 18 months, where NGOs are 
supposed to apply through the local EU delegation in country.[3] In theory, this 
should facilitate local civilian knowledge of EU assistance and receiving assist-
ance, as well as improve coherence of the CSDP mission and Commission work 
and knowledge of civil society, as the EU Delegation will now serve the o$  ces of 
the new double-hatted High Representative for CFSP (under inter-governmental 
competences) and Vice-President of the Commission (Community acquis) (HR/
VP Catherine Ashton). 

[1] GOURLAY, op. cit., p. 63.

[2] One example is a proposed scoping study on the economic distribution of EC support to con" ict prevention and 
Peacebuilding: Aide à la décision économique, Belgium, Thematic Evaluation of the European Commission Support to Con! ict 
Prevention and Peacebuilding. Preliminary Study: scoping and mapping, July 2009. EuropeAid/122888/C/SER/Multi See 
also Rintakoski, Kristiina and Autti, Mikko (eds), Report on Comprehensive Approach—Trends, Challenges and Possibilities 
for Cooperation in Crisis Prevention and Management (Helsinki, CMI, 24 November 2008). http://www.cmi.# /images/
stories/publications/reports/2008/Comprehensive_Approach_-_Trends_Challenges_and_Possibilities_for_Coopera-
tion_in_Crisis_Prevention_and_Management.pdf.

[3] Conversations with EU o$  cials in November 2009.
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Relatively new, the IfS now also supports CSDP missions, such as: " nancing pro-
grams for policing in synergy with EUPOL DRC and structural and educational 
facilities for associates of combatants (namely women) in synergy with EUSEC 
DRC; also " nancing SSR experts to Guinea-Bissau in synergy with the EUSSR 
Guinea-Bissau mission.[1] ! is is a step in the right direction — although perhaps 
seen as a little contentious, as Commission funds are not supposed to fund military 
or military-related actions, and the SSR missions in DRC and Guinea-Bissau work 
directly on improving the military through security reform. But this ideological 
step perhaps needs to be taken to be holistic. As exampled in this article, direct 
assistance during CCM challenges — such as to the families of brigades in con# ict 
torn countries, needs to be addressed.

2.3. Where are we Today? The Council Conclusions November 2009

! e recent EU fact sheet on CCM, issued in August 2009, still remains rather 
lyrical and unclari" ed in engagement with civilians, describing that: “As ESDP 
ventures further a" eld and diversi" es in its tasks and missions, there is a continu-
ous need to develop a body of crisis management capabilities, and to ensure that 
the EU uses all available means to respond coherently to the whole spectrum of 
crisis management tasks”.[2] However, at the end of the Swedish Presidency, in 
the excitement towards the implementation of the Lisbon Treaty and potential 
“de-pillarisation” of CCM, where does the EU stand? Many documents from the 
" nal Council meetings at the end of the pre-Lisbon era are still internal. However 
a snap-shot of the subject matters: strengthening cooperation between Justice 
and Home A% airs and CCM; revised civilian response team concepts with more 
# exibility; analytical capability in CCM operations; Comprehensive Concept for 
Police Strengthening Missions paying heed to local ownership; and a guiding 
framework for SSR assessments[3] — this seems to bode well for delving in-depth 
and developing better civilian engagement and partnerships for CCM. A look at 
one example though, the Concept for Police Strengthening Missions still presents 
civilian partnership as a caveat, where under “Local Ownership”, “Links with civil 
society and NGOS may be important.”[4] 

[1] http://ec.europa.eu/external_relations/ifs/projects/sub_saharan_africa/index_en.htm.

[2] European security and defence policy: the civilian aspects of crisis management, EU Fact Sheet, August 2009. http://
www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/090702%20Civilian%20aspects%20of%20crisis%20management%20
-%20version%203_EN.pdf.

[3] http://register.consilium.europa.eu/pdf/en/09/st16/st16500.en09.pdf.

[4] Authors’ emphasis. Council of the European Union, Comprehensive Concept for ESDP Police Strengthening Missions 
(Interface with Broader Rule of Law), 15031/09, 26 October 2009.
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! ere will obviously always be constraints depending on relations with the Host 
Country, underpinned by the mission mandate, in particular, if the Host Country 
requested an EU mission, or if the EU has executive powers, as in Kosovo. But as 
advisory bodies, civilian missions must put " rst and foremost that the reformed 
structures are there to service civilian needs.

2.4. Burgeoning CSDP Missions

CSDP has existed for 10 years but CSDP missions have escalated only since 2005, 
with the past four years seeing a major growth and broadening of CSDP and 
CCM — from 5 missions in 2003/4; to 13 in 2005; 15 in 2006; back to 13 in 
2007; up to 17 in 2008 and 15 in 2009. We will enter 2010 with 14 missions 
and a possible further 1 in Somalia — making a potential 15. ! is broadening 
of CCM is particularly in the area of Security Sector/System Reform (SSR) — 
where 11 of the 14 current CSDP missions are “civilian” — 7 of those on SSR, 
giving advice and reform on policing (EUPM BiH; EUPOL Afghanistan; EUPOL 
COPPS Palestinian Territories; EUPOL RDC), rule-of-law (EUJUST LEX Iraq), 
administration (EULEX Kosovo) and general SSR (EUSSR Guinea-Bissau).[1] ! is 
evolution of CSDP is a good opening to create better links between the EU and 
civilian engagement. 

From the previous section, an assumed working de" nition of CCM encompasses: 
monitoring, substitution, mentoring, training and assistance activities in: policing; 
rule-of-law; human rights; gender; broader SSR — including military and prisons; 
DDR; civil administration; mediation and border support. Hence we can now look 
at exactly what these activities are aiming to e% ect on the ground.

SSR is an important activity to CSDP, as the majority of missions are broadly based 
in the realm of SSR, hence a working EU de" nition of SSR speaks to the recipient 
civilian aspect in the term of “citizen”:

“SSR concerns reform of both the bodies which provide security to citizens and 
the state institutions responsible for management and oversight of those bodies. 
...SSR should be seen as a holistic process, strengthening security for all citizens 
as well as addressing governance de# cits. " is is to ensure that the security sector 
is not placed or treated outside the overall public sector, but seen as an integral 

[1] See ISIS Europe chart and table of CSDP and EU missions www.csdpmap.eu. Rule-of-law and police missions are 
de# ned as SSR missions in a broader sense. The remaining 3 civilian missions are border (EUBAM Rafah, EUBST Georgia 
and the Commission led EUBAM Moldova/Ukraine). The EUSEC DRC mission is also on SSR, but on defence reform.
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but balanced part of public resource allocations and the institutional framework 
of the state.”[1]

It is this link that the EU still needs to work toward, not only within its mission 
focus, but in advice to Host Countries.

! e next section will proceed to look at practical experiences and observations of 
implementing EU CCM processes, policies and “instruments”, to draw out the 
gaps and lessons on which the EU needs to build.

3.  OBSERVATIONS SUPPORTING IMPROVED CIVILIAN ENGAGEMENT 

Having set the scene with an examination of the term and concept of civilian and 
unpacking the term in the EU context of CCM, the article will now set out some 
empirical observations drawn from various theatres of operations with practical sug-
gestions for civilian engagement based on the principle of partnership. ! e following 
section will then examine the implications of these lessons for the development of 
the EEAS and future " eld based operations. In particular, it considers examples 
from other partners in the " eld — notably the UN — as the paper explained in 
Section 1, it is the UN that the EU acknowledges has primacy in peacekeeping 
and international crisis response. Hence the challenges for the UN must also be 
considered for the EU.

Civilian operations in the past have been characterized as two solitudes, isolat-
ing internal and external actors. ! is was particularly acute during the UNMIK 
operation in Kosovo, but this is a widespread characteristic and criticism. ! e EU 
operation in Kosovo (the EULEX rule of law mission and its predecessor EUP), 
aware of this internal-external divide, has worked hard to overcome it, despite the 
vestiges of executive authority and unfavourable local perceptions. ! e important 
point is that it is clear that when there is a convergence of interests, cooperation 
will follow, with the potential meeting of mutually agreed objectives of crisis man-
agement and reconstruction. ! us, a shared understanding between international 
and local actors of the challenges of reconstruction and rebuilding failed states is a 
good starting point to reduce tension and frustration. 

! e following are points taken from experience and observations in missions. ! ese 
“lessons” are drawn from the authors’ time in the " eld as well as from discussion 

[1] COM(2006) 253 Final Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament. A Concept 
for European Community Support for Security Sector Reform, SEC(2006) 658}. Authors’ emphasis. http://eur-lex.europa.
eu/LexUriServ/site/en/com/2006/com2006_0253en01.pdf.
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with personnel with relevant " eld experience, using the cases of Kosovo[1] and the 
DRC.[2] ! e following points are not a “pick and mix”, but rather a combination of 
factors that must be addressed holistically to improve engagement and adding-value 
to civilian recipients on the ground. ! is must be through both support (provi-
sion of resources) and capacity building, underpinned by sustainability. ! ey are 
illustrated with examples from either or both Kosovo and the DRC.

3.1.  Partnership, Underpinned by Local Ownership, Must Serve 
as the Guiding Principle for the Whole Operation

A “partnership approach” underpinned by local ownership requires a complete shift 
in attitude coupled with new working practices and assumptions. ! is will require 
the adoption of a new attitude, time and patience. Peter Feith, the EUSR/ICR is 
attempting to operationalise his role in Kosovo on the “basis of local ownership”,[3] 
despite his executive “corrective” powers. While he appears to be succeeding, 
Kosovars are pessimistic about his ability to manoeuvre given the political divide 
between national stances within the ICO.[4] Despite this exception based on a 
personality, however, the wider international community, including the EU and 
the UN, appear unable to operationalise this principle. 

Unfortunately yet understandably, some missions appear to be seized by working 
to their higher headquarters, capitals, and geo-strategic interests,[5] rather than 
working to the needs of the populace and the wider objectives of the mission and 
clearly established benchmarks. Locals challenge the institutions for their lack of 
accountability. ! e example of the announcement of Standards in Kosovo[6] in 2004 

[1] Dr. Blair served in Kosovo from 1999 — 2000. She worked for the OSCE KVM and OMIK missions as Deputy Director 
of Human Rights before moving to UNMIK as a Municipal Administrator. She conducted a study on the issue of partner-
ship in 2004 for the War-Torn Societies Project (now InterPeace) and has maintained contact with the region and the 
members of the new EU mission and ICR. Giji Gya visited Kosovo in 2009 and is engaged in a 3-year project on local 
empowerment in security policy, with NGO networks in Kosovo, Liberia, Afghanistan and DRC. See also: Stephanie BLAIR, 
PhD dissertation, The Road to Self-Rule: International Administration and the Devolution of Authority in Kosovo, Department 
of War Studies, King’s College London, 2008. 

[2] DRC lessons have drawn on research and discussions conducted by Giji Gya with former EUFOR, and current EUPOL 
and EUSEC personnel in the DRC, as well as Congolese actors in the DRC [as part of the study of ESDP missions in the DRC 
by Gya, Charlotte Isaksson (former Gender Advisor to EUFOR DRC) and Marta Martinelli (former consultant on the Great 
Lakes for the Belgian Development Cooperation and current advisor to EUPOL and EUSEC in DRC) for UNIFEM and the 
French EU Presidency in 2008] and actors at various conferences in Europe during 2008-09.

[3] Peter FEITH, Focus Kosovo UNMIK, Spring 2008. http://www.ico-kos.org/pdf/focus.pdf, accessed 5 January 2009.

[4] Discussion with senior national OSCE sta! , 8 January 2010. The ICO is seen as being split into two, with UK and US 
on one side and France, Germany and Russia on the other, thereby rendering the institution moribund. 

[5] Ibid.

[6] “Standards are 8 areas in which Kosovo needs to make progress in order to be functioning, stable and on its way to 
Europe. As progress in these areas is achieved, life in Kosovo will become measurably better. Standards are key to jobs 
and security.” http://www.unmikonline.org/standards/priorities.htm.
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illustrates this point. UN SRSG Steiner developed the benchmarks for devolution of 
authority at a retreat in Dubrovnik, composed entirely of select international sta% .[1] 
! is immediately caused a rift between international and local actors. Furthermore, 
it served not only to marginalize the Prime Minister but also to undermine him in 
the eyes of population when he had to admit to journalists that he knew nothing 
about the “Standards”. ! ese positions alienated the would-be partners who could 
not succeed without each other and lead to the mission minimizing the input of 
its strategic partner. 

! e EU is attempting to address a lack of knowledge of how to implement partner-
ships. ! ere is a current Commission funded project looking at multistakeholder 
partnerships in post-con# ict involving the EU, which will release its " ndings at a 
roundtable in Brussels in October 2010.[2]

3.2.  Partnership Can Overcome Tensions Created 
by Mutual Recriminations

A shared understanding of the challenges and solutions, as suggested above, 
widens the pool of stakeholders, sharing credit, blame and the responsibility for 
decisions. 

! e Kosovo example also highlights this observation. Eventually, local political 
actors in Kosovo used this episode to demonstrate to the population that the 
international mission was working against the democratically elected politicians 
and therefore against the will of the people. ! e mission never recovered from this 
and indeed, local-international relations su% ered. Recriminations continued as the 
mission blatantly criticised the government of ine$  ciency and corruption. Unfor-
tunately, the EU has fared little better. EULEX is viewed by the locals as having 
little accountability, reporting only to Brussels, yet criticizing the government.[3] 
A di% erent approach would have been to agree on how the mission coupled with 
the government would address the challenges of governing Kosovo with agreed 
division of responsibilities to address shared problems. ! is lack of a lens of shared 
problems with joint solutions reduces opportunities for cooperation to turn to 
con# ict and competition between internal and external actors. 

[1] Two to Tango: An Agenda for the new Kosovo SRSG, Europe Report No. 148 (Pristina & Brussels, International Crisis 
Group, 2 September 2003), p. 16. 

[2] See www.multi-part.eu.

[3] Discussions with senior national OSCE sta! , 8 January 2010. 
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3.3. Engage Strategically and Seriously

Partnership must be actively planned from the outset, preferably with input from 
local partners and established from the beginning of the mission, with accountability 
of both partners set against mutually agreed benchmarks. Interestingly, calls for 
increased cooperation are not new, particularly between international actors. ! is 
paper seeks to ensure that local actors are not excluded from this process. Gourlay 
recommended improved cooperation through the creation of advisory structures 
between the EU and NGOs in her paper Partners Apart.[1] Partnership from the 
word go will enable the mission to exploit the early windows of opportunity for 
partnership building. As part of the strategic planning process, a plan on how to 
engage local actors at all levels must form part of the overall plan, with a view to 
what the overall objective of the mission is. Partnership works best when there are 
clearly de" ned roles and a convergence of interests and when based on practical 
and realistic objectives. ! is can be developed and nurtured through meaningful 
consultation and cooperation. Indeed, Blair found that no strategies exist to guide 
these essential relations between internal and external actors.[2] Whilst ideas of part-
nership and participation emerge during operations, paradoxically, key decisions 
continue to be made without su$  cient attention to the socio-political realities, or 
with full consultation and engagement in partnerships from the beginning. Planning 
continues as if it were free of the chaotic interactions amongst stakeholders. 

In a Balkan example, criticism of the structure of the international e% orts in BiH 
have pointed to an over-dependence by the country’s local authorities on the EU 
mission EUPM BiH, rather than to their citizens. However, inroads have been 
made, as comparing EUPM 2003 to EUPM today, the mission focuses more 
on engaging the local population in dealing with crime and corruption with the 
establishment of local hotlines and intense public information and education cam-
paigns.[3] Yet, this has only come about due to years of trial and error, and some 
are sceptical that such “lessons” will reach the deliberations over a Joint Action for 
a new EU mission.

In the DRC, the implementation of the EU’s two SSR missions (one on police 
reform, the other on military reform) was particularly problematic to coherently 
combine with the EU REJUSCO programme.[4] Rather than combining these 

[1] Partners Apart, op cit.

[2] BLAIR, op. cit.

[3] http://www.eupm.org/Campaigns.aspx.

[4] Programme for the restoration of the judicial system in Eastern Congo. A multi-partner programme with Belgium, 
the Netherlands and the UK and the Commission through the European Development Fund. http://www.rejusco.org/.
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three into one cohesive whole, the politics and nature of the activities led to a 
separation into three budget lines and three actions. ! is made implementation 
not only di$  cult for the day-to-day work of the personnel, but also confusing for 
the Congolese. ! e strategy of how these three actions were to interact (with very 
small sta% ) amongst themselves, but also with the UN, various NGOs and with 
Congolese national and local authorities, was as complicated as the size and terrain 
of the DRC itself.[1] Part of the solution was due to the personalities in the mis-
sions. As such, the gender advisor (double-hatted between EUPOL and EUSEC) 
in herself became a consistency in both communication and strategy, particularly 
in combating gender and sexual-based violence. ! is was identi" ed by local women 
as a strong need for the population and consequently became a strong focus of the 
new mandates for the two missions in 2009.

3.4. Develop a Strategic Communications Plan

! is must be developed early and be continuously revised to communicate the 
mission objectives and realities to the local population. A component of such an 
outreach e% ort should include reporting on the mission directly to the govern-
ment and the population as the mission makes progress. Such an e% ort would 
demonstrate that the mission takes notions of accountability and transparency 
seriously and foments local “buy-in”. If done correctly this will ensure that the 
political locals won’t manipulate and undermine international intentions. ! is 
is essential for expectation management amongst both local political parties and 
wider civil society. 

Returning to Kosovo, expectations were not well managed at the outset of UNMIK. 
Interestingly, despite almost one year of planning conducted in-theatre, the EU 
operation appears to su% er a similar fate. Even today there seems to be a discon-
nection between the mission and population, despite e% orts of some individuals 
and mission restructuring.[2] ! e population assumed that the mission would bring 
independence. When that failed to materialize, and the mission was perceived to 
govern, the population and its politicians soon turned against the mission. Out-
breaks of violence were easily orchestrated, including the March 2004 violence. ! e 
public became disillusioned with the mission and was unable to articulate what the 
mission objectives were, other than to be an obstacle to independence. 

[1] See GYA, Giji, ISAKSSON, Charlotte and MARTINELLI, Marta, Report on ESDP Missions in the Democratic Republic of the Congo. 
Background paper (Brussels, UNIFEM, October 2008), updated January 2009. http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2009_
artrel_242_esdp&drc-gender-report.pdf.

[2] A well-informed Kosovar con# rmed of having little to no knowledge of what the objectives are of the EULEX opera-
tion. Discussion, 8 January 2010. Also discussions with members of women’s regional networks, January 2010.
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In the DRC, one strong complaint was the lack of communication and support 
from Brussels to the " eld for personnel, and a lack of coherence between the EC 
Delegations on the ground, Brussels and the missions and no guidelines for local 
contact. For example, under EUFOR RD Congo, the gender advisor personally 
instigated and created strong contact with locals — in particular women. However, 
when the six-month mission ended, neither the EC delegation nor Brussels were 
interested in taking over engagement with NGOs/civil society and the list that 
the Gender Advisor had compiled.[1] Understandably, the chain of command for 
military missions — in the current case in DRC the EUSEC mission — neces-
sitates communication to go through the Head of Mission. Luckily for EUPOL 
and EUSEC, important advisory personnel, including gender and human rights 
advisors — the main link with the community in DRC — were positioned in the 
chain of command next to the Head of Mission, which compensated for the weak 
communication between Brussels and the " eld.[2] Furthermore, the " rst Gender 
Advisor to EUSEC and EUPOL took lessons in a personal capacity from the 
EUFOR DRC Gender Advisor and following advice, both EUPOL and EUSEC 
maintain lists and contacts of local help and NGOs that they can pass on to civil-
ians that come in need, if the mission does not have the capacity or mandate to 
assist them.

3.5. Promises Must Be Ful" lled

Closely linked to expectation management through a strategic communications 
plan, is the need to follow-up on promises. 

One Kosovar Mayor complained of being unable to attend to restoring his munici-
pal services because he was overly pressed to meet with internationals from the 
UN, EU, NGOs etc.[3] ! e various meetings and actions of external actors raised 
his expectations that resources and projects would be forthcoming. Furthermore, 
these same groups then criticized the Mayor for running an ine$  cient municipality. 
Understandably, his initial welcome turned to apathy and indeed resentment which 
soured relations and thus the opportunity for cooperative working relations. 

A regular feature of mission life is the weekly coordination meeting normally limited 
to internal actors. If it is not possible for locals to attend, then a separate structure 
or mechanism needs to be established to provide a space for regular interactions. 

[1] Conversation with former Gender Advisor to EUFOR RD Congo.

[2] GYA, ISAKSSON and MARTINELLI, op. cit.

[3] Discussion with mayor of Klina, August 1999.
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Such a process needs not be rigid, however, in-line with the call for a solid strate-
gic communication plan, is the need for a consistent message of objectives to be 
delivered across the mission at all levels from capital through to village. 

! e DRC is a trickier case due to the vast size of the country and the small size of 
the missions and lack of coordination between many actors. ! e local political situ-
ation in the DRC, particularly with the 2008 o% ensives in the Kivus and ongoing 
con# ict, also creates challenges. One advantage that the EUPOL DRC mission has 
created however, is a sustained leadership, where both the Head of Mission and his 
political advisor have been with the mission since 2005. According to one expert, 
this has “allowed for the coherence and continuity of the EU interventions”[1] — 
that is, ful" lling promises over the medium term.

3.6. Gender Isn’t Only for Advisors

Engagement with all members of the recipient civilian society must be done with 
gender considerations in mind. Not engaging with women, nor seeing their per-
spective, is ignoring half the population.

An example comes from the missions in the DRC.[2] A major conference held in 
Goma in January 2008 lacked civil society representation. Also, the EUSEC/POL 
Gender Advisor was able to obtain information about the lack of women’s participa-
tion in the Amani process. Consequently, a declaration from women’s organisations 
deploring the low participation of women, was distributed to some Embassies in the 
DRC as well as EU partners — including the EUSR o$  ce, EUSEC and EUPOL 
missions and the EC delegation in the DRC. At the subsequent Roundtable on 
SSR organised by the DRC authorities in February 2008, civil society lobbied 
for their representation at the Conference and a limited number of representa-
tives were allowed. In order to ensure that the concerns of women’s groups were 
taken into account, contacts of local women’s groups working in the " eld were 
taken by the EUSEC/EUPOL mission Gender Advisor. ! e women’s groups met 
to identify gender priorities for SSR and drafted a declaration on behalf of civil 
society. ! is declaration was distributed to the presidents of the di% erent working 
committees to be taken into account in work on SSR. ! e " nal recommendations 
of the Roundtable urged the authorities to put into place internal structures for 
addressing gender dimensions and to create units of the police and judicial sector 
specialised in protection of women. As a result, the DRC Minister of Gender also 

[1] Thierry VIRCOULON, EUPOL Kinshasa and EUPOL RD Congo, in GREVI, HELLY, and KEOHANE (eds), op. cit., p. 225.

[2] These extracts are from GYA, ISAKSSON and MARTINELLI, op. cit.
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raised concerns over gender issues and EUSEC together with the MONUC Gender 
O$  ce gave feedback to the Ministry in this process. ! is process did not necessarily 
need a “gender advisor” — rather it needed the awareness that people were being 
excluded and these people had an important message and knowledge to give. ! e 
Gender Advisor merely facilitated a partnership forum where engaging the civilian 
population and sharing of this information could eventuate.

3.7. Flexibility Must Underpin the Interpretation of Mandates. 

CSDP mission o$  cials need to engage with local actors and local socio-economic-
political issues whilst also juggling the demands of headquarters and capitals under 
often intense resource shortages. Additionally, EU mandates in particular, compared 
with their UN counterparts, are often very narrow and limited in scope. ! is pro-
vides little space for mission sta%  and the Head of Mission in particular, to operate 
# exibly to events that are seemingly beyond his/her mandate, but which may be 
critical to mission success or acceptance by the population.

EUSEC DRC faced a myriad of challenges, yet the Head of Mission adopted a 
# exible approach vis-à-vis the mission mandate. One example is where gender 
reports by EUSEC revealed that female combatants were not registered correctly, 
the consequence being that married women and their children did not receive 
the same bene" ts as their male colleagues. ! e Congolese authorities recti" ed 
this anomaly due to the advice of the mission, deduced from the reports. As one 
male interviewee from the DRC explained, if you help one woman you lift-up the 
whole nation. ! is clearly polishes the recipient civilian side of the coin, in that 
“mandate gaps can be " lled by bottom-up approaches”[1] and the EUSEC mission 
has been exemplary in using # exibility and a Head of Mission with foresight and 
full support for his sta% . More such actions by creative Heads of Missions should 
be the case and not the exception. 

In Kosovo UNSCR 1244 was initially viewed as ambiguous and led to con# icting 
interpretations by di% erent stakeholders: UNMIK, the Serbs and the Albanians. 
However, Jock Covey, the Principal Deputy Special Representative of the UN 
Secretary General (PDSRS) used this to his advantage to operate # exibly, given the 
room for manoeuvre provided for by the ambiguity in the mandate. “! ere is a " ne 
balance between the minimal clarity needed to maintain the parties’ con" dence 
and the ambiguity that keeps the parties at the table. In this, ambiguity is an asset 

[1] MERLINGEN, op. cit., p. 167.
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to be cultivated actively and yielded grudgingly.”[1] Peter Feith, with his two hats 
as EUSR and ICR (International Civilian Representative) and through the force of 
his personality, has also used the lack of clarity between the various international 
mission mandates (UN, OSCE and EU) to his bene" t. Clearly a balance must to 
be struck between the need for openness and transparency with agility to operate 
# exibly to exploit windows of opportunity that enable the advancement of the 
peace process. 

From the cases in this section, what can the EAS do to build on and use these 
experiences? Potential actions are outlined in the " nal section of this article.

4. HOW SHOULD THE NEW EEAS PLAN ITS ACTIONS VIS"À"VIS CIVILIAN ENGAGEMENT? 

Built on the exampled points in Section 3, we give six aspects from which the new 
European External Action Service (EAS) could operationalise the partnership 
approach to build a post-Lisbon CCM concept.

4.1. Partnership

As part of the EAS, the EU delegations should be the point of contact for analysis 
of local partners that should be engaged into the consultation process for CCM. 
! ere is a window of opportunity now whilst the EAS is being developed, and it 
would be a waste not to use the experiences explained above to bring in previous 
mission sta%  as an expert group to advise on consulting with civil society and to 
use previous civil society contacts to form another advisory group on what they 
want from CSDP missions and the IfS.

Pre-Lisbon, to ensure political accountability, EC funding was overseen by commit-
tees to ensure fostering ownership by partner countries — which makes the process 
lengthy and in# exible. As Gourlay argued, “the result is that EC desk-o$  cers in 
Brussels and in Delegations have little scope for seizing strategic opportunities or 
re-adjusting funding priorities in the light of local political developments or policy 
decisions taken in the framework of CFSP.”[2] With the change of EC Delegations 
to become EU Delegations, responsible to both the Commission and Council,[3] 

[1] COVEY, Jock, Making a Viable Peace: Moderating Political Con" ict, in COVEY, Jock, HAWLEY, Michael and Leonard DZEIDZIC, 
(eds), The Quest for a Viable Peace: International Intervention and Strategies for Con! ict Transformation (Washington, DC, 
USIP, 2005), p. 103.

[2] GOURLAY, op. cit., p. 107.

[3] For an analysis of the structuring of the new EAS, see MAURI, Filippo & Giji GYA, Setting up the EAS, European Security 
Review, No. 47, ISIS Europe, December 2009. http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2009_artrel_375_esr47-eas.pdf.
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these o$  ces should become the hub of civilian engagement and champions of local 
ownership. ! ey should be given such a mandate and sta% ed with quality personnel 
trained to instil a culture of partnering between the EU and recipient countries.

Accountability also needs to be built into the EAS. As the European Parliament has 
little powers of scrutiny, inter-parliamentary groups of Member States should join 
with Parliamentary initiatives in crisis countries and actions should be supported 
under the IfS. In regard to personnel, the EAS should create an accountability unit 
to which personnel in missions or EAS sta%  that have perpetrated SEA or GBV 
should be held accountable.[1] 

4.2. Engage Strategically and Seriously — Implementing Lessons

! e overall point of the mission should stem from what the people on the ground 
need. As such, strategic engagement means exploiting the early windows of oppor-
tunity for partnership building. “But how?” is often the question, especially for EU 
sta% /personnel with no experience of the country or culture. As such, partnership 
works best when there are clearly de" ned roles and a convergence of interests and 
when based on practical and realistic objectives. ! is can be developed and nurtured 
through meaningful consultation and cooperation. Again the question “But who 
and how do we consult?” means a recourse to previous experience (see i. above) and 
implementing lessons identi" ed to make them lessons learnt and adopted. 

In 2008, the EU adopted guidelines for lessons-learnt processes. ! ere are a myriad 
of anecdotes and documents on what was done incorrectly and what was done well. 
However, the EU is still struggling with the creation of a synergised civilian lessons 
database and the e% ort to put this into place under the EAS must be a priority. 
In particular, entry of lessons must be monitored to ensure the correct lessons are 
identi" ed and recorded accurately; it must be well referenced and accessible to per-
sonnel and EAS sta% . ! e proposed “best practice” o$  cers in missions[2] must have 
a counterpart in the EU Delegation and Brussels, a lack of resources is no excuse, 
particularly with the CFSP budget increasing from &243 million in 2009 up to 
&400 million in 2013. Training and workshops on transposing lessons are essential, 
as is the structure to do this, which we come to in the next aspect below.

[1] Further development of this is outside the scope of this paper, but following the international scandals of UN 
peacekeepers, the UN set up an accountability mechanism. A procedure that the EU would do well to emulate before it 
is too late.

[2] GREVI & KEOHANE, op. cit., p. 112.
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4.3. Strategy — Communication, Structure and Training

An overall supportive structure for EAS sta%  is needed. It must encompass a formal-
ised training, structure (enhance the European Security Defence College and give 
it a properly resourced secretariat), well resourced modules (to replace the ad-hoc 
method of developing modules currently used) and recruitment must merit gender 
equality, expert quality and emphasise candidate’s awareness of cultural context 
and civil society in the country. As such, as Korski and Gowan note, proper career 
incentive needs to be given and Member States must dedicate themselves to the 
provision of experts.[1] ! e pooling concepts developed under the Swedish EU 
Presidency should build a base for this. As Nowak argued in 2006, EU e% orts on 
co-ordination and synergies for CCM have been too simplistic and in 2010, the 
Spanish EU Presidency must work assiduously with the HR/VP Ashton to make 
this a reality. 

To actually make the notion of “local ownership” a truism, the missions and EU 
Delegations should engage locals in training and consultation sessions, rather than 
using only EU or outsourced sta% . Up to now, many EC Delegations have had local 
sta% , but they are often in administrative positions. As for partnerships, a formal 
method for collating local networks contacts, NGOs and civil society groups (which 
di% er depending on culture and context) is essential and should be shared amongst 
the mission, EU Delegation and Brussels sta% . A secure intranet system should be 
devised for such, which could easily be provided using the expert assistance from 
the EU Military Sta%  in the EAS.

In the " eld, the mission must have budget and engagement from the outset to 
establish strong communications with civil society. Some missions have developed 
mission magazines and broadcasts and should be used as models for this. Again, 
the EU Delegations and Brussels desk o$  cers in the EAS must all synergise and 
share such communication strategy across EU policies.

! e message and role of any EU presence must be clear. Its relation with other actors 
on the ground (UN, regional, local etc) must also be clear. It takes little e% ort to 
provide regularly updated simple fact-sheets/broadcasts for locals and to establish 
the EU delegation as an information point for such. With the Commission and 
Council competences now combined in the EAS, the HR/VP would do well to 
establish a unit in the spokesperson’s o$  ce to create an EU “PR department” — 
much as the UN did with the Department of Public Information under Sashi 

[1] KORSKI, Daniel and Gowan, Richard, Can the EU Rebuild Failing States? A Review of Europe’s Civilian Capacities (London, 
European Council on Foreign Relations, 2009). 



130

The two faces of civilian in civilian crisis management

! aroor (and hiring a professional corporate PR " rm) in the 1990s to combat 
negative or erroneous ideas about the UN.

Furthermore and related to strategy, communication, structure and training, our 
examples show that longer–term personnel in missions serve civilians much better. 
It also prevents the perception by locals of EU actors as “sea-gulling” — that is, 
# ying in, doing their business and disappearing again.

4.4. Promises 

Promises should be backed up by robust and # exible " nancial instruments and 
quick impact project money at the disposal of EUSR or Head of Mission to enable 
her/him to act # exibility. 

4.5. Gender 

To its credit, the EU has " nally seriously engaged on its gender policies in e% orts 
to cohere across competences and create clear mandates[1] and these e% orts now 
need to be properly resourced. ! ere should be a clear group of people dedicated 
to it full time in the EAS in a “Gender Unit” (as the people currently working on 
gender in the Council and Commission are few and are triple-hatted with too 
many responsibilities) and gender must be continuously strengthened in mission 
mandates. ! e ability for Heads of Mission to be # exible in their mandates can also 
help in implementing sound gender perspectives in missions — as the examples 
from the DRC demonstrate. 

4.6. Flexibility 

Flexibility is a very di$  cult concept and takes a skilled and dedicated person to 
enact it. However, if partnerships are built from the beginning and a mandate is 
established with foresight, a mission should be given the ability to grasp the con-
textuality and exploit the experience or resources of local actors to enhance the mis-
sion’s implementation. Or vice-versa, use the expertise of the mission to enable or 
assist local civilians or authorities to enhance their e% orts for crisis management and 
empowerment. ! e real point here is the acceptance by the Political and Security 

[1] Giji GYA, Gender Mainstreaming and Empowerment of Women in the EU’s External Relations Instruments. Study for the 
European Parliament AFET Committee, June 2009. http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2009_artrel_306_09-04-epstudy-
gender-ext-rel-gya.pdf.
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Committee to loosen the leash and allow the individuals to which it has entrusted 
the mission to operate creatively in support of the wider peace process. 

5. CONCLUSION 

However imperfect local actors may be, partnership with them is essential for EU 
CCM. Exclusion only brings frustration, tension, confrontation, and ultimately 
non-compliance and often open con# ict. A plan based on consultation and coop-
eration has the potential to avoid many of the pitfalls of earlier experiences. ! e 
foremost aim of any civilian “intervention” must be to create local institutions and 
to revive local services. Civilian interventions therefore should be designed to har-
ness and develop local structures and local talent from the very beginning. 

! e challenge now is to move a step beyond rhetoric regarding local participation 
and to develop realistic, sustainable strategies — based on the experiences and les-
sons already undertaken as demonstrated by these examples in this paper — that 
incorporate the local population, in a meaningful way, into the peace process. ! is 
will enable the emergence of truly robust indigenous structures capable of dealing 
with future con# icts in a non-violent manner. Grandiose ambitions of working at 
the strategic level to Brussels and local national governments, exclusive of wider 
civil society, is simply poor practice. When the rubber hits the road and even well-
informed locals can’t cite the mission objectives, leading to resentment at best, EU 
CCM has lost its primary bene" ciary and the possibilities for sustainable peace 
that they represent. 

On a " nal note, the upcoming mission in Somalia will be the " rst new mission under 
the EAS and will be a test case to encompass all these aspects, as well as address-
ing a very complicated situation in tackling the structural causes of insecurity for 
Somalia, part of the causal reasons for the piracy epidemic. Whether the EU sheds 
its rhetoric and embraces the importance of long-term, sustained consultation and 
local ownership of process and implementation will be seen. ! e opportunity for 
reform provided by the Lisbon Treaty is not one to be missed. 


