
Julian R. Lang

Master of International Affairs
Class of 2018

Hertie School of Governance

Adviser: Dr. Markus Jachtenfuchs
Partner Institution: BwConsulting

Culture, Competition & Commitment
Assessing Challenges to the European Union’s

Comprehensive Approach and Civil-Military Cooperation in 
Crisis Management Missions



Culture, Competition & Commitment ii

Acknowledgments

The author would like to thank his partner institution, BwConsulting, 

particularly Christian Fischbach, for the support they provided in arranging contacts for

interviews and providing relevant documents during the research process.

The author would also like to thank Dr. Markus Jachtenfuchs for the sound 

methodological and organizational advice he gave throughout the thesis process. 

Additionally, the author also gives his thanks to the Führungsakademie der 

Bundeswehr1, whose UN Peacekeeping Module helped to inspire this research and the 

lectures of which are frequently cited throughout this paper.

Finally, the author also gives his sincerest thanks to Yaser Hammadi for his 

helpful and constructive criticism given during the final stages of the drafting process.

1 The Military Academy of the German Armed Forces



Culture, Competition & Commitment iii

Table of Contents
Acknowledgments...........................................................................................................ii
Executive Summary.......................................................................................................iv
Abbreviations..................................................................................................................v
I. Introduction.................................................................................................................1

Terminology.................................................................................................................2

II. Research Methodology..............................................................................................4
Limitations...................................................................................................................6

III. Background...............................................................................................................7
Why the European Union?...........................................................................................9

Figure 1. Neutrality & Capacity Spectrum of Crisis Actors.................................11
Figure 2. The Crisis Cycle, as understood by NATO and the EEAS.....................13

IV. The Challenge of Culture.......................................................................................14
Civil-Military Cultural Differences............................................................................14

Interaction with Local Cultures..................................................................................17

V. The Challenge of Competition.................................................................................19
The Structure of EU Crisis Management...................................................................19

Figure 3. The EU Presence in Crises....................................................................20
The EU’s Structural Drawbacks.................................................................................23

Competition between NATO and the EU...................................................................24

Competition on the Ground........................................................................................25

Afghanistan: The Importance of Divisions of Labor.................................................27

VI. The Challenge of Commitment.............................................................................30
The EU’s Commitment Challenge.............................................................................30

Figure 4. Number of deployed EU Personnel, 2003-2014....................................31
VII. Recommendations & Conclusions.......................................................................32

Reconciling Cultures..................................................................................................33

Reducing Competition...............................................................................................34

Reinforcing Commitment..........................................................................................36

Conclusion.................................................................................................................37

Avenues for Future Research.....................................................................................37

Bibliography..................................................................................................................39
Annex A: List of Personal Communications with Sources.......................................43



Culture, Competition & Commitment iv

Executive Summary

With the Lisbon Treaty and the Comprehensive Approach, the European Union 

significantly overhauled its comprehensive crisis management abilities, and it now has 

the potential to do so again with the implementation of the Permanent Structured 

Cooperation. This research identifies challenges that the EU’s Comprehensive 

Approach faces during crisis management: mainly ones of relating to culture, 

competition, and commitment. Based on analysis of existing literature and previous 

EU, UN, and NATO missions, this paper then goes on to recommend steps intended to 

reconcile the cultural divides between actors, reduce the competition between actors, 

and reinforce the EU’s commitment of actors in crisis management missions. These 

steps include furthering joint civil-military and cultural training, facilitating informal 

contacts between crisis actors, unifying the EU presence within crises by taking cues 

from the UN Integrated Approach, and making further use of already existing crisis 

management capabilities, while continuing to develop and improve them to make them 

more attractive options for individual member states than unilateral action is.
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Abbreviations

CA Comprehensive Approach

CAR Central African Republic

CIMIC Civil-Military Cooperation2

CIVCOM Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management

CHLC Coalition Humanitarian Cell

CJCMOTF Coalition Joint Civil-Military Operations Task Force

CMCO Civil-Military Coordination3

CMCoord Civil-Military Coordination4

CMPD Crisis Management and Planning Directorate

COREPER Committee of Permanent Representatives

CPCC Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability

CPM Civil Protection Mechanism

CRO Crisis Response Operation

CSDP Common Security and Defense Policy, previously European 
Security and Defense Policy

DSRSG Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary General

DG Directorate General

DRC Democratic Republic of the Congo

EC European Commission

ECHO Directorate-General for European Civil Protection and 
Humanitarian Aid Operations

EEAS European External Action Service

EERC European Emergency Response Capacity

EMC European Medical Corps

ERCC Emergency Response Coordination Centre

EU European Union

EUFOR European Union Force

EUMC European Union Military Committee

2 The acronym is used solely to refer to the NATO doctrine of this name; see Chapter 1’s Terminology 
section, p. 3

3 Based on the EU concept; see Chapter 1’s Terminology section, p. 3
4 Based on the OCHA concept; see Chapter 1’s Terminology section, p. 3
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EUMS European Union Military Staff

EUNAVFOR European Union Naval Force

EUSR European Union Special Representative

EUTM European Union Training Mission

HR High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security 
Policy

HR/VP High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security 
Policy/Vice-President of the European Commission

HQ Headquarters

IAP Integrated Assessment and Planning Process

ICRC International Committee of the Red Cross

INTCEN European Union Intelligence and Situation Centre

ISAF International Security Assistance Force

ITF Integrated Task Force

MINUSMA United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission 
in Mali

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NGO Non-governmental organization

OCHA United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs

OHQ Operational Headquarters

PESCO Permanent Structured Cooperation

PRT Provincial Reconstruction Team

PSC Political and Security Committee

RC Resident Coordinator

SRSG Special Representative of the Secretary General

UN United Nations

UNDOF United Nations Disengagement Observer Force

UNIFIL United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon

UNITAF Unified Task Force

WHAM Winning hearts and minds
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I. Introduction

The 2010s have been a tumultuous time for the European Union’s 

security interests. Conflicts and crises in the Middle East, North Africa, and Eastern 

Europe have highlighted the need for crisis management capabilities. Furthermore, the 

United Kingdom’s imminent exit from the union has removed one of the member states

most opposed to EU security integration, and doubts due to recent changes in the 

leadership of the United States have helped speed this process of integration by adding 

momentum to the idea that Europe must be able to fend for itself. In 2017, these 

pressures resulted in a majority of EU member states agreeing launch of the Permanent 

Structured Cooperation (PESCO), a scheme to enhance the union’s joint security 

capacity, cooperation, and investment through a number of projects targeting various 

aspects of security policy, one of which is the EU’s crisis management capability. 

Meanwhile, over the past 30 years, a broad, global consensus has emerged that the 

complex challenges the world now faces require comprehensive and multidimensional 

responses. This consensus is visible in the approaches undertaken by states and 

international organizations when handling crises: both the United Nations’ Integrated 

Approach, as well as NATO’s Civil-Military Cooperation (CIMIC) policy, recognize 

the need to coordinate the various civilian and military actors involved during crisis 

management in order to achieve a lasting peace.

The EU’s own growing role as a crisis manager has similarly been shaped by a 

policy known as the Comprehensive Approach (CA), and benefited significantly from 

the reforms undertaken as part of the Lisbon Treaty. Now, with PESCO’s first projects 

still in their earliest stages, and with crises in the EU’s immediate areas of concern still 

ongoing, there is a window of opportunity for the EU to examine and improve upon its 

own efforts and policies in these contexts and improve upon them going forward. This 

paper seeks to contribute to this discussion by seeking to answer the question: how can 

the EU Comprehensive Approach be improved to overcome the challenges of complex 

crisis management? Implicitly, answering this query requires both the identification of 

crisis managements’ challenges and the identification of solutions to those challenges.
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Through a review of EU’s existing crisis management structures and crisis 

management missions undertaken by the EU, the UN, and NATO, this research 

concludes that the specific problems associated with crisis management contexts fall 

under three broader categories of challenges: those associated with cultural differences 

between actors, those associated with competition by actors, and those associated with 

the commitment of actors to solving the crisis. Therefore, in order for the European 

Union to improve the effectiveness of the CA and its overall crisis management 

capacity, it must take steps to reconcile the cultures of involved actors, to reduce 

competition between actors, and to reinforce its own commitment in addressing crises. 

Particular recommendations to implement these overarching goals are then made based 

upon analysis of real world examples and a broad consensus of changes supported by 

researchers and experts.

Terminology
Existing literature on crisis management policies is rife with variations on 

terminology, due to the differing professional backgrounds of the authors, due to the 

differences in their intended audiences, and due to variations in terminology used by 

organizations to describe similar or overlapping concepts.

Several authors have criticized the EU for not having a single, common 

definition of what constitutes a crisis, with different actors and member states each 

parroting their own definitions both crises and crisis management, resulting in 

confusions on the divisions of labor and hierarchies (de Langlois & Capstack, 

2014;Tercovich, 2014; Kuipers, Boin, Bossong & Hegemann, 2015). For the sake of 

this paper, the definition of a crisis will draw upon the core elements previous authors 

have used to define the term: an immediate threat to a states’ vital interests (Tercovich, 

2014; Pavlov, 2015), with a large-scale impact on populations, infrastructure, or 

resources that can only be addressed via mechanisms beyond normal interactions 

within its context (Kuipers, Boin, Bossong & Hegemann, 2015). Crisis management, 

will then refer to any of such extraordinary mechanisms that are employed to address a 

crisis.
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As mentioned previously, many actors have adopted approaches or strategies 

attempting to make their own crisis management efforts more ‘integrated’ or 

‘comprehensive,’ by increasing the cooperation and coordination of the various civilian 

and military actors or initiatives. De Langlois & Capstack (2014) list two requirements 

for an actor to successfully implement such an approach: first, the actor “coherently and

complementarily makes use of all its relevant civilian and military instruments and 

policies,” and second, it “cooperates and coordinates with all other relevant civilian and

military actors” (p.9). In order to avoid confusion in this paper, such an approach 

bringing together civilian and military actors will be described by the term 

comprehensive crisis management, while the term Comprehensive Approach will be 

used refer specifically to the EU policy with this name.

Similarly, though many sources and organizations use the acronym CIMIC 

interchangeably to refer to NATO’s Civil-Military Cooperation doctrine and to the 

general concept of civil-military cooperation, within this paper, the acronym is reserved

solely for the aforementioned NATO policy, while the concept as whole is not 

abbreviated. This paper will also make a distinction between the terms cooperation and 

coordination. This distinction arises from EU policy, which differentiates the 

operational concepts of civil-military cooperation from civil-military coordination 

(CMCO) by using the latter to refer to efforts of civilian and military actors to work 

together toward a common goal at a strategic level in the planning or pre-deployment 

stage of a crisis management mission, while the former refers to efforts by such actors 

to work together post-deployment at a tactical level in the field. (Wendling, 2010; 

Hynek, 2011; Nikolay, 2015). The paper uses this pre-deployment/strategic vs post-

deployment/tactical distinction to differentiate between coordination and cooperation 

not just for civil-military relationships but also for civil-civil relationships. 

Additionally, though the terms civil-military cooperation or civil-military coordination 

are sometimes used to refer to actors gaining other actors’ assistance in achieving their 

own limited set of goals (for example military actors gathering intelligence from 

humanitarian organizations to achieve their explicitly military objectives, or 

humanitarian actors being assisted in their activities by loaned military equipment), no 
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bias in terms of what the goals of such joint efforts are is intended with the usage of 

these terms in this paper. For this reason, the United Nations Office for the 

Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA)’s concept of civil-military coordination, 

in which the bias is explicitly toward the attainment of humanitarian goals (Wendling 

2010), will be referred to by its abbreviation, CMCoord, to differentiate it from the EU 

concept of CMCO.

 Finally, the term crisis management mission will be used to refer to a 

deployment of civilian and/or military personnel assigned to the task of complex crisis 

management within a crisis country, while the term peacekeeping is reserved for UN or 

UN-mandated activities. Though in EU jargon the terms ‘mission’ and ‘operation’ are 

sometimes used to distinguish between civilian and military elements (Leeuw, 2016), 

for the sake of this paper, the terms will be used interchangeably, as this distinction is 

not made by other organizations nor most of the existing academic literature.

II. Research Methodology

To answer the question of how the EU could improve its comprehensive crisis 

management capabilities, this research employs a qualitative methodology. In order to 

both identify the challenges the EU faces in its role as a crisis manager, as well as 

possible solutions to overcome these challenges, this research relies heavily on existing 

literature and reports, published by authors with various backgrounds, ranging from 

military to academic to humanitarian. This paper focuses solely on external crises 

related to military conflict, due to the large differences that exist between civil-civil 

civil-military cooperation in these contexts versus in crises related to natural disasters 

(Van Elsuwege, Orbie, Bossuyt 2016). These are supplemented with statements and 

opinions gathered from individuals with experience in comprehensive crisis 

managements, via various lectures, talks, and anonymous interviews.5 The 

recommendations presented at the end of this paper are intended to represent ‘Best 

Practices’ in the sense that they are drawn together from various proposals by different 

authors and experts that appear to have reached a broad, overarching consensus.

5 Organized with help from the partner institution for this research, BwConsulting
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As a point of comparison for the EU’s comprehensive crisis management tools 

and approach, this paper frequently references the structures and practices of both the 

UN and NATO, due to these organizations’ significance, both in their relationship to the

EU and in their role in the field of complex crisis management. This is done to illustrate

both the universal nature of the challenges comprehensive crisis management 

approaches face, and to show the successes and failures of different approaches in 

practice. 

Both institutions have on several occasions coordinated with, cooperated with, 

or delegated and transferred authority to the EU in crises, while both also having a 

longer history and more experience acting as crisis managers than the EU does. The 

UN’s Brahimi Report is also widely acknowledged as the ideological springboard 

which both the EU & NATO’s comprehensive crisis management approaches drew on 

(Gourlay, 2004; Wendling, 2010; Irrera, 2018). NATO, meanwhile, serves as a 

significant point of comparison due to its membership overlap with the EU (22 of the 

28 EU members are also members of NATO), which gives a point of reference for the 

EU’s potential military capacity within a crisis. In addition, whereas the UN is required 

to remain neutral within crises, both NATO and the EU may take political stances that 

push them to one side or the other within a crisis, bringing both advantages and 

disadvantages, further increasing the relevance NATO’s strategies for this paper due to 

their potential transferability to the EU context.

To illustrate the challenges of comprehensive crisis management, this research 

relies on several real world examples of crises involving UN, NATO, and EU crisis 

management efforts, in order to draw lessons from a wide range of scenarios. Several of

these are referenced throughout the paper at various points. Particular focus is given to 

crisis management efforts in Afghanistan, Mali, the Horn of Africa, and the Democratic

Republic of the Congo (DRC). These cases depict a wide range in terms of both the 

level of commitment by the international organizations in their crisis management 

efforts, and in terms of the results produced by these efforts. 
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Limitations
This research has faced a number of limitations. The most obvious and 

prevalent limitation is one of time and resources, due to this being a master’s thesis 

with both a set deadline and a strict limit to its length. With more time and resources to 

travel and extensively interview personnel on the ground within crisis contexts, this 

research could have focused more on the tactical level, rather than the operational or 

political-strategic levels of analysis. The interviews and personal statements that were 

gathered as part of this research are more limited, and instead intended to act in a 

supplementary role to the compilation and analysis of findings by previous researchers.

A further limitation results from the nature of the challenges being studied in 

this paper. All of the expertise that is drawn upon, both from interviews, statements, 

and prior research, contains implicit biases dependent on the profession of the expert, 

which results in different perspectives on what constitutes ‘success’ in the context of 

coordination and of crisis management. For example, military personnel may find a 

context in which they have more authority to interfere with or coordinate civilian 

personnel due to security concerns one in which civil-military cooperation was more 

‘successful,’ while humanitarian organizations who prize independence and neutrality 

would likely find that level of interference unacceptable.  

The final limitation to the conclusions that can be reached in this paper is the 

fact that the field of crisis management, and particularly the EU’s approach to it, 

remains at an extremely dynamic and evolving stage. For example, several PESCO 

projects, like the Crisis Response Operation Core (EUFOR CROC), could very well 

include steps to further integrate civilian and military personnel as part of improving 

the Comprehensive Approach, but currently remain in their first phase, in which 

possible forms of implementation are still subject to study (H. Koch, personal 

communication, April 11, 2018). At the time of writing, these projects are also still 

awaiting the European Council decision establish governance rules for them in the 

Summer of 2018 (European External Action Service [EEAS], 2018, March 3). Another 

issue related to the rapid evolution in this field is that many of the EU’s most 

significant reforms to improve the Comprehensive Approach took place as a result of 
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the Treaty of Lisbon, which came into effect in 2009, yet the EU’s largest crisis 

management missions took place before that date(Haesebrouck & Van Meirvenne, 

2015), making it harder to assess how much of an impact these reforms would have on 

similarly sized missions since then.6

III. Background

Though peacekeeping efforts date back to the early years of the United Nations, 

the concept of comprehensive crisis management is a more recent development, 

stemming from the challenges the international community faced in attempting to 

address conflicts in the 90s. Tragedies in Rwanda in Bosnia in particular put pressure 

on the UN to reexamine the role its peacekeeping forces should play in such conflicts. 

In 2000, this led to the Brahimi Report, which suggested reforms that could improve 

the UN’s peacekeeping capabilities, including laying the groundwork for what would 

become the United Nations’ Integrated Approach to peacekeeping(Gourlay 2004; 

Wendling, 2010; Irrera, 2018). Once simply relegated to monitoring ceasefires, the UN 

now overtook a complex variety of tasks within its peacekeeping efforts, including 

security sector reform, policing, and humanitarian assistance (Wendling, 2010; Lussem,

2017), moving from simply peacekeeping to ‘peace building’ (Franke, 2007). 

To streamline and coordinate efforts, disparate UN agencies with separate 

mandates were brought together into the Integrated Assessment and Planning Process 

(IAP), allowing civilian and military officials to coordinate early and begin planning a 

“UN System-wide response to a crisis” before the actual mandate for a peacekeeping 

mission by the UN Security Council is even issued (Lussem, 2017). Additionally, all 

UN actors within a crisis country are now subject to a clear chain of command and 

hierarchy within an Integrated Task Force (ITF), with a single Special Representative of

the Secretary General (SRSG) being placed in executive control in a dual role as 

Resident Coordinator (RC), and assisted by a number of deputies (DSRSGs), often 

double-hatted with another title, that control a specific policy element of the mission, 

6 The cause and consequences of the downsizing of CSDP missions since 2008 is discussed in 
Chapter VI of this paper.
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such as political affairs, military forces, or humanitarian affairs (Ibid.). The SRSG and 

DSRSGs meet regularly to coordinate activities wherever possible, and their 

departments are generally collocated into a single operational headquarters (OHQ) 

within the country, though the exact composition of what elements make up a mission 

and what roles are occupied by the SRSG and each DSRSG varies from mission to 

mission. Some missions have their leader double hatted as the coordinator for a specific

policy component, like the United Nations Disengagement Observer Force (UNDOF) 

in the Golan Heights, which has existed since long before the IAP was formed, and as a

result continues to be under the executive control of the military Force Commander 

(FC) (Jilke, 2017).

Taking their cues from the UN, many individual states and other international 

organizations (IOs) have adopted similar approaches to comprehensive crisis 

management since the early 2000s. One of the first among these was NATO’s CIMIC 

doctrine, adopted in July 2003, with its own impetus likely having been furthered by 

the experiences of its member states in Somalia and Rwanda, and of the alliance as a 

whole in Yugoslavia and Kosovo. The doctrine has three core functions: to liaise with 

all relevant civilian and military actors in the theater, to provide aid to civilians, and to 

gain support for the force’s own activities. Frequently this takes the form of NATO 

forces providing security for civilian actors, as in Bosnia, where CIMIC personnel 

coordinated increased security assistance for cargo transport in contested territory and 

worked with civilian authorities to set up local infrastructure. (Franke, 2006). 

The EU’s own Comprehensive Approach is relatively young by comparison, 

being launched only in 2013 as part of a joint communication by the European 

Commission (EC) and the High Representative for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy 

(HR), though the roots of the approach can be seen in reforms implemented by the 2009

Lisbon Treaty, many of which streamlined and consolidated the EU’s crisis 

management capacities (Van Elsuwege, Orbie & Bosuyt, 2016). A major example of 

this is the removal of the old ‘pillar-based approach’ to EU policy, which had required 

all Common Foreign and Security Policy to be unanimously agreed upon by member 

states, and which had divided military instruments from other foreign policy activities 
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between different organizations (Gourlay, 2004). The Lisbon Treaty also integrated 

various foreign policy and crisis management elements to create the European External 

Action Service (EEAS), and renamed the European Security and Defense Policy to the 

Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP)(Hynek, 2011). In this process, the 

position of HR was also double-hatted with the position of Vice President of the 

European Commission (HR/VP), giving it greater symbolic authority to coordinate with

other Commission services such as the Directorate General (DG) for European Civil 

Protection and Humanitarian Aid Operations (ECHO)  and the DG for International 

Cooperation and Development (DEVCO) (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014).

Why the European Union?
Before moving on to the challenges of comprehensive crisis management, a 

brief moment should be taken to speak about why the EU is the focus of this research at

all, rather than NATO or the UN. The answer is that each of these actors has both 

strengths and weaknesses, but of them, the EU has the most potential due to its 

possession of both civilian and military capacities and its balance between flexibility 

and a reputation of neutrality.

The UN has a wide range of experience to draw from in crisis contexts, as well 

as unparalleled legitimacy when acting as a mediator or neutral third party in a crisis. It 

also has a balance between civilian and military capacities within crisis context, though 

the focus is most certainly on the former. Yet its neutral position can also lead the UN 

to be easily obstructed, either via vetoes on mandates and decisions in the Security 

Council, or within missions, in which UN missions are frequently at the mercy of local 

actors without the ability to compel compliance. While the Department of 

Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) often may have well equipped troops that could help

to secure an environment, they often face severe restrictions on their use of force, 

something is resulting in rising deaths among peacekeepers (Taylor, 2018). 

Additionally, there is a larger degree of variation in the quality of training, equipment, 

and discipline within a joint UN operation than within Western or NATO joint forces 

due to the global, voluntary nature of UN force generation (Jilke, 2018). The United 

Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA) is one 
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example that suffers from this inconsistency, with an anonymous German official stated

that a MINUSMA regiment from Burkina Faso is not much of an improvement over a 

local regiment (personal communication, April 25, 2018).

NATO, meanwhile, has a proven track record of consistent competence and 

capacity on the part of the military. Yet NATO is only a military alliance, and lacks any 

of the larger scale civilian capabilities that civilian organizations have. This is why 

CIMIC focuses and relies upon gaining the assistance of other actors to help fulfill 

NATO’s overall mission, and although NATO’s own CIMIC documents emphasize that 

military elements are only one piece of a larger conflict management puzzle (Peace 

Support Operations AJP-3.4.1, 2001), many civilian actors, particularly humanitarian 

nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), have criticized the approach as making no 

distinction between civil-military cooperation and the military concept of ‘winning 

hearts and minds’ (WHAM), by prioritizing the military objectives rather than 

comprehensive crisis management (Franke, 2006; Wendling, 2010). While NATO 

officials have frequently made their intentions to develop civilian capacities clear, these

efforts remain dwarfed by comparison to EU or UN civilian capacities. Additionally, 

due to the military nature of the alliance, and due to its role in the Cold War and later 

conflicts in the Former Yugoslavia and Afghanistan, NATO is regarded as a decidedly 

less neutral organization than either the UN or the EU, partially due to the leading role 

of the US in the alliance. Another reason for this is the lack of civilian component 

organizations within the Alliance means that it has no humanitarian aid organizations, 

while the UN and EU have OCHA and ECHO respectively. Both OCHA and ECHO 

maintain relatively large degrees of autonomy from other civilian and military elements

of their parent organizations in crisis management contexts in order to uphold the 

humanitarian principles of neutrality, impartiality, and independence when providing 

aid (Franke, 2006; Wendling, 2010; de Langlois & Capstack, 2014; van Elsuwege, 

Orbie & Bossuyt, 2016; Velte, 2017; Irrera, 2018; Council Conclusions on the 

Integrated Approach to External Conflicts and Crises, 2018). These principles allow 

humanitarian aid workers to operate under contexts in which other, more political 

actors would be restricted in their access, and both OCHA and ECHO confer some of 
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this legitimacy to their parent organizations. The flip side of this lack of neutrality is 

that NATO is far more flexible when it comes to being able to take action or put 

pressure on uncooperative actors within crisis contexts, as demonstrated by its air 

campaign and later leading role in Kosovo.

Figure 1. Neutrality & Capacity Spectrum of Crisis Actors

Figure 1: Actors are placed along the X axis based upon their level of perceived neutrality and their

flexibility in putting pressure on non-cooperative actors. Actors are placed along the Y axis based upon

the balance of military and civilian elements within their capacity to act in a crisis. Dotted lines connect

subsidiary elements to their parent actor. The EU is highlighted in blue. Humanitarian actors are

denoted by their oval outlines, military actors are denoted by their rectangular outlines, and mixed or

other civilian actors are denoted by rectangles with rounded edges.

 The EU, meanwhile, treads a line between NATO and the UN in terms of both 

mixed capacity and its neutrality. In a 2014 paper commissioned for the French 

Ministry of Defense, De Langlois & Capstack make the case that the EU is the only 

European organization truly capable of implementing a comprehensive crisis 

management approach: the EU and its member states collectively spend more on 

defense than any single country beside the US, while also providing more development 

and humanitarian aid than any other country, and playing a significant funding role for 
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other IOs involved in crisis management, including the UN and the African Union. The 

EU also has a more benign/neutral image than either NATO or individual states like the

US, due to its mainly civilian nature and its human rights-based rhetoric (de Langlois &

Capstack, 2014). Additionally, the considerable funding the EU provides to NGOs and 

humanitarian organizations makes them more willing to cooperate with it than with 

other actors (Wendling, 2010). While it is true that defense spending does not translate 

directly to military capacity, and the EU still lags behind NATO in terms of the 

efficiency and availability of certain military infrastructure, the EU has conducted 

several independent and self-sufficient military operations over the past several years, 

and is set to continue improving its own capacities via further security integration and 

initiatives such as PESCO (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014).

In spite of all these organizational and doctrinal differences, the crisis 

management approaches of these organizations are all underpinned by a common 

understanding of the multidimensional nature of crises and their solutions. This 

common understanding is illustrated in Figure 2, which shows a NATO and an EEAS 

diagram of the crisis cycle and the timeline for a multidimensional response. With 

common understandings of, and similar approaches to the same problem, it should not 

be a surprise that these organizations face similar challenges in these efforts. Each of 

the following chapters focuses on one overarching cause for these challenges: the 

cultural divides between actors, the competition between actors, and the commitment of

actors. The final chapter then gives recommendations for how the EU could improve its

own crisis management structures by addressing these challenges.
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Figure 2. The Crisis Cycle, as understood by NATO and the EEAS
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IV. The Challenge of Culture

Possibly the challenge to comprehensive crisis management most frequently 

recognized by both previous research and experts with field experience is the cultural 

divide both between civilian, particularly humanitarian, and military actors, and 

between international and local actors (Duffey, 2000; Studer, 2001; Cockell, 2002; 

Franke, 2006; Wendling, 2010; de Langlois & Capstack, 2014;  Arnould & Vlassenroot,

2016; Leeuw, 2016;  Jilke, 2017; Velte, 2017; Anonymous German Official, personal 

communication, 2018, March 27). Duffey (2000) also makes the case that these divides 

go further than these broad categories, to cultural divides between different civilian 

organizations or military branches.  These divides result from both different 

methodologies, different understandings of the context in which the actors operate, and 

often flawed perceptions of one another, leading actors to be less likely to communicate

with each other and less likely to recognize and work toward mutual benefit.

Civil-Military Cultural Differences
When speaking of his experiences as the former FC of UNDOF in the Golan 

Heights, retired Major General Wolfgang Jilke (2017) spent a large amount of time on 

his perceptions of the cultural divides both between different nationalities of military 

units and between civilian and military actors that he commanded. While his own 

background made him more familiar and comfortable with military culture and 

procedure, he made a point to state that the civilian components were the ones that 

maintained continuity and gained experiences, whereas the military actors were limited 

in their skill development due to the frequent changes of personnel thanks to 

deployment rotations. Possibly as a result of UNDOF being one of the few UN 

missions led by the military component rather than the civilians, Jilke also found that 

his civilian subordinates seemed less trusting of him and less willing to be coordinated, 

with each department a ‘kingdom’ of its own that sought as much autonomy as 

possible, and many of which attempted to circumvent his authority by reporting directly

to UN HQ in New York.
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Though there is some similarity in culture between humanitarian and military 

organizations stemming from their involvement in conflict contexts, the institutional 

cultures and mutual perceptions feature stark contrasts (Studer, 2001). Military 

institutions are characterized by a centralized, vertical, and hierarchical command 

structure that prioritizes discipline, command and control capabilities, clear lines of 

authority, accountability, and logistical capacities. Human resource management also 

receives considerable investment in military organizations, featuring rigorous training, 

redundancy of staff, lessons-learned exercises, and rehearsed, standardized responses to

circumstances encountered in the field. Military actors also tend to prefer short-term 

decisive action to achieve clearly defined objectives as quickly as possible (Duffey, 

2000; Franke, 2006). In contrast, humanitarian organizations and NGOs are generally 

characterized by fluid, horizontal command structures that prioritize flexibility and 

autonomy on the part of field operatives in order to adapt to rapidly changing contexts. 

Civilian organizations focused on development or conflict management also tend to 

have long term approaches to achieve often abstract goals, as opposed to the clear, 

short-term objectives preferred by military actors (Duffey, 2000; Franke, 2006), though 

humanitarian organizations like the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) 

tend to focus on more immediate goals of providing relief to the effects of a particular 

crisis (Studer, 2001). Rather than standardized roles or rules of engagement, civilian 

organizations tend to take an approach of ‘all hands on deck,’ with personnel expected 

to fill in for others depending on need rather than formal responsibility (Duffey, 2000; 

Franke, 2006). Meanwhile, military actors often describe civilian actors as appearing 

disorganized and undisciplined (Duffey, 2000; Franke, 2006). The redundancy of 

personnel prized by military actors is often viewed as needless, idle capacity by 

humanitarian and civilian actors, who generally have to work with far smaller resource 

and personnel pools than military actors do. For this reason, Military actors have in the 

past frequently expressed surprise at how few personnel are devoted by civilian actors 

to accomplish large projects (Franke, 2006).

One of the most obvious cultural differences between civilians and military 

actors is their perception on the acceptability of the use of force within a crisis context. 
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Where military actors inherently see force as tool available for use, humanitarians often

see it as the root of many of the problems they are trying to fix (Duffey, 2000; Franke, 

2006).

“[W]hile  soldiers  generally  find  it  easy  and  morally  acceptable  to  be

humanitarian on occasion, the reverse (i.e. humanitarian workers taking

part  in  military  activities)  is  much  less  likely  to  be  the  case.”   

(Studer, 2001, p. 383)

In particular, humanitarians have reported unease at working with military forces 

serving non-democratic governments with poor records on issues such as human rights,

and previous research has confirmed that the closer humanitarian organizations work 

with unpopular militaries, the less operational flexibility they have (Franke, 2006). This

also frequently leads to distrust of initiatives to further cooperation between civilian 

military actors, as civilians frequently see this is as a potentially exploitative method 

intended simply to assist the military’s WHAM efforts. In 2003, when the EU Military 

Staff (EUMS) created a Civilian-Military Planning Cell,7 the initiative was regarded as 

a primarily military body with civilian personnel in it relegated to an auxiliary role (de 

Langlois & Capstack, 2014). Humanitarian organizations like ECHO, OCHA, and the 

ICRC are generally more apprehensive about efforts to make international crisis 

management efforts more comprehensive or integrated (Studer, 2001; Wendling, 2010; 

Van Elsuwege, Orbie & Bossuyt, 2016). Within civilian actors this has even led to 

tensions between some humanitarian organizations and those working more closely 

with the UN (Wendling, 2010).  These mutually negative perceptions by civilian and 

military actors are often compounded by a large degree of ignorance about the exact 

details and roles each group plays (Duffey, 2000), as previous research has logged 

complaints by humanitarian workers that soldiers could not accurately differentiate 

between the roles and structures of institutions like OCHA, the WFP, or NGOs, despite 

the fact that humanitarians were similarly ignorant of military institutions’ roles and 

structures (Franke, 2006).

7 The Civilian-Military Planning Cell has since then been integrated into the CMPD as a result of the 
Treaty of Lisbon (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014).
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The differences between civilian and military actors also extends further into 

how they interact with local actors. While civilian actors tend to value participation by 

local actors when implementing projects, military actors’ priorities of accomplishing 

objectives as quickly as possible tends for them to prefer to rely on their own capacities

rather than that of potentially less well-trained or well-equipped locals (Franke, 2006). 

Additionally, military units are generally trained to respond to ‘low context’ cultural 

environments, relying on standard operating procedures and directives from higher up 

the chain of command to make decisions, while crises areas tend to have ‘high context’ 

cultures, with nonverbal signals, complex relationships between tribes or family units, 

and specific expectations regarding the treatment and responsibilities of different 

ethnicities, genders, or age groups (Ibid.). NGOs tend to have more experience in 

dealing with these cultures due to both their more participatory approach to 

implementing actions, and because their presence often predates the deployment of 

politico-military crisis management missions by months if not years (Ibid.). That said, 

humanitarian and other civilian actors are also at risk of misunderstanding or ignoring 

local culture, either due to ignorance or making the conscious choice to sacrifice 

sensitivity in order to provide humanitarian aid in an impartial manner (Duffey 2000).

Interaction with Local Cultures
Unsurprisingly, when interacting with local actors and communities, language 

can present a significant stumbling block. The EU’s own multinational nature thereby 

gives it an advantage over some individual states intervening in crises, but there is a 

limit to this innate advantage. In Francophone Africa, the EU has seen successes in 

interacting with local populations, such as in EUFOR Chad, where European actors 

were able to not only communicate and mix with local populations, but also distribute 

its own newspapers to dispel the perception that EUFOR had entered the country as a 

foreign occupying force (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014).

In contrast, the 2007 Aceh Monitoring Mission faced significant setbacks in 

trying to coordinate with local organizations and communities due to a shortage of 

Indonesian speakers. A lack of cultural knowledge also affected this mission, as the 

EU’s unfamiliarity with the principles of Sharia Law restricted its ability to involve 
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itself in the drafting process for the Law of Governance there. Similar lack of cultural 

awareness affected EU operations in Afghanistan, creating tension and often alienating 

personnel from the local population (Ibid.). Another example of this was Operation 

Restore Hope, in which the UN-sanctioned and US-led Unified Task Force (UNITAF)’s 

utter failure to understand Somali culture and its heavy focus on collective and tribal 

responsibility led to unifying a whole clan against them after putting out a warrant for 

the leader Mohammad Farrah Aidid. This was also accompanied by embarrassing 

failures in terms of WHAM due to lack of linguistic knowledge, such airdrops of 

leaflets that referred to the “United Nations” as “slave nations” (Duffey, 2000).

 Previous research on the interactions of specific military units within the 

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) has also shown that even 

disregarding language barriers, interactions with the local population can vary greatly 

between troops from different nations. Whereas Italian UNIFIL contingents 

successfully nurtured close contacts with the population, most American contingents 

believed they had nurtured close contacts while failing to actually achieve an 

understanding the social peculiarities of their cultural environment (Ibid.).  UNITAF in 

Somalia also saw a variety of challenges in the different approaches of its participating 

states. US troops taking part in it tended to be more coercive and forceful with actors, 

while other troops, like those from Australia, tended to use more diplomatic approaches

and relied on mediation (Ibid.).

In contrast, modern EU supported crisis management efforts in Mali and the 

Sahel have actually benefited from the local cultural context, i.e. similarities between 

the states in the region.  The G5 Sahel, a regional international military force working 

together to help stabilize the region has proven surprisingly successful in part because 

of common cultures, a common language, similar geography, and a common interest in 

the goal of improving stability. The fact that Mali is a nation-state is considered to be 

another reason for the success of these stabilization efforts compared to Afghanistan, 

where tribal and ethnic loyalties take the place of a national Afghan identity 

(Anonymous German Official, personal communication, 2018, April 25). This indicates
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that local cultural contexts could be viewed not merely as a challenge, but also an 

opportunity that could prove beneficial for comprehensive crisis management efforts.

V. The Challenge of Competition

As discussed in the previous chapter, most actors within a crisis context have 

their own institutional cultures, agendas, and perceptions of one another, while also 

frequently lacking the information needed to understand one another. When put in 

combination with an unclear mission objective, mandate, division of labor, or chain of 

command, these problems often result in organizations viewing one another as 

competitors for resources rather than as potential allies to work with.

This is an issue that exists not just in the field of a crisis context, but also at the 

political and strategic level, with different IOs, EU bodies, or individual states often 

competing with different agendas. Some have even described inter-organizational 

competition in Brussels as being more intense than competition between actors on the 

ground (Anonymous German official, personal communication, 2017, March 27), as 

actors within the crisis are quickly forced to adapt, while deadlock carries fewer costs 

outside of the actual crisis. 

In order to assess the challenges the EU faces related to competition, this 

chapter first analyzes the structure of EU crisis management in detail and its 

drawbacks, before moving on to discuss examples of competition on the ground within 

and between crisis management missions.

The Structure of EU Crisis Management
Though the 2009 Lisbon Treaty significantly streamlined and simplified EU 

crisis management, the Comprehensive Approach still has room for improvement, as 

the various EEAS actors on the ground still lack formal cooperation structures between 

them, and each have separate chains of command leading back up to the HR/VP or the 

Director General of ECHO. 
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Figure 3. The EU Presence in Crises

Figure 3. The diagram shows the major EU actors relevant within its crisis management structure, as

well as the other actors commonly found within a crisis area (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014; Arnould &

Vlassenroot, 2016; ECHO, 2018; EEAS, 2018, March 16; ECHO, 2018, April). Some intermediary

actors are omitted for the sake of legibility.

Double-hatting the HR/VP gave the position more authority in dealing with 

bodies outside of the Commission, such as the European Parliament and the Political 

and Security Committee (PSC). The latter is a body consisting of representatives from 

member states, which is chaired by the HR/VP and provides both advice to the 

responsible Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER II) of the European 

Council, as well as guidance to individual EEAS organs that take part in the planning 

process for CSDP missions, such as the European Union Military Committee (EUMC). 

The EUMC reports to the HR/VP, and is made up of the defense chiefs of the member 

states that prioritize Military Strategic Options created by the EUMS, and presents 

these prioritized options to the PSC, which then decides between them. The EUMS is 

the military planner for CSDP operations, and the body to which military crisis 

management operations report to within the EEAS (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014).
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In parallel, the PSC is also advised by the Committee for the Civilian Aspects of

Crisis Management (CIVCOM), which serves as a rough civilian equivalent to the 

EUMC, and is also staffed by representatives from the EU’s members (Ibid.). The 

EEAS itself also features a Crisis Response Department, which features three 

significant bodies. First, the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability (CPCC), which 

is the body that plans and coordinates civilian CSDP missions (Ibid.). Then there is the 

Crisis Management and Planning Directorate (CMPD), a body which takes both 

civilian input from the CPCC and CIVCOM, and military input from the EUMS and 

EUMC to create a Crisis Management Concept, a comprehensive plan integrating all 

the political & military goals for a given crisis management mission (Sweeney & Winn,

2018). The final notable body within the Crisis Response Department is the EU 

Intelligence and Analysis Centre (INTCEN), responsible for providing the HR/VP with 

intelligence analysis and early warning signals in the case of a crisis. The most 

significant component of INTCEN is the EU Situation Room, a body which maintains 

contact with and collects intelligence from all CSDP missions and operations, EU 

Delegations,  member states, and from other relevant international organizations like 

the UN  (Tercovich, 2014).

Within the EEAS, the HR/VP serves as final coordinator for the various policy 

and geographic departments, the EUMS, the EUMC, as well as the 140 EU delegations 

in the world and the nine EU Special Representatives (EUSRs) (EEAS, 2018, March 

16). EUSRs are diplomats appointed by the HR/VP, and are intended to give the EU 

extra weight in key regions, to help coordinate EU actors on the ground, and are 

intended to be the ‘voice’ and ‘face’ of the union within these contexts, yet they have no

formal power over either Delegations or CSDP missions present in these contexts (de 

Langlois & Capstack, 2014). The EEAS presence on the ground in a crisis, then, is 

made up of the Delegation to a given state, an unspecified number of EUSRs (ranging 

from zero to several that have overlapping regional mandates), civilian crisis 

management missions being coordinated by the CPCC, and military crisis management 

operations being coordinated by the EUMS, each reporting up separate chains of 

command to the HR/VP. This is in contrast to NATO, where all personnel in a Crisis 
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Response Operation (CRO) are managed through a single military chain of command, 

and to the UN, in which the SRSG/RC is responsible for the coordination of all UN 

actors.

As previously mentioned, both humanitarian and development aid fall under 

separate commission services from the EEAS. DEVCO focuses on funding long-term 

development aid projects throughout the world, both inside and outside of countries in 

crisis.8 ECHO, meanwhile provides funding to countries and other organizations to help

in the provision of short term humanitarian relief in response to natural and man-made 

emergencies. The distribution of this aid is governed by the core humanitarian 

principles that are recognized by all such organizations– that humanitarian assistance 

must be distributed impartially, based upon need, and ignoring political objectives 

(Irrera, 2018). 

Within ECHO, the Civil Protection Mechanism (CPM) has established a ‘gap-

filling mechanism’ with the EUMS to allow it to instantly mobilize military assets for 

urgent humanitarian objectives when it lacks the capacity to accomplish these itself, 

such as during the evacuation of third-country nationals in the Libya Crisis (Van 

Elsuwege, Orbie & Bossuyt, 2016). The CPM also contains the European Emergency 

Response Capacity (EERC), a collection of various emergency response teams from EU

member states that can be deployed in response to humanitarian disasters at a moment’s

notice, including the European Medical Corps (EMC)(ECHO, 2015; 2018, April). 

Though most of ECHO’s projects consist of funding implemented by other 

organizations, the DG also has two further forms of on-the-ground presence within a 

crisis: EU Aid Volunteers and ECHO Flight, a humanitarian flight service that  provides

aid to areas with limited infrastructure (Arnould & Vlassenroot, 2016). All these 

mechanisms are coordinated through ECHO’s own intelligence center, the Emergency 

Response Coordination Centre (ERCC), which actually predates INTCEN. When the 

latter was formed, frictions between the two organizations arose due to their similar 

mandates of monitoring and coordinating information related to crisis situations 

(Tercovich, 2014). That said, there are now lines of information-sharing and 

8 As development aid is generally focused on long-term projects rather than crisis relief, DEVCO lies 
mostly outside the focus of this paper.
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communication between the ERCC and the EEAS’ Crisis Response Department, as 

well as between the Geographical departments of both EEAS and ECHO (Van 

Elsuwege, Orbie & Bossuyt, 2016).

As a point of comparison, OCHA plays a very similar role within the UN, 

operates under the same principles, and generally also retains a large degree of 

autonomy within even the ITF structure, though the exact degree of this autonomy can 

vary significantly from mission to mission (Velte, 2017). However, within UN 

peacekeeping missions, OCHA is part of the integrated mission HQ structure, while 

ECHO remains entirely separate from other EU crisis response elements. That said, 

ECHO does liaise with the OHQ of a CSDP operation in order to define the general 

guidelines for interaction between military and humanitarian personnel, and liaises with

the Force HQ to coordinate daily activities and prevent collision (Van Elsuwege, Orbie 

& Bossuyt, 2016).

The final mechanism of the EU’s Comprehensive Approach is the Crisis 

Platform. This is an ad hoc body, chaired by the HR/VP, which can call together bodies 

from across the EEAS and other Commission Services, including ECHO and DEVCO, 

to convene and coordinate a joint EU guideline for how services should respond to a 

particular crisis (Tercovich, 2014; de Langlois & Capstack, 2014; Van Elsuwege, Orbie 

& Bossuyt, 2016). This mechanism is perhaps the most worthy of the name 

‘Comprehensive Approach’ and shows how the EU seeks to achieve a unity of effort in 

its crisis management activities in spite of the separate chains of command for its actors

on the ground. However, the EU’s crisis response is also subject to a number of 

drawbacks beyond disparate chains of command.

The EU’s Structural Drawbacks
For one, there is no permanent HQ to coordinate CSDP missions (Hynek, 2011).

Currently, a body known as the Military Planning and Conduct Capability within the 

EUMS is in charge of non-combat, training missions at the strategic level, however this

is a recent development, and other ‘executive’ missions and operations such as the EU 

Naval Force (EUNAVFOR) Med Operation Sophia and EUNAVFOR ATALANTA 
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remain outside of its authority (European Council, 2018). These missions, as well as 

any potential future missions are headquartered ad-hoc at facilities made available by 

member states, with Germany, Italy, Greece, France, and the UK each having made 

specific facilities available for EU missions if necessary (Hynek 2011). This 

arrangement creates several drawbacks for the CA, including the fact that these national

military HQs frequently lack civil-military competencies, that they are far removed 

from the civilian EEAS elements in Brussels, and that they have other national and 

alliance commitments to fulfill, which can draw resources away from the EU mission 

(Ibid.).  Additionally, the ad hoc nature of the EU’s OHQs has made advance planning 

for crisis contingency virtually impossible, slowing down the EU’s ability to respond to

crisis considerable compared to NATO. During the Libyan crisis, the EU took two 

months to prepare four operational plans, while NATO only took two weeks 

(Haesebrouck & Van Meirvenne, 2015). Aside from restricting the planning process, 

this ad hoc process also leaves the door open for obstacles to arise because of member 

states competing to have a particularly important or prestigious mission headquartered 

in their country, an issue that recently arose with Spain and Italy competing over which 

should host ATALANTA’s HQ after Brexit (Rettman, 2018). Not having a permanent 

HQ also prevents strong working relationships from forming between actors involved 

in an operation, and hinders a collective, institutional memory from forming to learn 

from lessons in previous operations (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014). These problems 

are further compounded by the powerless nature of the EUSRs, who have no formal 

power to coordinate other EU actors, in spite of being intended to be ‘the voice’ for EU 

policy in an area. In the Horn of Africa, this has resulted in mess of different voices: six

different heads of delegations, three CSDP mission heads, a special envoy, an EUSR to 

the region, an EUSR the African Union in Addis Ababa, and multiple regional offices 

all claim to speak as the voice of the EU but with no formal line of communication 

between them (Ibid.).

Competition between NATO and the EU
Competition has also arisen between the EU and other organizations like NATO.

Some, like Leeuw (2016), argue that the EU should remain focused on solely civilian 
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missions and simply work with NATO to complement one another and reduce 

redundancy, yet this kind of relationship not only runs counter to the EU’s goals of self-

sufficiency, but in the past has resulted in political deadlock. In the early days of EU 

comprehensive crisis management operations, NATO military capacity and support was

provided via the Berlin Plus arrangements, used for the EUFOR ALTHEA in Bosnia 

and EUFOR CONCORDIA in Macedonia (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014; Leeuw, 

2016). However,  no further operations have been conducted under this arrangement 

and further initiatives have been blocked by political deadlock, often stemming from 

individual member states, specifically Cyprus and Turkey, refusing to cooperate or 

share intelligence with one another (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014; Leeuw, 2016; 

Wendling, 2010). Additionally, while there are ways for the EU to draw upon NATO’s 

military capacities in crisis management missions via the Berlin Plus arrangements, 

there is no reciprocal ‘reverse’ Berlin Plus that could allow NATO to draw on EU 

civilian capacities, as this too has been blocked by political differences(de Langlois & 

Capstack, 2014; Leeuw, 2016), and some member states, such as France, oppose the 

building of substantial NATO civilian capacities as they wish to prevent duplication or 

development at the expense of EU’s development (Wendling 2010). With no resolution 

to these political blockages in view, the EU’s current path of developing its own 

military capabilities to round out its comprehensive crisis management abilities seems 

justified and prudent.

Competition on the Ground
Competition and lack of coordination between deployed national components is 

also a frequent challenge to multinational crisis management missions. In Kosovo, 

Italian Carabinieri participating as part of NATO operations to fight civil security 

challenges refused to coordinate with the UN Mission in Kosovo’s police presence, and

frequently initiated operations against organized crime with minimal prior notification 

and no intelligence-sharing (Cockell, 2002). UNITAF faced similar challenges in 

Somalia, as France and Italy both refused to have their units placed under the 

operational control of a Pakistani commander, needlessly complicating the chains of 

command (Duffey, 2000).
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Additionally, UNITAF and NGOs frequently competed with one another, due to 

each assuming that its goals and roles took priorities over the others’. There were 

several instances when decisions for operations that required civil military cooperation 

were taken by both civilian and military actors without any consultation of their 

counterparts. Several long-term reconstruction projects initiated by UNITAF had to be 

cut short because of this lack of consultation. Furthermore, several soldiers within 

UNITAF believed that they were the only ones who truly understood the security 

situation, and therefore had the authority to dictate terms to NGOs. NGOs were also 

frequently the target of suspicion due to their reliance on Somali guards, leading some 

UNITAF members to believe they had ties to certain warlords (Ibid.). 

In contrast, the modern EU presence in Somalia and the Horn of Africa, 

particularly the naval anti-piracy mission EUNAVFOR ATALANTA, is frequently seen 

as one of the most successful implementations of comprehensive crisis management on 

the part of the EU (Wendling, 2010). In spite of the mission’s apparent success, some 

claim that there is little that is comprehensive in terms of how the EU actors in the 

Horn of Africa interact with one another or with other IOs,  as there is little tangible 

coordination (Ibid.). The actors perceive themselves as “not having much reason to 

coordinate”  (Anonymous German official, personal communication, 2018, March 27) 

as there is little overlap in their mandates, since EUNAVFOR ATALANTA, the EU 

Training Mission (EUTM) in Somalia, and the EU Capacity Building Mission in 

Somalia all have different thematic focuses. Others claim this is a case of a successful 

Comprehensive Approach, with each actor tackling a different aspect of the crisis, 

being coordinated at a political level rather than an operational level (de Langlois & 

Capstack, 2014). ATALANTA does communicate with NATO’s own anti piracy 

mission, Ocean Shield, via the Shared Awareness and Deconfliction mechanism, which 

coordinates all anti-piracy missions in the area and successfully prevents operational 

overlap (Ibid.). This example shows that a clear division of labor is just as important as 

a comprehensive strategy in achieving success during crisis management, something 

which is further illustrated by the case of Afghanistan, where attempts to coordinate 



Culture, Competition & Commitment 27

comprehensive crisis management efforts were made by expanding politico-military 

actors’ activities into realms normally reserved for humanitarians and NGOs.

Afghanistan: The Importance of Divisions of Labor
In Afghanistan, NATO and its members have implemented a number of 

practices intended to integrate civilian and military activity as part of CIMIC. In the 

early days of Operation Enduring Freedom, a number of humanitarian organizations 

were invited to participate in the Coalition Governing Council based at US Central 

Command in Tampa, Florida. The coalition the established the Joint Civil-Military 

Operations Task Force (CJCMOTF) to oversee CIMIC implementation on the ground 

within the mission. The CJCMOTF then deployed a number of Coalition Humanitarian 

Cells (CHLCs) in key urban centers around the country to assist with early 

reconstruction efforts. This was done through “Quick Impact Projects” that repaired 

infrastructure, built schools, and health clinics (Franke, 2006).

Though invited to attend weekly CJCMOTF coordination sessions, NGOs 

refused to attend, as they saw the organization as military reaching past their mandate, 

creating unnecessary duplication of their own efforts, and blurring the lines between 

their own civilian personnel and those belonging to the coalition. This latter problem 

was particularly dangerous, as regular combat was still ongoing during this stage 

(Ibid.). These complaints were also not entirely unfounded – NATO considered CHLCs

and CIMIC to be vital elements of WHAM efforts to gain support of the Afghan 

population and show ‘the benign face of the coalition’ (Ibid.). In spite of these 

complaints, the CJCMOTF continued to operate, with some even accusing it of being 

nothing more than a ‘military NGO’ (Ibid.).

In 2003, the Coalition expanded upon these efforts with a US initiative 

establishing Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs): groups of 50 to 100 personnel, 

made up of special forces, regular army units, civil affairs units,9 representatives from 

the Departments of State and Agriculture, from the US Agency for International 

Development, as well as Afghan civilian government officials (Franke, 2006; 

9 Civil Affairs personnel are the United States military’s national equivalent to NATO’s CIMIC personnel 
(Franke, 2006).
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Wendling, 2010). These PRTs were intended to expand the central Afghan 

government’s control outside of the capitol, and performed various infrastructure and 

reconstruction projects similar to CHLCs (Franke, 2006). After NATO assumed 

command of the UN-mandated International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), other 

countries, including the United Kingdom, New Zealand, Germany, and France, as well 

as the EU Police Mission (EUPOL) in Afghanistan formed their own PRTs (Franke, 

2006; Wendling, 2010; Leeuw, 2016).

This expansion of usage to other actors has also led to an expansion of the 

definition, with no standard model defining what the composition, command structure, 

or purpose of a PRT should be existing across the various actors using them(Wendling, 

2010). While some PRTs focused on agricultural development, others focused on 

education and training or on rebuilding local police forces, and while American PRTs 

were under military command, other PRTs are under civilian control. Though PRTs 

were officially under the control of the PRT Steering Committee, no coordination took 

place between this committee and other civilian reconstruction efforts on the ground. 

Additionally, each PRT’s actions were restricted solely to their local province, 

heightening already existing regional disparities within Afghanistan (Ibid.).

EUPOL PRTs each consisted of legal experts and police officers stemming from

a single member state, and the protection of these personnel was under the 

responsibility of each of these states thanks to bilateral agreements between them and 

the EU itself. Though EUPOL and ISAF cooperated with one another in training and 

monitoring over their course of long, overlapping mandates, Turkey’s unwillingness to 

share classified information with Cyprus hampered these efforts, and blocked a security

agreement that would have allowed EU civilian contractors access to NATO protection 

(Leeuw, 2016). In spite of NATO & EU member states making use of comprehensive 

crisis management approaches to Afghanistan internally, this did not translate to 

cooperation between the organizations. In the words of former NATO Secretary 

General Anders Fogh Rasmussen at a 2010 speech given at the University of Chicago:

“But at the international level, this lesson has simply not yet been learnt.

Let me illustrate it by a concrete example. The European Union does
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both development and police training in Afghanistan. Nevertheless, the

EU and NATO do not plan or coordinate together. For political reasons

totally separate from Afghanistan.

The same is basically true of NATO and the United Nations. I consider

this to be an unacceptable waste of resources and effectiveness.

The lack of communication with non-governmental organizations is also

striking.  I  recently  suggested  publicly  that  we  needed  to  work  more

closely with NGOs, so that  their  ‘soft  power’ could complement  our

hard power.

Their reaction, I can tell you, was not very receptive.”

Though Rasmussen seemed to put the blame on the NGOs in the latter part of 

that statement, the fact that NGOs seemed unwilling to cooperate with NATO should 

not be a surprise. Just like CHLCs, PRTs have been the subject of criticism and 

controversy on the part of the civilian relief community, who accused the PRTs of 

lacking the military strength to address the insecurity present in some regions, while 

simultaneously not performing adequate consultations with NGOs and local 

stakeholders on what their needs were pre-deployment. Additionally, some military 

personnel within PRTs even work in civilian clothes, further blurring the line between 

NATO combatants and non-combatant humanitarian forces, and making aid workers 

‘soft’ targets for insurgents. This culminated in Medicins Sans Frontieres, a 

humanitarian organization which had operated in Afghanistan for 24 years, suspending 

its operations in 2004 after five employees were shot to death (Franke, 2006).

In contrast to Afghanistan, military and humanitarian actors in Mali seem to 

have taken large steps to stay out of each other’s way. Military actors like the UN’s 

Multidimensional Integrated Stabilization Mission in Mali (MINUSMA), the French 

military, or the EUTM all have little-to-no direct contact with humanitarian 

organizations present there, instead they communicate on security issues with the UN 

Department of Safety and Security, which in turn communicates these issues to 

humanitarian organizations by regularly circulating a Security Brief. OCHA, 
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meanwhile, serves as the middle man for coordinating any military assistance that may 

be necessary for humanitarian efforts via a CMCoord Brief, and the World Food 

Program coordinates logistics with the humanitarian community’s logistics cluster 

(Velte, 2017).

VI. The Challenge of Commitment

The final challenge faced when attempting comprehensive crisis management is

the need for thorough and consistent commitment. While being possibly the simplest 

challenge to define, it is also potentially the hardest to address in practice. 

Comprehensively resolving a crisis innately requires a large commitment of resources 

for a long period of time in order to be successful. The ability and willingness to 

continue providing these resources is easily undermined in times of financial constraint.

A further problem arises when actors within the crisis begin to renege on their own 

commitments or cheat and undermine the crisis resolution process in order to gain 

resources or power for themselves, as this problem can only be truly prevented by a 

crisis manager willing and able to put significant pressure on these actors, a situation 

that tends to be the exception rather than the rule in crises.

The EU’s Commitment Challenge
The EU’s commitment problem is one that exists primarily on the 

political/strategic level. Since 2008, the scale of CSDP missions deployed has 

decreased substantially, as seen in Figure 4 (Haesebrouck & Van Meirvenne, 2015). 

One of the causes for this may have been the financial crisis in 2008 (Ibid.). Another 

possible explanation for why the EU has not launched more large-scale CSDP 

operations could be that it is easier for the EU to commit to such tasks when they have 

a predefined, short-term end date. This is the role that Operation Artemis in the DRC 

and EU Force (EUFOR) Chad/Central African Republic (CAR) both played, where the 

EU intervened only for a short period until the UN could introduce or reorganize its 

own operation. EUFOR DRC was similarly intended as only a temporary measure to 

reinforce a UN presence (Hynek 2011). Regardless of the cause, however, the effect is 
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clear: by deploying smaller operations, the EU is limiting its own crisis management 

capacity. For example EU has had Battlegroups ready for rapid deployment at 

operational capacity since 2007, but has never deployed them (de Langlois & Capstack,

2014).  And there is no lack of crises that the EU could use these capacities on.

Figure 4. Number of deployed EU Personnel, 2003-2014

Figure 4: Originally Figure 2 from Haesebrouck & Van Meirvenne (2015), p. 270

In the DRC, the EU has deployed five different CSDP missions since 2003: 

Operation Artemis, EUFOR DR CONGO, EUPOL Kinshasa, EUPOL DR Congo, and 

EUSEC DR Congo making the DRC the largest recipient of CSDP missions in a single 

country. In spite of this, the two military missions, Artemis and EUFOR DRC, were 

limited in terms of time frame and in terms of geographic scope, restricting their impact

on the crisis (Arnould & Vlassenroot, 2016). The civilian efforts, meanwhile, continue 

to struggle in vain to work with a corrupt and extractive regime that frequently 

undermines the reform process and reignites the violent aspects of the crisis without 

any substantive EU response (Ibid.). In Afghanistan, meanwhile, cooperation between 

NATO and EUPOL PRTs faced problems due to large staffing shortages on the part of 

EUPOL (Leeuw, 2016). Another challenge that is present in Afghanistan and generally 

common to multinational forces is that individual states make use of national caveats 
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and develop their own rules of engagement in order to prevent their forces from 

sustaining ‘politically unacceptable casualties,’ and can thereby limiting the operational

capacity of the whole crisis management mission (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014). 

Furthermore, efforts to integrate local and international actors via police and military 

training continue to face challenges due to corruption, as well as drug abuse and 

illiteracy among Afghan personnel (Wendling, 2010).  

In Mali, France chose to act largely independently while the EU only provides 

minor, and frequently underequipped support through EUTM Mali rather than through 

its more developed crisis management mechanisms (Haesebrouck & Van Meirvenne, 

2015; Anonymous German official, personal communication, 2018, April 25). Libya, in

particular, seems a case that would be ideal for more EU engagement, considering that 

its instability and position along the Mediterranean migrant route make it extremely 

relevant to EU foreign policy. In spite of this, the EU’s presence there is extremely 

limited to simply the EU Delegation, the EU Border Assistance Mission, and the EU 

Liaison and Planning Cell, intended to help build the capacities of the Libyan 

government and help stabilize the country. Yet none of these elements are particularly 

large or even located within Libya anymore, as they were ‘temporarily’ relocated to 

Tunisia as a result of security concerns years ago (Haesebrouck & Van Meirvenne, 

2015). Additionally, while DEVCO and ECHO remain two of the most well-funded aid 

providers in the world, the EEAS budget remains tiny in comparison – only seven 

billion euros in 2012 (Sweeney & Winn, 2018). This imbalance results in the EU 

paradoxically paying large sums as a result of crises but investing little to prevent or 

manage them.

VII. Recommendations & Conclusions

Comprehensive crisis management is an activity rife with challenges. In order to

improve its Comprehensive Approach, and thereby its overall crisis management 

capacity, the EU must take steps to reconcile cultural divides, reduce competition, and 

reinforce the commitment of civilian and military actors involved in the crisis 

management process.
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Reconciling Cultures
When reconciling cultural gaps between international and local actors, the 

successes that the EU and the international community has seen in Francophone Africa,

and specifically the Sahel, show the value in taking the path of least resistance. By 

using forces that already have a common language with the local population, or by 

involving other actors that have a common cause with the affected country, the EU can 

bridge cultural gaps with relatively little effort.

To reconcile cultural divides between different international civilian and 

military actors, the EU could work to improve mutual understandings pre-deployment 

via joint training, and could work to build trust on the ground post-deployment by 

facilitating informal contact. Joint civilian-military training programs, involving NGOs 

as well as EU personnel, together with more thorough cultural sensitivity pre-

deployment training is the most frequently cited recommendation provided by existing 

literature on comprehensive crisis management, including endorsements by NATO and 

the ICRC (Peace Support Operations AJP-3.4.1, 2001,August 1; Studer, 2001; Cockell, 

2002;Gourlay, 2004; Franke, 2006; Rasmussen, 2010; Wendling, 2010; Hynek, 2011; 

de Langlois & Capstack, 2014). Two of PESCO’s already planned projects, the EU 

Training Mission Competence Centre, and the European Training Certification Centre 

for European Armies, focus on the training of military personnel for skills, including 

those necessary for crisis management operations (European Council, 2017, December 

11), though the exact details of the projects beyond this goal have not yet been 

elaborated upon. 

Additionally, further steps should be taken to incentivize this training 

specifically to civilian personnel likely to be deployed in a crisis management mission 

down the line, as previous attempts to link EU training with deployment by the EU in 

crisis contexts resulted in estimates by trainers that over half of the course’s participants

had no intention of ever being deployed as part of EU civilian crisis management 

mechanisms (Gourlay, 2004). To facilitate informal contact between actors, co-locating 

the various EU actors within a crisis context, as well as extending the length of time in 

which military personnel remain deployed would help them to build trust and stronger 
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working relationships with one another, as well as improving institutional memory(de 

Langlois & Capstack, 2014).

Cultural divides will remain an unavoidable obstacle for the EU in crisis 

contexts for the foreseeable. However, by making use of actors with cultural ties to the 

local area, by furthering joint civil-military and cultural training programs, and by 

facilitating informal contact between the various actors, the EU’s Comprehensive 

Approach can take steps to reconcile these divides.

Reducing Competition
Improving coordination, and thereby reducing competition, within missions 

could be done via clearer divisions of labor and taking cues from the UN’s Integrated 

approach. UN missions always have a single SRSG/RC to coordinate all other actors, 

something which does not exist in the EU system at all except at the political level of 

the PSC or the HR/VP. Several authors suggest empowering EUSRs to have actual 

decision-making or coordinating authority over the various EU actors within a crisis 

(de Langlois & Capstack, 2014). This could make the position into a rough analogue of 

a UN SRSG, giving the EU a more truly unified voice in a crisis and consolidating the 

chains of command that report back to the EEAS headquarters in Brussels, as well as 

creating a position that can mediate conflicts over divisions of labor on the ground. 

Additionally, having all the various EU actors’ field HQ collocated would allow further 

informal contact and trust-building between the actors, which is one of the reasons 

collocation is also proscribed in NATO protocols for crisis management missions 

(Peace Support Operations AJP-3.4.1, 2001, August 1). 

The problem of ECHO elements requiring independence could be addressed 

here in a similar manner to which they are addressed in UN mission structures: a 

variable solution. Depending on the security situation within a crisis, OCHA is 

integrated at a level of either ‘two feet in,’ ‘two feet out,’ or ‘one foot in, one foot out.’ 

‘Two feet in’ is the most rare approach, with OCHA taking direction directly from the 

SRSG, and was the approach taken by the UN in Darfur and Iraq due to the dire 

security situations there. ‘Two feet out’ was the approach used in Haiti and South 
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Sudan, and has virtually no regular contact, with coordination only taking place at an 

ad-hoc basis as a result of specific circumstances. ‘One foot in, one foot out’ is the most

common approach taken by OCHA to UN peacekeeping missions, used by the UN 

missions in Mali, the DRC, and the CAR, with both a large degree of autonomy and 

regular meetings for sharing necessary information (Velte, 2017). Creating a tiered 

approach to integrated crisis management mission structures would allow the EU to 

both reap the benefits of more centralized coordination, and to allow humanitarians a 

large degree of leeway that is only curtailed in the most dire of security situations. 

Additionally, military actors should generally only perform humanitarian 

activities as a result of specific requests from the humanitarian community during dire 

circumstances, in order to prevent a blurring of lines between politico-military 

personnel and humanitarians like occurred in Afghanistan (Ibid.). Humanitarian aid can

often have unintended consequences if distributed in a way that hasn’t been thoroughly 

planned out, potentially fueling dependency cultures, corruption, inequality, or creating 

further problems for an affected population (Velte, 2017; Peace Support Operations 

AJP-3.4.1, 2001, August 1).

The EU can also help to improve coordination and reduce competition by 

creating a permanent OHQ to prepare and run comprehensive crisis management 

missions. With Brexit impending, one of the main member states opposed to the 

creation of such a structure will be gone, opening a way for this to idea to become a 

reality after years of blockage (Sweeney & Winn, 2018). This would increase the pre-

deployment planning capacities of the EU, decrease the delay needed before 

deployment of troops, and allow co-location of civilian and military EEAS elements to 

help foster coordination and mutual understanding. The creation of a unified, 

permanent HQ for crisis management missions is a concept that has been called for by 

much of the previous research on the subject of the EU’s capabilities (Gourlay, 2004; 

Hynek, 2011; Haesebrouck & Van Meirvenne, 2015; Sweeney & Winn, 2018).

In order to reduce competition between actors during crisis management, the 

EU must take steps to improve coordination while simultaneously maintaining clear 

lines of command and clear divisions of labor. To do so, it can draw on the UN’s 
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integrated approach to elevate the authority of the EUSRs, to implement a tiered 

approach to humanitarian autonomy within a mission, and to create a permanent, 

integrated OHQ.

Reinforcing Commitment
Solving the EU’s crisis management commitment problem is easier said than 

done. Resuming larger-scale CSDP missions and making better use of existing 

capacities like the EU Battlegroups would have a larger impact on crises than the 

current method of small-scale interventions. Steps should be taken to incentivize EU 

member states to make use of these joint capacities by supporting interventions through

the Union over unilateral action. This could be done by creating more channels of 

burden-sharing and by improving the speed and efficiency with which the EU can 

respond to crises, making joint EU action more politically affordable. PESCO contains 

a number of projects focused on crisis management, like EUFOR CROC, which is 

intended to improve the force generation process for crisis management 

missions(European Council, 2017, December 11), however these initiatives will only 

bring added value to the EU’s crisis management structure if they are actually put to 

use. Furthermore, rules of engagement between member states should standardized for 

an operation, and the usage of national caveats should be restricted to prevent 

individual states from undermining whole operations (de Langlois & Capstack, 2014).  

To confront local actors that attempt to cheat against the crisis management 

process, the EU should take advantage of the economic pressure it can exert on a crisis 

country by creating linkages between desired good governance reforms and economic 

incentives (Arnould & Vlassenroot,  2015). An alternative to this is to develop a less 

state-based approach to capacity building, in order to prevent extractive regimes from 

benefitting from the assistance being provided, focusing instead on aiding local 

community actors (Ibid.).

Generating the political will necessary to solve the commitment problem is by 

no means an exact science. However, by making greater use of its existing capacities, 
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while also improving their efficiency, the EU would significantly reinforce its 

commitment to comprehensive crisis management.

Conclusion
The field of comprehensive crisis management is still one open to change and 

reform, both due to the relatively young age of the institutions involved, and to the 

media attention complex crises such as those in Libya and Syria garner, making the 

political momentum needed for reforms relatively easy to come by compared to other 

policy areas where institutions involved are older(and thereby more subject to path 

dependency) or the issues garner less attention. This has allowed the EU to further its 

security integration with initiatives like PESCO, and should be further utilized to 

improve the Comprehensive Approach by reconciling cultural divides between actors, 

reducing competition between actors, and reinforcing the EU’s commitment in crisis 

contexts. Concrete steps can be taken in this direction by furthering joint training, 

facilitating informal contacts between actors, unifying the EU presence within crises, 

and making further use of already existing crisis management capabilities, while 

continuing to develop and incentivize them.

Avenues for Future Research
For this same reason, there remains a large avenue of possibilities for future 

research. Any future deployment of a large EU crisis management mission of similar 

scale to those in the DRC or the Balkans should be assessed and compared to these 

missions to analyze the impact that the Lisbon Treaty’s reforms have had on the 

effectiveness of large missions, and whether further reforms are necessary in that 

regard. Furthermore, once the exact structure of PESCO projects’ planned reforms and 

mechanisms have been announced and implemented, research should be conducted to 

measure its impact and success on crisis management missions in the field.

More research should also be conducted to determine the exact causes of why 

states do and do not choose to intervene in complex crises and in what cases they 

choose to do so unilaterally versus multilaterally. The findings of such research could 
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be used to more concretely address the challenges relating to the EU’s commitment 

problem.
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