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PREFACE

The world we are living in today is changing frenetically fast; new actors arise and others
decline; new phenomena occur in every corner of the globe; old ones need further and innovative
explanation. In this complex web of interacting actors ‘making’ what we have labelled History, there
nonetheless appears to be one constant yet also disruptive variable: conflict and more particularly
violent manifestations of conflict. Never has the international structure known a complete state of
peace, security or justice. It is therefore still anarchical and somehow Hobbesian in its nature. This
does not mean however agents within this structure have tried to alleviate the intensity and the
occurrence of violent conflict. In fact during the last twenty years, numerous strategies have been
developed to ‘prevent conflict’ and ‘manage crises’ in the international system.
Since 1945 and the adoption of the San Francisco Charter, the United Nations (UN) have
been sacred as the only legitimate builder and guarantor of international peace and security.
However, with the end of the Cold War, the consequent increase of violent internal conflict and the
gradual overstretching of UN peace-keeping missions, the idea of a division of labour in conflict
prevention and crisis management has gained ground and is now being accepted as the appropriate
way forward. One actor willing to play a greater role on the international stage and export its recipe
of success saw this as an important and meaningful opportunity: the European Union (EU). Not only
would this release the pressure on the UN itself, it could actually help define the new ethos the EU
was looking for in the post-Cold War era as far as foreign policy is concerned. While a tremendous
work on this original role-conception would have to be performed within the EU itself, the new and
evolving machinery would also have to be constantly tested so as to better assess the impact and
added-value the EU could provide. In this respect, one case appears as particularly relevant for
empirical investigation: the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), where the EU has been extremely
active in the last few years. Bearing in mind that analysing the EU contribution to conflict prevention
and crisis management would require a much more extensive frame than this thesis actually offers, I
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will here only focus on this latter case and investigate what roles the EU has been playing in this
country since violent conflict re-erupted in the late 1990s. More particularly, I will do so through the
theoretical lens of social constructivism and sociological role theory which I believe are best suited to
explain the European foreign, security and defence policy and in fact provide some original
perspective on the EU conflict prevention and crisis management activities and possibilities.
Given the huge challenges about bringing peace, security and justice in the DRC, countless
socialising actors have been present within or around the country during the last decade. I believe
the choice of analysing the EU role is however particularly pertinent and useful for social research.
Although conflict prevention has now become a priority for the EU, it still remains a fairly new and
highly debated theme within academic circles. While there has been a first round of general
assessment in the middle of this decade, I feel it is important to further evaluate the peace-keeping
and peace-building capacities of the EU outside its borders, especially since the UN is going through a
deep identity crisis itself. On the other hand, as a Conflict Studies and Human Rights graduate
student, I was taught that my current area of specialisation was fundamentally multi-disciplinary. I
have come to realise however that whereas European studies scholars have become increasingly
interested in ‘conflict studies’, this was only a one-way relationship. As a consequence, my
investigation also aims to bring what I believe is valuable insight for an academic field too often
concerned with psychological, anthropological and sociological phenomena no less relevant yet often
lacking some crucial political background which could improve it in multiple ways.
I am myself a Européen convaincu and believe the EU has definitely a greater role to play on
the global stage, particularly in conflict prevention and crisis management. I am also a social
constructivist and deeply believe in both behavioural and cognitive ‘change’ in interdependent
agency and structure. Therefore I hope that my contribution, however small, will also reinforce the
ideals and experiences the EU and its interacting partners share, and thereby encourage them to
further interact on stronger and brighter grounds.
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Mission d’Observation des Nations Unies pour le Congo (UN Observation
Mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo)
Médecins Sans Frontières
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
Non-Governmental Organisation
National Indicative Program
Organisation for African Unity
Police Nationale Congolaise
Political and Security Committee
République Démocratique du Congo
Southern African Development Community
Secretary General (of the Council) / High-Representative (for the CFSP)
Security Sector Reform
Treaty on European Union
United Kingdom
United Nations
United Nations Development Program
United Nations Department of Peace-Keeping Operations
United Nations Security Council
United States (of America)
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INTRODUCTION

As Emma Stewart (2008) noted so well, conflict prevention and crisis management have risen
to prominence on the foreign policy agenda of the European Union (EU) in the last ten years. By the
June 2001 Göteborg European Council, the EU was promising to 'pursue conflict prevention as one of
the main objectives of its external relations', while preventive engagement subsequently emerged as
one of the main options developed in the 2003 European Security Strategy (ESS) which defined the
strategic culture and attitude the EU would adopt in the post-9/11 security environment. Following
this voluntarist discourse and the mainstreaming of these strategies in European policies, the EU has
since then been particularly active in preventing and managing conflict around the world, thereby
further fomenting a considerable body of research on the activities of the EU in this specific field.
When analysing the European Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and its complementary
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) which crystallised the European Union’s desire to help
maintain international peace and security, one does therefore also not lack of theoretical approaches
to explain and frame it in one sufficiently coherent way.
Most of the available perspectives belong to the International Relations (IR) paradigm, and
are therefore essentially of political nature. Ironically however, for many years, the EU simply did not
appear on the horizons of IR theorists, since the Union, as an international actor, could not be
accommodated within a large section of orthodox theorising about the interstate system. The
gradual development of an international capacity and role on the global stage however pushed IR
theorists to better understand what former President of the European Commission Delors liked to
refer to as an 'unidentified international object'. To overcome these epistemological challenges,
alternative approaches, mainly grounded in sociological and psychological accounts, have also
emerged and in fact successfully captured some of the new features of the EU and its foreign policy
agenda. One of those theories is social constructivism, best carved by Alexander Wendt in his wellknown article 'Anarchy is What States Make of It' (1992) in which he argues that everything in the
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social world in which we are living and interacting is in fact ‘socially constructed’, i.e. determined
collectively by agents in processes of argumentation and negotiation. This includes both the system
as a whole and its various components such as the EU, the CFSP or my main focal point here, conflict
prevention structures, as well as the meaning given to these social configurations. On those premises
I am consequently postulating that the ways EU conflict prevention and crisis management policies,
instruments and ‘role’ have been defined and developed over time are to be primarily understood as
a result of the EU interacting and dialoguing with other actors in the international system.
If the EU is willing to contribute to conflict prevention and crisis management activities, one
does however also need to examine how it can best do so. In this respect, let me stress that while the
United Nations (UN) have remained and will remain the ultimate legitimate actor in maintaining
international peace and security, regional organisations like the EU have increasingly been asked to
play a greater role in this field since the end of the Cold War. This is largely due to the financial and
logistical overstretching from which the former has been suffering. The idea of a division of labour in
conflict prevention and crisis management has in fact now largely been acknowledged both in
academic and in policy-making circles (See Szapiro 2004) yet not fully and effectively implemented.
For this reason, one should also keep analysing what roles does and should the EU play in this
specific field, assuming it has the willingness and capacity to do so. This question underlines however
the necessity of incorporating a back-up theory in our investigation, and which will have to be
combined with our overall social constructivist paradigm. My choice goes here to sociological role
theory which actually follows and complements the former’s assumptions by arguing that in the
process of social interaction, actors will in a longer term generate expectations about the ways they
behave, as well as expect the 'others' to play particular 'roles' in particular circumstances. In more
concrete terms, this means that in the field of conflict prevention and crisis management, since the
EU is interacting with other agents, it is itself conceiving potential roles it can play in that sector – e.g.
conflict resolution, peace settlement, post-conflict reconstruction – while the 'others' are themselves
expressing expectations about the EU acting in one or the other way in a given context.
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Strikingly, these role conceptions and expectations not only have an impact on the role
performance of the actors in conflict prevention and crisis management, as they may constrain or
restrain them in their acts, they also have fundamental repercussions on the actors' intrinsic identity
in the international system more generally. For instance, when the EU is sending troops in the DRC to
prevent conflict from arising because it is expected to do so, this does not only influence the way it
seeks to maintain peace and security in the country itself, but it more fundamentally affects the
identity and the broader role the EU wants to play in world politics, and especially the common claim
it is to be considered as a normative power in international relations (See Manners 2002, Sjursen
2006b). That is why this thesis will also analyse the relationship between these two aspects of
identity- or role-building and the impact they may have on each other.
Finally, and more fundamentally, when analysing the role the EU can and does play in conflict
prevention and crisis management, one also needs some empirical observations to draw upon in
order to support one’s claims. As far as the EU is concerned, one case is particularly important and
highly relevant: the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). In addition to the historical ties between
Europe and the DRC or Africa, as well as the large amount of interaction and dialogue between them,
and thus the many expectations both hold vis-à-vis each other, the DRC has more importantly turned
out to be a genuine experimental garden for the EU conflict prevention and crisis management
activities and ambitions in the last fifteen years. The country and its region have indeed for long been
plagued by violent conflict and human insecurity, with two disastrous wars (1996-1997 and the socalled 'First African War' in 1998-2003) making over 5.4 million victims1 and a dangerous re-opening
of the Eastern front in 2008 making it the ideal testing ground for any actor seeking to help maintain
international or national peace and security. The EU understood this very well and consequently
started a very active programme to prevent conflict in the DRC in all possible ways, resorting to both
structural and operational instruments, both 'military' and 'civilian' missions, as well as significant
1

According to a survey released by the International Rescue Committee conducted between January 2006 and
April 2007, an estimated 5.4 million people have died as a consequence of the war and its lingering effects
since 1998. Please read their full report on:
http://www.theirc.org/resources/2007/2006-7_congomortalitysurvey.pdf [14 June 2009]
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amounts of 'aid' directly or indirectly designed to prevent, reduce, manage or transform conflict and
deployed in the region accordingly to the role conception/expectation logic I exposed above.
Moreover, following what I mentioned about the impact of conflict prevention activities on the EU's
global identity, the DRC also proves to be a good case to test its self-conception as a ‘normative
power’ in international relations. This is why I favoured the DRC over the Balkans – another region in
which the EU has been extremely active in terms of crisis management – as the former brings in a
more global approach, rather than one framed in a more regional and essentially EU enlargementbased perspective. Finally, the European or pro-EU literature, in addition to stressing the importance
and relevance of the DRC when analysing EU conflict prevention and crisis management, also likes to
conceive this experiment as a very successful one for the EU, thereby further contributing to the
conception of the EU as a positive actor or 'force for good' in international relations. Yet when
analysing the real impact of the EU action on the Congolese daily life, there might very well be a
conflict of perceptions between the EU version of the story and others’. Hence my desire to dig
deeper in the evolution of this conflict that is far from being over, making the presence of the EU
actually still relevant if it seeks to keep maintaining peace and security in this region of the world.

In terms of organising and presenting my findings, I have divided my thesis in three parts.
The first one will develop the theoretical grounds upon which my empirical analysis will rest. I
will here expose what I believe is the correct way to understand and frame the European Foreign,
Security and Defence Policy and its conflict prevention and crisis management components, i.e.
adopting a social constructivist approach rather than the classical rationalist accounts. In that part, I
will also give more details on the sociological role theory and explain how I need to incorporate three
dimensions – institutional, interactional and intentional – into the role analysis of the EU activities in
the DRC conflict, while finally highlighting the need to consider actors in the international system as
communicatively rational so as to better explain the EU's desire to contribute to international peace
and security.
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The second part will analyse how conflict prevention and crisis management have been
adopted as objectives and strategies for the EU in order to maintain, in collaboration with the UN
and other partners, international peace and security. While applying the concepts and model
sketched earlier, I will in this part analyse the development of this policy as a whole, while the last
part will be more specific in its essence. Note that a summarising table with all key dates has been
annexed to this paper (See Annex 3).
The third and most important part will consist of an empirical investigation of the various
roles played in the DRC in the field of conflict prevention and crisis management since violent conflict
re-erupted in the end of the 1990S and onwards. I will more particularly arrange my analysis by using
the concept of conflict life-cycle or conflict circle, instead of the classical European Commission (EC)
versus CFSP/ESDP activities or military versus civilian missions which I find very simplistic and too
restrictive. From there, I will also be able to highlight some crucial issues to be addressed by the EU if
it seeks to play a better role in conflict prevention and crisis management in the future. Another table
with the various activities undertaken by the EU in the different stages of the DRC conflict and crises
has also been produced and can be used for further information while going over this paper (See
Annex 4).
I will finally conclude this thesis by emphasising once again the points I will have made
throughout my analysis, formulating my recommendations and further reviewing the EU process of
developing a ‘normative power’ in international politics, and its mutual relationship with the more
specific role-building process within conflict prevention and crisis management activities.
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I.

UNDERSTANDING THE EUROPEAN FOREIGN, SECURITY AND DEFENCE POLICY: CONCEPTS AND FRAMEWORK
FOR ANALYSIS

a. Framing the European Foreign, Security and Defence Policy: Alexander Wendt’s Social
Constructivism

As stated in the introduction, the EU polity and EU foreign policy have not lent themselves to
easy categorisation, and have successfully resisted being boxed into our existing understanding of
European integration or international relations. Not surprisingly, some have even come to argue that
the EU is in fact best seen as an 'unidentified international object' or a 'transitional entity' – one that
generates international relations while remaining a subsystem of those international relations
(Filtenborg et al 2002). In reality the EU as it is and how it is evolving ought to be considered as a sui
generis model (See Knodt and Princen 2003: 5); this is in effect why some theories, however preeminent they may be in academic circles, are losing their explanatory power when dealing with the
CFSP and its conflict prevention objectives. This is particularly the case of Rationalist and especially
Realist authors who have traditionally defined political processes within the EU as processes of
bargaining between self-interested states – something the EU is not – which they see as the main
actors in the international system. Moreover, in the Realist literature there is no question of norms,
values or principles guiding agency. What counts for actors is power measured in material terms as
economic or military capabilities, not an assessment of whether or not actions are normatively right
or good. Realists are also very sceptical of supranational arrangements, considering cooperation
among states as possible only if their interests coincide in the case, for instance, of a common
external threat (Sjursen 2003: 36). The adoption of the CFSP and a fortiori the ESDP would thus be
seen as a way to increase Europe’s material power on the world stage and defend itself collectively
against outer threats, such as terrorism, failing states or nuclear proliferation – threats that have
been defined in the 2003 European Security Strategy, amongst others.
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Many studies of the CFSP rely in fact on the latter premises, and have to some extent
correctly captured some of the issues encountered by the EU when defining and implementing its
foreign policy, e.g. the difficulties in developing strong common institutions and instruments that
would allow pursuing common goals more effectively. However, as Sjursen (2003: 37-38) rightfully
highlights there are several empirical observations suggesting there is something else going on inside
the second pillar of the EU. For instance, if the CFSP or its external interventions are to symbolise
only a coalition of interests, why would EU member states keep spending so much time and
resources on seeking consensus, keep trying to build common institutions, and complying with
‘common positions’ despite there being only some relative gains for them and thus no evident
absolute ones?2 Ben Tonra (2001) explains this by arguing that since external actors now expect the
Union and its members to play a greater role in global politics and to have a response to many more
international events and crises, Member States have in effect become involved in a much wider
range of foreign policy issues in recent years. Conversely, they have also increasingly found
themselves justifying their own policy by virtue of the collective foreign policy endeavour. While this
may be seen in very instrumental terms, it is more often the case that many Member States have to
generate and defend positions that they would not be expected to have held earlier.3 More
generally, following this participation in the CFSP, what other European states do or think is now
constantly being reviewed and taken into account when formulating national foreign policy. Allen
(1998) defined this as the ‘Brusselsisation of foreign policy’, i.e. national representatives increasingly
make foreign policy in Brussels, thereby further forging 'common interests'. In any case, this shows
there is a deep entrenched relationship between social actors and their environment, and one must
take this interdependence into account when investigating the CFSP and its various components.

2

Realists argue actors in the international system are primarily concerned about their absolute rather than
their relative gains. Yet here EU Members have increasingly accepted to design policy and take decisions even if
there would only be relative gains for them. For example, Spain agreed to sign a document acknowledging the
secession of Kosovo while it is confronted with similar demands within its own territory.
3
Once again the independence of Kosovo is a good example of this kind of behaviour and thinking.
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More fundamentally, norms, beliefs and values rather than purely material interests have
also become more and more important for European leaders when acting on the international scene
– although they were already present in the very beginning of the European project.4 Democracy, the
rule of law and human rights are for instance all being enshrined in European treaties5 and
partnership agreements – the question of whether or not the EU acts consequently is not relevant at
this stage; the point is there are normative foundations that can explain European action abroad.
Finally, the possibility of ‘change’ in agent behaviour or systemic structure is completely
neglected in the Rationalist paradigm. For Realists for instance, state leaders will always pursue an
agenda that matches their national interests. As such, they have developed a very static and
mechanical model of international relations and of the EU foreign policy. Yet change and flexibility
are crucial notions here, for European states have not only implemented a common foreign policy
but they have also decided to reform and adapt it in various circumstances – the implementation of
the ‘defence’ component in 1997 being the most obvious proof.
As Ben Tonra (2003) further explains, in response to all these epistemological challenges, a
number of analysts have sought to rethink the Union's foreign policy and to apply alternative
approaches to the study of the EU's role in international relations. Some of these have sought to
deconstruct the state-centric views of world politics by shifting their analysis away from how statelike the EU's foreign policy is towards an analysis of its international presence (Sjøsted 1977) or
actorness (Allen and Smith 1991). A first key notion in this regard is that of capabilities-expectations
gap outlined by Christopher Hill (1993) who compared and contrasted public expectations of what
the EU was supposed to accomplish in the world with the means and capacities that the Member
States had actually bestowed upon it. He concluded there was in fact a gap between those, meaning
the EU was not an effective international actor in producing collective decisions and having an impact

4

Schuman put peace at the centre of its well-known 'Declaration' on May 9, 1950 for instance.
TEU, Art. 11, §1 further refers to the ‘common values, fundamental interests, independence and integrity of
the Union in conformity with the principles of the United Nations Charter’; ‘peace and international security’
and the ‘principles of the Helsinki Final Act and the objectives of the Paris Charter’; ‘international cooperation’;
etc.
5
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in events and social phenomena. This view remained however predicated upon a model of actorness
that is fairly similar to that of a state and essentially rooted in a Rationalist understanding of foreign
policy – whereas I believe normative discourse is necessary in explaining EU external behaviour.
Hence, instead of further digging into the rational choice perspective and drawing upon elaborated
versions of Realism such as Neo-realism and Neo-liberal institutionalism which still consider state
behaviour as purely self-interest behaviour, I will be opting as general framework to understand the
CFSP/ESDP for another paradigm which has become increasingly important in International Relations
and does consider norms, beliefs and values as central to European foreign policy: social
constructivism with as key reference Alexander Wendt’s article ‘Anarchy is What States Make of It'
(1992). In the context of this thesis, I would thus need to explain how the CFSP/ESDP is in fact what
the EU actors and its socialising partners make of it. Before applying Wendt’s premises to European
foreign policy integration, let me however briefly re-expose his main assumptions.

A first fundamental principle of social constructivist theory is that people are found in a
constant process of social interaction and act towards objects they encounter, including other actors,
on the basis of the meanings that these objects have for them. In the international system, which
represents the biggest social configuration human beings are to be found, it is thus collective
meanings that will constitute the structures organising social action. These meanings are formulated
on the basis of various norms and principles that are part of the agents’ intrinsic identities, e.g. social
justice, economic freedom or sustainable peace. By participating in these collective meanings, actors
might however also acquire, change or abandon elements of their identities. Identities are thus
inherently relational – both to the other actors and to the structure in which interaction takes place.
As such, agency and structure are thus deeply interrelated for social constructivists – yet I stressed
earlier this was also the case at the European level. Note finally that social interaction can not only
alter the agents’ identities and interests; but it does also provide the means to reproduce and modify
the international system itself.
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Furthermore, according to Wendt, the socially constructed international system is not ‘one
and only’ but composed of multiple social configurations or 'institutions', all defined by the identities
and interests of the actors who created them – thus also both materially- and normatively-driven. As
mentioned, such structures are codified in formal rules and norms, but have motivational force only
in virtue of actors' socialisation and participation in collective knowledge. Institutions are thus also
fundamentally cognitive entities that do not exist apart from the actors' ideas about how the world
works. Hence, socialisation is not just a behavioural process but also a cognitive one.6 Finally, since
actors can acquire and internalise new interests and integrate them as specific features of one of
those configurations – i.e. the institutionalisation process – these institutions are also very dynamic
and malleable entities. More particularly, I should stress that, when interacting agents collectively
decide to reform one of those social configurations, they can opt to change the structure of the
institution itself or simply the meaning or role it was given to. The UN and the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (NATO) have for instance known a substantial change both in their ‘meaning’ and
subsequently in their ‘structure’ after the Cold War as I shall later explain.
Following this account, I am here postulating that the CFSP/ESDP is one of those dynamic
‘institutions’ created and permanently revised according to the identities and interests of various EU
actors (Commission, Council, Member States, NGOs, etc.) as well as of its interacting partners. This
means I view the EU as of those agents socialising in the international system with other actors,
which can be either state or non-state actors for social constructivists; and it is precisely on the basis
of those multiple interactions that I believe the EU has undertaken the ‘social construction’ of its
foreign, security and defence policy, and particularly chosen conflict prevention as one of its key
security strategies (See Chapter 2). Moreover, by defining the CFSP as a social institution, I consider it
as codified in specific norms and principles. I already mentioned democracy, the rule of law or human
rights. I can here add economic and social solidarity, liberal freedom, sustainable development,
sustainable peace, good governance, etc. which we constantly find in EU discourse. Yet as Wendt
6

This clearly justifies the need to incorporate psychological and sociological accounts into the analysis of EU
foreign policy and its conflict prevention and crisis management activities.
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also highlighted, one ought to acknowledge European foreign policy is not merely an abstract notion
or a list of norms; there are various institutions that embody these principles. In the case of conflict
prevention, there are many institutional organisms that seek to apply and mainstream this strategy
in EU external activities (See Figure 1 – Annex 2). What is more the very fact that the various CFSP
actors socialise according to norms, values and beliefs about the world's essence illustrates very well
how EU foreign policy is also a cognitive entity and not simply a behavioural one. Finally, there also
exists in the CFSP structure an ‘institutionalisation’ process, meaning new interests or norms can be
incorporated if EU actors collectively decide to do so. This is clearly the case of conflict prevention
which became one of the most important principles guiding EU action abroad in recent years.

In short, the key elements social constructivism sought to highlight was that actors in the
international system are to be found in a constant process of interaction and it is on that basis that
they define their own identities and interests which can have both material and normative
components. Actors can on these premises create the various institutions which organise social
action in the international system like the CFSP. Agents can also reform these configurations either
by modifying their structure or the meaning they were given. There is still however one more
important point to explain about social constructivism, i.e. ‘social interaction’ is to be conceived as an
ongoing process in which agents gradually build a particular image, identity or role for themselves
and for others. After a certain time of regular interaction and exchange, they engender expectations
as well as prescribe specific behaviour to other actors in various aspects, including foreign policy and
conflict prevention activities. This brings me to another adjacent approach which will actually be the
cornerstone of my empirical investigation: sociological role theory.
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b. Analysing EU action in the international system: role conceptions, role expectations and
role performance

As Biddle (1986: 67) acknowledges it, role theory poses an intriguing ontological dilemma. On
the one hand, the concept of ‘role’ is one of the most popular in social sciences – it has also been
extensively used when investigating the European Union’s involvement in world politics. On the
other, there is still a lot of confusion around that term, as there is in fact no single general role theory
to draw upon as to why, when and how certain role phenomena occur (Searing 1991: 1244). Since I
do need to define some parameters and operational questions for my analysis, I decided to base
myself on the concepts sketched out in a book entitled The European Union’s Roles in International
Politics edited by Michael Smith and Ole Elgström (2006). This piece of work, particularly the Chapter
‘Role Theory and the European foreign policy’ by Lisbeth Aggestam, will indeed provide crucial
insights for both my theoretical and empirical discussions, and will therefore constantly be referred
to in the following sections.
Applying role theory to foreign policy analysis is in fact fairly recent. There is indeed no key
reference in this regard, even less of role theory applied to an empirical case like mine. Yet by doing
so, I will be able to stress how foreign policy is in fact intrinsically purposeful and shaped by both
structural and agential factors, something I believe is important for correctly understanding the
evolution of the CFSP and capturing the roles played by the EU in the Congolese conflict and crises. In
this regard, let me first define what I mean by role. Following Elgström and Smith’s conceptual
framework, roles can be defined as ‘patterns of expected or appropriate behaviour’. They are
determined both by an actor’s own conceptions of appropriate behaviour and by the expectations, or
role prescriptions, of others in a social system (Holsti 1970: 238-39). This concurs with March and
Olsen's analogous idea that actors in the international system behave according to a 'logic of
appropriateness', meaning they consider the context and expectations of the decision-making
situations in which they find themselves, and base their resulting decisions accordingly (1998).
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Similarly, I am arguing here that since the EU is one of the socialising actors in the international
system, it also considers the context in which it is operating and the expectations of 'others' before
drawing some policy or taking and implementing some decision, including in conflict prevention and
crisis management.
Although they might look like it, role-playing and role-taking are not mechanical processes,
nor are they always perceived as ‘rational’ by the actors themselves. Instead roles are partly a result
of learning and socialisation in argumentation processes with other agents in the international
system. Actors thus have a certain leeway to choose what role to play and how to play it in a given
institutional social context (Aggestam 2004). This again is certainly not possible in the Rationalist
paradigm where actors always perform in a similar way, i.e. calculating the costs and benefits of their
action and choosing the best option according to their own material interests. In that sense, there is
no dynamic or reflexive role-playing in Rationalist and particularly in Realist accounts.
From an epistemological point of view, role theory also concurs with social constructivism.
One could in fact argue that role theory is a derivative or sub-category of social constructivism as
both analyse social life through the lens of agency and structure, their interdependence and their
mutual reproduction – a conceptualisation that can in fact be traced back to Anthony Giddens’s
theory of structuration (1986) which provided valuable insights for both perspectives. Beside
acknowledging this ‘duality of agency and structure’, sociological role theory, like social
constructivism, also allows for both the development of approaches relating to the ideational basis of
policy and for the evaluation of material policy concerns and actions, although with a slight penchant
for the former. Yet I stressed earlier the importance of normative formations in EU discourse. Finally,
both theories acknowledge that roles or ‘institutions’ can change or be adjusted in time and space,
that they are ‘dynamic’. This is due as Wendt explained to the fact that roles, identities or institutions
are not just behavioural but also cognitive entities. This once again justifies the need for sociological
or psychological accounts complementing the more political perspectives on EU foreign, security and
defence policy integration and practical developments.
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To bring down the level of abstraction and make role theory applicable to empirical analysis,
we will need to integrate into our model three important perspectives of how roles are constructed,
sustained and changed. This will then allow us for more flexibility in the judgment of roles-playing.
As Aggestam explains (2006: 11-18), the predominant approach to role analysis is the one
considering roles as embedded in institutions, here defined as 'general patterns or categorisations of
activity'; 'human-constructed arrangements, formally or informally organised' (Keohane 1994: 47). In
this approach, they are those initiating role conceptions for the various actors interacting in the
international system. In my thesis, I will thus examine how Europe has organised and structured itself
both internally and in the international system, and how this has created expectations and in turn
shaped its conflict prevention and crisis management activities in the DRC or more generally. More
concretely, I will illustrate how the European Commission has conceived its role and contribution to
conflict prevention on a long-term basis and therefore typically couples its interventions, including in
the DRC, with development aid programs aimed at better governance or macro-economic stability.
On the other hand, the Council has chosen a more operational vision with shorter and also more
visible security missions as it represents the Heads of State and Government who have shorter time
to illustrate themselves before their national electorate.
This institutional approach is particularly important as it helps us conceptualise how
intersubjective beliefs and political culture can influence foreign policy. Yet, because it does not take
enough account of the agency as situated actor nor does it incorporate the dynamics of
structuration, we need to supplement this dimension with one that will also leave enough scope for
interpretation and innovation of the agency, and does not run the risk of making the analysis static
and deterministic – which I clearly objected. In a study that concerns itself with the possibility of new
roles emerging on a supranational level like the EU, we need indeed to bring dynamism and process
on board, and incorporate how roles are learned in interaction and negotiation processes. Hence our
second ‘interactional approach’, closely associated with the symbolic interactionist theory (See
Mead 1934) which looks at how informal rules are created and recreated through discursive and
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symbolic formations. Symbols are indeed also important in social interaction, and the EU understood
this very well. A European flag rather than a French one can for instance make a huge difference
when deploying troops in Africa. This further brings out the extreme importance of perceptions in
socialisation which can sometimes have a bigger impact than the actual deeds themselves. In the
DRC, the EU – particularly the Council for the reason I mentioned above – will in fact often be playing
with perceptions and images, sometimes even at the expense of effective action.
The emphasis on process, change and actors' capacity to construct new rules and roles is also
important to incorporate in our model, for it directly addresses European levels of foreign policymaking. While interacting with other actors and considering their own identity and expectations, the
EU can indeed conceive itself how it can contribute to international peace and security as well as its
own role in world politics. In my empirical analysis, I will thus also be dissecting these expectations
and those who expressed them (Congolese population, American Administration, NGOs, etc.) and
how these aspirations shaped the role conceptions and performance of the EU in preventing conflict
and (re)building a nation in the DRC, as well as their relationship with the more general process of
building a normative power in international politics. I will for instance show how the EU has largely
interacted with the UN to define in more precise terms its contribution in peace-keeping operations
– e.g. Artemis in the DRC – or in security sector reform. Interaction with the local population was also
particularly important in the EU role performance (See further on the EUFOR troops’ intervention
during the elections) as well as for the normative power identity-building process.
That being said this approach has some limitations as well, namely that it tends to overlook
the possibility that actors arrive at the interaction with pre-existing identities and roles, or that
interests and objectives may flow outside the interaction within which actors are immersed – e.g. the
European Commission has always had a longer term vision of its role in international relations and
thus not only in conflict prevention activities. Hence, we must add a final intentional approach which
will incorporate a sense of rationality and further explain how in conceiving roles actors also use
cultural resources, interpret information, monitor their role performance, and reassess their goals
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and roles on that basis. In my thesis, I will thus also be looking at the driving forces – both material
and ideational – behind the activities undertaken and how they affected the conception of the role to
be played; but also at the actual performance on the ground and its implications for future
conceptions and expectations of EU conflict prevention and crisis management action. More
concretely, I will examine whether ‘preventing conflict’ or ‘managing crises’ was always the intention
of EU leaders and institutions or whether it was just a tool serving a different agenda; and if
preventing or managing conflict was indeed the real purpose, I will try to find out what the main
guidelines for the intervention were (Enhancing local ownership? Building democracy? Upholding
humanitarian standards?).
This third dimension is important as well because it shows that actors are capable of
exercising some freedom in the choice of both ends and means of action as a result of dialogue and
argumentation. That being said, the actor's independence may vary for the different roles he/she is
playing, depending on their centrality within the overall role-set, i.e. the way one can more generally
qualify the role played by an actor, e.g. normative power in the case of Europe. Depending on their
degree of compatibility, this latter notion will thus, in the case of the EU in the DRC, either justify
some role performance or conversely discard this role conception.
Regarding the intentional perspective, let me add a final remark so as to avoid criticisms that
role theory remains too conventionalist – i.e. drawing a picture of actors as conformists (Sjursen
2006a) – to gain the attention it is given in this thesis. If I want to better stress the idea of intentions
and reflexive critique on role-playing, I must indeed also emphasise that actors are to be seen as
communicatively rational. By this I mean that actors have the ability to critically reflect on their own
understandings of reality, interests, and maxims of behaviour. They can estimate the consequences
for other actors should they decide to pursue their own interests. They participate in a discourse with
others regarding the interpretation of interests and norms (Habermas 1996). Yet language and
argumentation are really important in my model since they can induce changes in role-conceiving or
role-playing. Both social constructivism and role theory do not always stress this well enough.
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c. Conclusion

While this has been a rather long theoretical discussion, let me briefly recall its main ideas
and objectives. First, while acknowledging a certain degree of heterogeneity among sociological and
political theories seeking to explain EU foreign and security policy integration, I strived to establish
some analytical parameters to be taken into account into the theoretical model to be used in my
empirical analysis. These features included first, the need to consider both agency and structure as
mutually inclusive and interrelated variables; secondly, the need to address both material and
normative components of European external activities; and thirdly, the necessity to provide an
explanation for change, be it in the interests, structure or meaning of EU institutions and action.
On these premises, instead of a Rationalist model with assumptions that would be limited
and limiting in their scope, I opted for a model based on social constructivism and sociological role
theory concepts. This choice was justified by the facts that both seek to demonstrate how there is a
crucial process of interaction in the international system which defines the identities and interests of
the participating agents and the various social configurations they collectively and meaningfully
create and re-create or modify. While social constructivism insisted more on the idea of norms and
principles guiding behaviour in human interaction, role theory highlighted a process of role-building
and role-playing consequent to the interaction and argumentation processes which eventually also
have an impact on future agential behaviour and structural outlook. In this regard, I subsequently
highlighted the three perspectives to take into account in the upcoming investigation: institutional,
interactional and intentional. Finally, I also added the idea that actors are communicatively rational
so as to fully capture the key notion of change and adaptation, particularly on the agent’s side.
Before going more deeply in the ‘DRC experience’, let me proceed to another important part
of this thesis, and explain the actual evolution of the CFSP from its creation as a social configuration
or ‘institution’ until its more recent developments. In that way, the later analysis of the more specific
roles played in the DRC will be better comprehended.
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II.

EU CONFLICT PREVENTION AND CRISIS MANAGEMENT: INSTITUTIONS, INTERACTIONS AND INTENTIONS

By using the terminology and the three-dimensional model I just exposed, the objective of
this second part will be to make sense of the various developments the CFSP has gone through since
its creation in 1992, and to particularly explain how the EU has come to help maintain international
peace and security. To this end I will analyse the evolving role of three actors that have come at the
forefront of conflict prevention and crisis management activities in the post-Cold War period – the
UN, the EU and NATO – as well as their evolving relationship and the impact of that interaction on
their intrinsic identity in the international system. I will in fact highlight how it is precisely through
interaction and argumentation between these actors that conflict prevention has become a key
objective guiding EU behaviour abroad, both for material – increasing security in Europe – and
normative motives – strengthening democracy, the rule of law, effective multilateralism, etc. I will
particularly illustrate how conflict prevention has actively been discussed in international fora and
subsequently shaped the actual structure of the CFSP and its various ‘practical’ experiences.

a. The United Nations in the post-Cold War international system and the rise of ‘Conflict
Prevention’

The end of the Cold War, and with it the end of the practice of the mutual vetoes between its
opposing permanent members on active intervention, promised a new freedom for the UN Security
Council (UNSC) to exercise and expand its powers to maintain international peace and security
(Hadden 2009: 2). In 1992, UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali made this very clear when outlining
in his Agenda for Peace the revised ways to ‘intervene’ in conflict zones. These now included: a)
conflict prevention defined as preventive diplomacy designed to prevent disputes from arising, to
prevent existing disputes from escalating into full-scale conflicts and to limit any conflict from
spreading; b) peace-keeping, i.e. deployment of a UN mission in the field, normally with the consent
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of all the parties concerned; c) peace-making, consisting of action designed to bring hostile parties to
an agreement, essentially through the peaceful means provided for under Chapter VI of the UN
Chapter; d) peace-enforcement, i.e. the use of sanctions and military force to maintain or restore
international peace and security under Chapter VII of the Chapter; and finally e) peace-building
defined as post-conflict efforts to identify and support structures which will tend to consolidate
peace and the restoration of order, including disarming warring parties, repatriating refugees,
reforming or creating government institutions and advancing efforts to protect human rights.
As Hadden notes (2009:3), this range of activities has been generally accepted not only as a
basis for UN operations but for most related commentaries and analyses. In fact, in my thesis I will
also refer to these definitions, although I do need to stress here some ontological differences
between the UN and EU definitions – and this despite their already high degree of interaction and
dialogue. In the case of conflict prevention for instance, Boutros-Ghali included ‘preventive
diplomacy as performed by the Secretary-General, senior staff or specialised agencies and programs,
the UN Security Council or the General Assembly, and by regional organisations in cooperation with
the UN; measures to create confidence; early warning based on information gathering and informal
or formal fact-finding; and if required preventive deployment and demilitarised zones’ (Agenda for
Peace 1992: Article 23 emphasis added). Hence for the UN, conflict prevention would be a
fundamentally non-coercive activity. It may involve military means but the overall approach does not
imply the use of force (Tardy 2007: 542). On the other hand, the EU has not totally discarded the
possibility of coercive measures, although there are doubts it would actually go until this stage in
practice. Nevertheless, the EU did adopt a more ‘holistic’ definition of conflict prevention with both a
long-term structural aspect – managed by the Commission – and a more short-term operational
component which falls into the Council’s prerogatives and includes military capabilities. This more
hybrid conceptualisation will be particularly stressed in the 2003 European Security Strategy which
adopted ‘preventive engagement’ rather than deployment as the EU strategy to prevent conflict. As
such this shows conflict prevention was to become on the top of the international agenda.
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b. The EU's first steps in building a new role in Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management: An
intra-European perspective

While the United Nations was experiencing a change in both its structure and its meaning,
the end of the bipolar system was also promising new roles and new opportunities for one of its main
socialising partner: the European Union. The Single European Act (1986) and most importantly the
Maastricht Treaty (1992) were there to concretise the idea that Europe was to become a ‘global
actor’ and not only for economic reasons. To do so however, the EU would need to develop a foreign
and security policy of its own. Until then, European leaders had constantly declined that important
move towards ‘high politics’ integration but they now decided it was time to give the ‘European
Union’ – a typology they actually adopted in Maastricht – a genuine global political identity.
While the idea of a European foreign and security policy was collectively accepted, the
contentious question was how it should actually look like; what direction should European leaders
give to this ‘Common Foreign and Security Policy’; and how would Europe effectively get involved in
world politics; should it for example become a normative power? This was going to be at the heart of
very intensive negotiations between European states themselves, bearing in mind their ongoing
interactions and negotiations with other actors in the global web. One more specific point in these
discussions was related to the effective means which the EU would need to prevent conflict and
manage crises in the international system, and more particularly whether to adopt military
capabilities and structures – i.e. moving towards “l’Europe de la défense” – and if proceeding so, the
meaning given to this move. This debate can in fact already be sensed in the Maastricht Treaty which
came to define one of the objectives for the EU as “asserting its identity on the international scene,
in particular through the implementation of a common foreign and security policy including the
eventual framing of a common defence policy, which might in time lead to a common defence” (TEU,
Title 1, Article B, emphasis added). Within Europe, this common European defence policy and project
was and still is mainly supported by the French who were no longer part of NATO’s command since
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19667 and who traditionally rejected what on the other hand the British always favoured: a Europe
defended by the United States (US). This dialectical relationship between France and Britain is in fact
particularly important in the context of this thesis. Both countries are indeed the two main former
colonial powers in Africa, the two European permanent representatives in the UN Security Council
and the Union’s two main military powers. One actually often says that when they disagree, Europe
appears as a divided actor in world politics – look for instance at the Iraq War. On the other hand,
when they embark on the same boat, Europe stands stronger and more assertive. This is also true
here. In that sense, the 1998 Joint Franco-British Saint-Malo Declaration, which undid the deadlock
in which the EU was found until then on the defence policy issue, has symbolically become the
official start of genuine European military capacities.
In 1997, while the Amsterdam Treaty brought into the CFSP crisis management operations –
the so-called Petersberg tasks that were hitherto part of the Western European Union (WEU) – and
provided the EU with a genuine European Security and Defence Policy, it actually failed to provide an
adequate institutional structure for it. ‘Atlanticist’ and neutral countries indeed refused institutional
strengthening as long as it appeared that NATO would be challenged and the EU might become a
‘strategic actor’ in international relations (Rynning 2003: 25). The Saint-Malo declaration was then to
bring together the main proponents of Atlanticism and Europeanism – the United Kingdom (UK) and
France – by consensually declaring “the Union must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed
up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them and a readiness to do so, in order to
respond to international crises. […] In order that Europe can make its voice heard in world affairs,
while acting in conformity with our respective obligations in NATO, we are contributing to the vitality
of a modernised Atlantic Alliance which is the foundation of the collective defence of its members.
[…] Europeans will operate within the framework of the European Union.” (Article 2, emphasis
added).

7

th

They have however re-joined NATO’s military command in April 2009 on the occasion of the 60 birthday of
the organisation.
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The aforementioned idea or ‘intention’ of building ‘autonomous’ action remained however
quite problematic; particularly the extent to which the EU would in effect act autonomously –
although the search for consensus is largely responsible for this confusion. Nonetheless, one should
here understand it as expressed in Article 3 of the Declaration, applying to situations where NATO
would not be involved, while the EU would still consider intervention as the required solution to a
crisis. In any case, it would not be a gage for the Realist claim that the EU would from there seek to
become a military power, or that it would finally give Europe some credibility on the global stage (See
Treacher 2004, Koivula 2009). As the Council’s Secretary General and High Representative of the
CFSP (SG/HR) Javier Solana stressed (BBC News 31 December 2001): "We don't want to be a
superpower, but we have to get used to playing a greater international role, having a military arm to
help with crisis management is an important part of that, it is inevitable." Besides, given the
unaltered British sympathy for NATO, the new ESDP was not to be understood as a challenge to the
organisation, even though their relationship was to change fundamentally in the future.8
To better understand these new intentions at the European level, we need to further
contextualise them. As far as this section is concerned, we can stress the change in power in the UK
and the accession of Mr. Blair to the post of Prime Minister in 1997 which dulled the British position
on European defence; the German Federal Constitutional Court’s decision in 1994 to extend
Germany’s defence to crisis reaction and conflict prevention, and allow henceforth German troops to
participate in multinational peace-keeping missions abroad; Spain’s decision to join NATO’s
integrated military structures; or Finland and Sweden’s enthusiasm for the EU to be doing Petersberg
Tasks (Treacher 2004: 61-62). To explain these moves, we must however also have a broader look at
the ‘conflict prevention’ crises the international system has been through during the 1990s and how
they affected the EU ambitions.

8

Article 2 of the Saint-Malo Declaration actually highlighted “the different situations of countries in relation to
NATO must be respected.”
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c. A socialising Europe in an international system in crisis: The effective kick-off of European
Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management in the late 1990s

While the EU was working on the nature of its foreign, security and defence policy, various
crises in the international system throughout the 1990s were to accelerate the move towards
European peace-keeping, peace-making, peace-enforcing and peace-building capabilities. These
include the 1993-1994 Somali fiasco, the 1994 genocide in Rwanda, the Sierra Leone civil war, the
two Congolese wars, etc. These primarily showed how the UN was becoming logistically and
financially overstretched by the growing demand for the deployment of peace-keepers throughout
the world, and could therefore benefit a lot from regional organisations' resources. This possibility of
regional assistance was in fact already mentioned in Boutros-Ghali’s Agenda for Peace.9 In its
dialogue and interaction with the UN, Europe would thus somehow have to institutionalise this
possibility of helping maintain international peace and security.
The most prominent and relevant crisis for the EU however is one that affected it directly:
the tragic breakup of Yugoslavia. The Balkans Wars (1991-1995), especially the events in Bosnia,
clearly illustrated the EU impotence when having to deal with such a hard security challenge on its
own backyard. Given the scale of the events in a region directly bordering the EU territory, and the
subsequent socio-economic issues – e.g. massive migration flows, cross-border criminality or social
unrest – the EU would have to contain if it was to preserve its own security, there would almost have
to be a security framework or strategy dealing with these issues. As such these events thus initiated a
retrospective and reflexive thinking process within the EU on its possible contribution to conflict
prevention and crisis management activities.

9

§64 and §65 of the 1992 Agenda for Peace state: “Under the Charter, the Security Council has and will
continue to have primary responsibility for maintaining international peace and security, but regional action as
a matter of decentralisation, delegation and cooperation with UN efforts could not only lighten the burden of
the Council but also contribute to a deeper sense of participation, consensus and democratisation in
international affairs. Regional arrangements and agencies have not in recent decades been considered in this
light, even when originally designed in part for a role in maintaining or restoring peace within their regions of
the world. Today a new sense exists that they have contributions to make.”
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When the 1999 Kosovo crisis erupted and illustrated again the limitations of the EU in crisis
management, Europeans accelerated the pace and concretised the ideas already commonly accepted
among them. First at the 1999 Cologne European Council, then in Helsinki, in December 1999,
European leaders defined a quantitative goal for crisis management operations: by 2003, the EU
should be able to mobilise and deploy a rapid reaction force of 60,000 troops in 60 days. These socalled Headline Goals were complemented a year later during the Feira European Council by a
similar set of ‘Civilian Headline Goals’ for the recruitment and deployment of non-military personnel
which required the EU to be able to deploy by 2003 5,000 police and up to 2,000 legal and civilian
officials in missions, to assist in policing, to strengthen the rule of law and administration and to
provide advice in situations of crisis and conflict (Hadden 2009: 6).
The key internal elements were finally agreed at the Nice Summit in December 2000 which
allowed the appointment of a High Representative for the CFSP who was to act as a kind of Foreign
Minister for the EU; the establishment of a Political and Security Committee (PSC) with governmental
representatives from all Member States exercising political and strategic direction in crisis
management operations; and of a EU Military Committee (EUMC) and EU Military Staff (EUMS),
bringing together senior military officers who could make the necessary practical arrangements for
recruitment, training and deployment of soldiers and staff for EU missions (Hadden 2009: 8). Now I
should stress that the creation of these new practical structures and procedures would not mean
that the EU was to act always on its own when dealing with an international crisis. In fact
cooperation with interacting partners, particularly NATO and the UN, was to become a key
component for EU crisis management and conflict prevention missions, as I shall now explain.

The European Union, Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management: A Responsibility to Assist

32

d. The EU and NATO: An ‘ever closer’ relationship in the field of Crisis Management

A first observation on the NATO-EU relationship is that both have gradually and increasingly
affirmed their commitment to crisis management and conflict prevention over the last two decades
(Hadden 2009: 58-59). The Cold War being over and the UN being overwhelmed in the field, NATO
was indeed very much interested in contributing to security and peace missions in the international
system. In fact, while NATO did not have a strong relationship with the EU throughout the Cold War –
any dealings were then conducted through the WEU – it got closer to the EU, once the Berlin Wall
fell, not only because they shared the desire to do ‘conflict prevention’ but also for many other
reasons, some of which I already mentioned: Balkans wars, WEU tasks taken over by the EU, both
organisations having their headquarters in Brussels, etc. As a consequence, joint meetings
significantly increased in the late 1990s and led to the establishment in 2000 of a series of working
groups on cooperation in four particular areas: security issues, capability goals, EU access to NATO
assets, and permanent structures for consultation with non-EU European NATO members (Hadden
2009: 58). These finally led in 2002 to the so-called Berlin Plus Agreement which officialised the
possibility for the EU to access NATO’s planning and commanding capabilities and assets for its crisis
management ambitions even in cases where the latter would not consider intervening.
On the other hand, throughout the 1990s – and most particularly after the Kosovo crisis
which was again a European problem yet with an essentially American military response – another
more specific consensus also gradually emerged between the Americans and the Europeans around
the axis of high and low intensity operations and the possible subsequent division of labour between
them (Rynning: 2003: 23). The US was from now on to undertake ‘high-intensity offensive’
operations while letting its allies take on ‘long-term peace-support operations.’ This in fact explains
why the Alliance sought through Berlin Plus to define the way in which assets and capabilities could
be transferred to its ‘European pillar’ and how the EU would later benefiting from these
infrastructures when acting autonomously, e.g. in the DRC.
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e. The UN and Europe: Developing a framework for enhanced cooperation in Crisis
Management

Remembering Boutros-Ghali’s call for regional assistance in the maintenance of international
peace and security, the EU and the UN increasingly hold joint meetings in the early 2000s – i.e. once
the EU somehow concretised its crisis management tools – and came up with a series of decisive
agreements. First, the Göteborg Council of June 2001 adopted its final conclusions on EU / UN
Cooperation in Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management10 stressing the need for the EU to ensure
its new military and civilian crisis management capacities provided ‘real added value’ for the UN.
Later, while the new structures were already being tested on the ground in the Balkans and in Africa,
the European Council adopted in July 2003 proposals for the development of more comprehensive
guidelines on practical aspects of EU contributions to civilian crisis management operations led by
the UN. In addition to stressing stronger cooperation in training, better practice and lessons learned,
six scenarios were laid out by European leaders: national contributions to an operation led by
international organisations without any EU coordination; national contributions to such an operation
following EU consultations aimed at identifying opportunities to pool resources; a coordinated
European contribution; a whole EU component in an operation under the overall lead of an
international organisation; EU-led missions with some components provided by international
organisations; autonomous EU operations which could also precede or follow a UN operation. 11
These initial proposals led to the adoption in September 2003 of a Joint Declaration on the
UN / EU Cooperation in Crisis Management establishing a formal consultative mechanism to examine
ways to enhance mutual coordination and compatibility in four particular areas: planning, training,
communications and best practice, as well as more specific issues like Security Sector Reform (SSR)
and Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration (DDR) programmes. The process was to be led
by a Steering Committee with representatives from institutions on both sides (Hadden 2009: 56).
10
11

DOC 9528/01 Rev 2 Submitted on 7 June 2001, later approved by Council
DOC 11022/1/03 adopted on 4 July 2003
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Within the EU, while the Commission was also working on recommendations, more detailed
Elements of Implementation of the EU-UN Joint Declaration were adopted by the Council in 200412,
covering military and civilian missions in two separate documents. Regarding the former, two models
of rapid deployment were put forward: the bridging model through which the EU would deploy its
rapid reaction forces while the UN developed plans for a more comprehensive and longer-lasting
intervention; and the standby model in which the EU would provide a de facto back up capacity for
the UN forces. According to Hadden (2009: 56), the EU member states appear to prefer the bridging
model, since it gives their ‘forces’ a realistic exit strategy, but also because of a reluctance to accept
UN command and control and because a standby deployment might be more lasting and demanding,
and of limited practical utility. Regarding the civilian missions, Hadden (2009: 57) identified three
main models of cooperation between the UN and the EU: first an exchange of information within the
EU so that the PSC can inform the UN of possible contributions when in latter stages of UN missions,
the requirement is no so much for military peace-keeping but civilian policing, institution-building
and reconstruction; secondly the provision of a ‘clearing house’ to coordinate national contributions
in such a way as to ensure the overall UN requirements are met; and thirdly, the organisation of a
collective EU mission in response to a formal UN request in a given context. This is particularly
important for my empirical investigation where I shall examine which option – among the various
models in both military and civilian missions – the EU favoured or was expected to go for in various
circumstances, and the implications of that choice for the role it seeks to play in world politics.

f.

9/11 and the War on Terror: A Security Strategy for a divided Europe

As Thierry Tardy highlights (2007: 539), one of the difficulties encountered by EU foreign
policy is that it has constantly been defined and implemented in a changing strategic environment.13

12

DOC 16 062/04 EU-UN Cooperation in Military Crisis Management Operations adopted by the Council on 1718 June 2004; EU-UN Cooperation in Civilian Crisis Management Operations adopted on 13 December 2004.
13
This is one element that explains the dynamicity of the CFSP I included in my theoretical model.
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While the CFSP was adopted in a post-Cold War context, the ESDP was framed in the midst and in the
aftermath of the Balkans Wars and the Kosovo crisis. In the early 2000s, the 9/11 attacks and the
subsequent US response once again altered the security environment and directly challenged the
emerging and still wavering EU security policy. While EU Members States were absolutely divided on
the question of American interventionism and the so-called ‘war on terror’14, yet since they still had
the ambition of playing a greater role in world politics, they saw it as vital for the EU to present a
unified position on security – the question of defence was as I showed earlier already settled in the
1998 Saint-Malo Declaration. This led to the adoption of the European Security Strategy (ESS) in
December 2003 which synthesised EU strategic thinking – or collective knowledge as Wendt would
say – about threats and threats management at that time, and is in fact still used as a reference
nowadays, although many expect it to be revised in the near future.15 The question now is what can
we find in the ESS and how ought we to interpret it?
One easily remembers how in the American decision to wage a war in Iraq, the UN was
severely discredited as a relevant actor in world politics as the intervention was launched without the
formal approval of the UN Security Council.16 In contrast with this move, and given its own similar
international and supranational ethos, the EU primarily sought with the ESS to proclaim its
commitment to the peaceful settlement of disputes and cooperation through common institutions,
but also to the development of a stronger international society, well-functioning institutions and a
rule-based international order. In fact the ESS stressed that it is because Europe’s security and
prosperity depend on an effective multilateral system that it seeks to strengthen the UN, equipping it
to fulfil its responsibility and to act effectively. Furthermore, Europe also acknowledged that ‘in
contrast to the massive visible threat in the Cold War, none of the new threats – i.e. terrorism,

14

For instance, 9 Members rejecting the war in Iraq, 11 were in favour and there were 5 abstentions.
This has been particularly stressed by French President Sarkozy during the French Presidency of the Council
(July-December 2008) and by the European Parliament on various occasions. Please see the ISIS Bulletin (5
October 2007) entitled ‘Revising the European Security Strategy: Building a secure Europe in a better world’ for
more details. Document available at http://www.isis-europe.org/pdf/2007_esr_45_esr_35.pdf [14 June 2009]
16
Please read Mr. Kofi Annan’s interview to BBC News (16 September 2004) on
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/middle_east/3661134.stm [14 June 2009]
15
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proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, regional conflicts, state failure and organised crime – is
purely military; nor can any be tackled by purely military means. We need therefore a mix of
instruments in response of these challenges to international peace and security. Finally, it also
stressed that although the EU has made progress towards a coherent foreign policy and effective
crisis management, it still needs in order to make a contribution that matches its potential to be: a)
more active, i.e. ‘intervene’ before situations deteriorate; hence the consecration of the idea of
‘preventive engagement’; b) more capable, i.e. increase both military efficiency – for preventive
deployments – and diplomatic capability; c) more coherent, i.e. better coordinate military and civilian
instruments still mostly handled by two different institutions (Council and Commission) with different
decision-taking methods and different budgets; and d) to work with others: since no single
country/organisation is able to tackle today’s complex problems on its own, the EU must pursue its
objectives both through multilateral cooperation and through partnerships with key actors.
Before moving on, let me come back on one particular notion which was sacralised as one
possible yet very confusing European security strategy: preventive engagement. While I gave earlier
the traditional UN definition of conflict prevention, i.e. conceived as a non-coercive activity, limited
to preventive deployment, the idea of engagement suggests that the EU could be moving away from
the former conception and favour a more proactive policy that includes coercive measures, or even
moving towards the then American paradigm of pre-emptive war. As such the EU would thus no
longer confine its discourse to liberal principles and consent-based policies, but be eager to take
heed of the new environment and act accordingly among a whole range of instruments, including the
use of force (Tardy 2007: 546-551). While the confusion around that notion remained – but was
again intended as a consensus had to be reached – one should however not see it as yet another step
in the ‘militarisation’ of Europe as some have preached it (See Treacher 2004; Koivula 2009). For
practical and political reasons, this would still remain unlikely, especially with the recent enlargement
to twelve new countries, some of whom have only experienced democratic sovereignty for one or
two decades. Besides there were and still are various EU member states – e.g. Ireland – that declare
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themselves as military neutral and are not part of NATO. Finally, the budget allocated to effective
defence policy has not been augmented and is still very low, in fact much lower than other EU
policies on the socio-economic side which remain the EU’s strongest point (Telò 2005: 190). In fact I
somehow share here Mario Telò’s vision that the ESS essentially sought to illustrate the gradual
building-up of a civilian or normative power endowed with a coherent strategy and a conflict
prevention model it can apply without arrogance and that would offer the necessary tools – including
some military capabilities – to assert itself on the international arena (Telò 2005: 191). While this
would still require the strengthening of the EU political union – largely pending on the ratification of
the Lisbon Treaty – and the greater regionalisation of the current world order, the EU has already
shown some signs that it would be developing this hybrid conception, particularly in the playing field
– the DRC being a good example of it (see further).

g. The European Commission and Conflict Prevention: The less visible side of the same coin

Although the CFSP is part of the second pillar of EU policy and thus falls into the Council’s
prerogatives, the Treaty on European Union (TEU) requires the European Commission to be ‘fully
associated’ in the CFSP work.17 As far as conflict prevention is concerned, the Commission presented
a first key document in April 200118 in which it adopted the aforementioned holistic definition,
distinguishing long-term structural prevention (‘projecting stability’) and short-term operational
prevention (‘reacting quickly to nascent conflict). In contrast to the policies determined by the
Council, the Commission’s activities in conflict prevention are mainly socio-economic rather than
strictly politico-military. They include development assistance through the European Development
Fund (EDF), humanitarian aid through the European Community Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO), the
support to democracy, the rule of law and civil society through the European Instrument for
Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR), SSR and DDR programmes, population flows management,
17
18

TEU, Article 18, §4
Communication from the Commission on Conflict Prevention, April 2001
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but also macro-level measures to strengthen regional economic integration and cooperation, to build
trade links, help manage the access to natural resources and environmental degradation, measures
tackling gender issues, etc. Bearing in mind the context and the theoretical model of this thesis, I
should further highlight how conflict prevention through socio-economic measures has particularly
been raised in the ‘political dialogue’ between the Commission and the African continent.19
While the Commission’s integrated approach has since 2001 been mainstreamed to all
instruments it disposes to prevent conflict, it has also implemented a system of Country (or Region)
Strategy Papers and increased its physical presence around the globe by opening or reinforcing its
Delegations in partner countries. Finally, it also developed a check-list for root causes of conflict20
which enhanced the quality of early warning and early action, and more generally promoted a
conflict-sensitive approach to development aid (Martinelli 2006:385). It is in fact on these premises
that the Council adopted later in 2001 the EU Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts
which further paved the way for a more comprehensive, more targeted, and more integrated longterm conflict prevention policy (Keukeleire 2004: 163-167).
In short, through its activities the European Commission essentially intends to demonstrate
how peace and security are closely interrelated with economic and social development, and that we
need therefore to analyse, understand and as Hugh Miall (2004) would say ‘transform’21 conflict on a
long-term basis. As such these policies also fall into the paradigm of ‘human security’ of which the
Commission has said it was a strong supporter (Ferrero-Waldner 2006). For they take a long time
before they effectively have an impact, they are however less mediatised than operational missions
involving national troops. They are nonetheless equally important and will thus be taken into account
in the following empirical analysis.
19

See for instance Communication from the Commission to the Council - The European Union and the issue of
conflict in Africa: Peace-building, conflict prevention and beyond, March 1996; the 2000 Cotonou Partnership
Agreement: or the 2007 Joint EU-Africa Strategy
20
Please visit http://www.ceipaz.org/images/contenido/European%20Commission%20Checklist%20for%20Root%20Causes%20of%20Conflict_ENG.pdf [14 June 2009] for further details
21
Conflict transformation is defined by Miall as a deeper process of engaging with and transforming the
relationships, interests, discourses and, if necessary, the very constitution of society that supports the
continuation of violent conflict; in short dealing with the root causes of the conflict, whether political or other.
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h. Conclusion

While conflict prevention rose meteorically on the EU’s external relations agenda over the
past ten years, this has not happen on its own. After the Cold War, the EU agents collectively decided
to give a new specific identity to the structure they were ‘socially constructing’ and set out to
promote the idea that served as justification for its own birth: preventing conflict. Surely the UN
would remain the most important and legitimate actor in the maintenance of international peace
and security, but the limitations of the UN itself and the complexity of post-Cold War and post 9/11
conflicts would definitely leave a door open for the EU.
While interacting and cooperating with the UN, Europe also increased its ties with a
revitalised NATO, whom it could now benefit from its valuable planning and commanding assets. This
process of socialisation, negotiation and argumentation with external agents led the EU institutions
to further think what they could particularly do themselves. Both the Council and the Commission
have consequently promoted conflict prevention as either a right ‘security’ or ‘development’ strategy
and adopted instruments and policies, covering both structural and operational measures.
To understand the European intentions and role in maintaining international peace and
security, and more globally the identity the EU is trying to build in world politics, we need however to
have a closer look at what it did in practice in the field, bearing in mind the three-dimensional model
– institutional, interactional and intentional – sketched earlier. Let us therefore move forward to the
empirical analysis of the most relevant experiment for the EU in conflict prevention and crisis
management: the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) which has gone through a long history of
conflict and insecurity, particularly in the two last decades with two deadly conflicts (1996-1997 and
1998-2003) as well as a dangerous reopening and destabilisation of the Eastern front in 2008
(CrisisWatch N°68 –1 April 2009), making it an ideal field of intervention for any actor opting for
‘conflict prevention’ as one of its main security strategies.

The European Union, Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management: A Responsibility to Assist

40

III.

THE EUROPEAN UNION'S ROLE IN PREVENTING CONFLICT AND MANAGING CRISES IN THE DEMOCRATIC
REPUBLIC OF CONGO

a. Preliminary Remarks

Acting through its first two pillars – EC action and the CFSP – the EU has been increasingly
active in the DRC in the last decade, more precisely since the signing of the all inclusive powersharing agreement in December 2002 and the Sun City Agreement in April 2003 which formally set
off the Congolese peace process and the so-called Transition period. Its actions have covered a wide
range of activities, including humanitarian and development aid, diplomatic and technical support,
SSR and DDR programmes, etc. The DRC is however first and foremost known as the experimental
garden for the various ESDP missions, both ‘military’ (Artemis and EUFOR RDC) and ‘civilian’ (EUPOL
Kinshasa and EUSEC RDC), which the EU undertook en primeur outside its borders in recent years.
Note that I have put the qualitative nature of these missions – ‘military’ or ‘civilian’ – between
quotation marks. Although they are formally and institutionally differentiated in that way at the
European level, I believe the effective border between them is in effect quite blurred. While these
two aspects of intervention are generally very much ‘radicalised’ in both the literature and in
practice, following a similar more general compartmentalisation between ‘war’ and ‘peace’, it has
now become clear they are deeply interrelated and interdependent; their conjunction is in effect
vital for succeeding in a mission (Frerks et al 2006). More fundamentally, from an epistemological
point of view, I here disagree with qualifying a mission or policy only through its means while not
taking into account its ends.22 This is particularly important since each mission or activity undertaken
by the EU in the DRC had a specific ‘intention’. I will therefore not be using this simplistic military vs.
civilian dichotomy to present my findings in the following sections; nor will I develop them according

22

E.g. I would not call Artemis a European ‘military intervention’ like some scholars (Gegout 2005) do but
would instead use Boutros Ghali’s typology and refer to it as a ‘peace-keeping' or ‘peace-enforcement mission’
as this was also the actual purpose of it (see further).
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to the traditional Commission action vs. CFSP/ESDP missions which coincides with the latter
conceptualisation – the need to go further than an ‘institutional’ role analysis was made clear before.
Instead I will base myself on the notion of ‘conflict life-cycle’ or ‘conflict circle’ (Hettne a Söderbaum
2005: 452-455) and examine which role the EU played at what specific stage in the DRC conflict and
crises, while looking more particularly at the relevant institutions, interactions and intentions at play.
In their study of regional conflict management, Hettne and Söderbaum (2005) justify a ‘conflict circle’
analysis by arguing conflicts are not sudden events but rather historical structures that are
transformed over time – this is also the case of the DRC which has gone through two consecutive
wars with some former allies turning into enemies and vice-versa. They suggest six crucial periods to
take into account in a framework adapted for the analysis of external involvement in protracted
conflicts : 1) provention which precedes the conflict even in its latent form and combines the
promotion of conditions conducive to peace and the prevention of conditions conducive to violence;
2) prevention which is here confined to the period after the conflict has become manifest but before
it has turned violent; 3) intervention which aims to put an end to a violent conflict or complex
humanitarian emergency, and often requires military intervention; 4) peace settlement which is the
formal ending of a conflict and may include principles of conflict resolution to be applied, or simply
be confined to conditions of ceasefire; 5) conflict resolution which requires some kind of political
restructuring, i.e. a new political relationship between the contending groups; and 6) post-conflict
reconstruction as the physical rebuilding of war-torn societies.
Though this concept of conflict circle is also quite schematic and somehow simplistic, it
remains a good way to present Europe’s institutional, interactional and intentional action and roles in
the field of conflict prevention and crisis management. By using this typology, I will indeed better
expose why the EU opted for one strategy or the other in one given context – e.g. following the role
expectations of one the EU’s interacting partners or following the ‘role-set’ it conceived for itself.
Finally, by explaining the EU performance in those phases, I will also strengthen my final conclusions
and recommendations, as the EU will not be able to tackle each of those stages equally well.
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b. The EU in Africa: a ‘normative’ and ‘empowering’ agent in action?

Before starting my analysis, let me expose how the EU has generally been conceiving its role
in world politics and in Africa particularly, so that more specific activities explained later on are
better framed and understood; and let me start with the ‘institutional’ approach on this. As Scheipers
and Sicurelli (2008: 607) recall, while Africa remains one of the world’s poorest, least developed23
and most conflict-ridden regions24, the role that the EU has been playing on the continent has been
fairly positive: the EU is the biggest export market for African products and more importantly, the
biggest donor of development aid. Aid has in fact been one of the principal means through which the
EU has sought to prevent conflict in Africa, although in recent years specific security missions have
increasingly been undertaken across the continent. The 'security-development' nexus embraced after
the 9/11 attacks by the international community has thus also become the basis of the EU foreign
policy in Africa. More fundamentally, this nexus also came to define a distribution of roles within the
EU, with the Commission dealing with development matters and the Council focusing on security.
Given the core argument of this nexus – no development without security and vice-versa – this
would also force the latter actors to better cooperate and coordinate their efforts in conflict zones
which are in fact also very often less developed regions. This however had not always been the case
before and is in fact still problematic as I shall later illustrate.
More importantly, the relationship between the EU and Africa has also provided an ideal
arena for the process of EU identity construction on the global stage. By consistently depicting an
image of themselves as a ‘force for good’ in Africa, EU institutions and pro-EU scholars have on
various occasions sought to reinforce the conception of Europe as a ‘normative power’ in world
politics (Scheipers and Sicurelli 2008: 617). While this notion finds its origins in François Duchêne’s
well-known concept of Civilian Power Europe defining the EU as a force for the international diffusion
23

According to 2008 UNDP Human Development Ranking, all but one (Timor-Leste) countries defined as having
a low human development are in Sub-Saharan Africa. See http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics [14 June 2009]
24
See for instance the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP) Database available at
http://www.pcr.uu.se/gpdatabase/search.php [14 June 2009]
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of civilian and democratic standards and promoting values that belong to its inner characteristics,
such as equality or justice (Duchêne 1973: 20), the idea of ‘normative power’ refers here to the
alleged ‘ability to shape conceptions of the ‘normal’ in its international relations’ (Manners 2002).
According to Manners (2002: 240-1), the EU has indeed consistently made its external relations
informed by a specific catalogue of norms whom he identified five as being core EU values since the
very beginning of its existence – i.e. peace, liberty, democracy, the rule of law and respect for human
rights – and four others promoted more recently by the EU: social solidarity, anti-discrimination,
sustainable development, and good governance. As Manners himself admits (2002: 244), accepting
the normative basis of the EU does not however make it a ‘normative power’ per se, so we further
need to identify how EU norms are in fact diffused and implemented. For Manners, there are six
ways to do so: a) contagion which results from the unintentional diffusion of ideas from the EU to
other political actors; b) informational diffusion through strategic and declaratory communications;
c) procedural diffusion via the institutionalisation of a relationship between the EU and a third party,
e.g. inter-regional cooperation; d) transference through the exchange of goods, trade, aid or
technical assistance with third parties, or via largely substantive or financial means; e) overt diffusion
resulting from physical presence of the EU in third states and international organisations; and f)
cultural filter based on the interplay between the construction of knowledge and the creation of
social and political identity by the subjects of norm diffusion. In the case of Africa, we can note that
the EU has used all aforementioned means to diffuse its fundamental norms: conferences, summits,
foreign direct investments, academic and cultural exchanges, Commission's Delegations, partnership
agreements such as the 2000 Cotonou Agreement25 or the 2005 EU Strategy for Africa, etc. More
relevantly to this thesis, the 2007 Congolese Governance Contract of the DRC government is also a
good example as it stresses that improving ‘governance’ will be a key aspect to redress the country.

25

Article 9 of the ACP-EU Cotonou Partnership Agreement states that: “Cooperation shall be directed towards
sustainable development centered on the human person, who is the main protagonist and beneficiary of
development; this entails respect for and promotion of all human rights. Respect for all human rights and
fundamental freedoms, including respect for fundamental social rights, democracy based on the rule of law and
transparent and accountable governance are an integral part of sustainable development (emphasis added).
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While Ian Manners is a key reference in the ‘normative power’ literature, there are several
other important contributions (See Rosencrance 1998; Whitman 1998; Smith 2000; Sjursen 2006a
and 2006b). Diez’ analysis and concept of othering defined as the ‘process of demarcating the self
against a threatening, inferior or simply different other’ (2005: 628) are here particularly noteworthy
as this mechanism has also been used by the EU in the construction of a normative power. More
specifically, while this may have the connotation of a process of belittling or disempowering the other
while at the same time empowering the self, in the case of Africa, the EU claims it has instead largely
sought to empower the actors on the ground, i.e. depicting them as equal to the self.26 In any case,
this shows EU foreign policy is inherently purposeful and we must consider EU intentions thoroughly.
Note that similarly to norms diffusion processes, empowering occurs through both discursive
and practical means such as the transfer of knowledge or resources. (Scheipers and Sicurelli 2008:
610). What is more, both do not always happen for merely altruistic reasons; they can also be
pursued for strategic motives. The fact that the EU has specific interests in the processes of
empowering and diffusing norms in Africa does not however mean that one can no longer consider it
as a normative power. In fact it would understandably be in the EU’s interest that all African
countries are for example fully democratic and realise human rights since they would share common
norms guiding their behaviour. It would not stop being a normative power either if it used military
means in either of the processes, especially if it seeks to prevent conflict in the international system.
As I explained it earlier, the use of force was identified by the EU as one potential way to prevent
conflict in the international system which resulted from interaction with other actors in the
international system. Whether or not the ‘norm’ to be adopted has been implemented by the
socialising partner is in fact the only way to approve or discard this conceptualisation.
Another requirement when debating the validity of the normative power concept is to
consider how others perceive the EU and how they expect the EU to act and communicate, i.e. the
role conceptions that result from ‘interaction’. As far as this thesis is concerned, Massaër Diallo (GRIP
26

Development Commissioner Louis Michel declared in 2005 the ‘Stability of this continent is our stability. Its
growth is our growth. Its prosperity is our prosperity. Its future our future’ (E-Courier of June 2005: 3).
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2006: 54-66) notes that there is no linear, homogenous or simplistic vision of Europe in Africa. The
anti-imperialism of the national liberation movements and progressive circles has not led to some
kind of Europhobia on the continent – compared to other areas in the world. In fact, Europe is often
seen as an inspiring and comforting factor in a continent where ‘brothers’ still kill each others. While
looking at the Europe d’hier et d’aujourd’hui, Africans find reasons for hope, while they also realise
that one does not applaud with only one hand27 but also need the others’ to realise and consolidate
peace, security and democracy on their continent. More importantly, Diallo argues that when
examining the Europe/Africa relationship both in History and in recent times, we can actually
conclude that if there is in Africa a need for Europe, there is also in Europe a need for Africa. They
need therefore to develop a strong partnership based on equality in order to better face common
challenges to democracy, development and security. This implies a constructive dialogue between
them; a dialogue in which the various conceptions of the normal in international relations can be
discussed on the same foot. Hence, by promoting strategies of empowerment and by treating
Africans as equal partners, Europeans somehow fulfil the former’s role expectations. As a result, this
also gives the EU some legitimacy to intervene when required, e.g. when conflict erupts, with the
sine qua non condition however to keep this equality of treatment and to reject any ‘colonialist-like’
discourse or act. That being said, in order to consider Europe as a normative and empowering actor
in Africa, not only must the interacting partners be treated equal partners, they must also adopt and
above all implement the norms and values Europeans have themselves embraced and implemented.
This remains however very difficult in practice, particularly when Europe is itself giving some
confusing signs – e.g. what about corruption and good governance in Bulgaria or Romania?
More generally, I should admit that the concept of normative power remains quite debatable
itself as this is mainly how the EU itself sees its role in Africa and in international relations more
generally. Yet as Sjursen notes it (2006b: 170), to uphold that claim, we ought to 1) define the criteria
characteristic to a ‘normative power’; 2) theoretically demonstrate that the EU is in fact a ‘power’;

27

Translated from : ‘On n’applaudit pas avec une seule main.’
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and 3) examine whether the argument holds up to systematic empirical investigation. This is a rude
challenge for European institutions, especially the last point. Diez and Pace (2008: 1) argued the
normative power concept is in fact no more than a ‘discursive self-construction imbuing the
integration project with new force and establishing an EU identity against ‘others’ rather than an
objective analytical concept.’ As far as my empirical analysis is concerned, I too will not be able to
demonstrate the full accuracy of this claim as I will mainly be probing into the EU internal rationale
and its relationships with other actors to prevent conflict and manage crises, and assessing its overall
results in one particular case. At best I will show there is some normative commitment in Africa but
not a normative power role-playing as such. What I will be able to show however is that this selfconception has had a strong impact on more practical role performances in international peace and
security, either positively or negatively.

c. Ending the War in the DRC: Europe as a Conflict Mediator and Peace Settler?

Before analysing what the EU did to resolve or transform the conflict in the DRC, let me
briefly explain its complex origins and developments. As Bourque and Sampson (2001) recall, the DRC
is the fifth largest country in Africa, with a population of around fifty million, and more than 300
ethnic groups related to four regional linguistic communities. Combined with their long-held desire
for autonomy, these ethnic allegiances mean that the DRC is a highly complex socio-political entity to
manage – a problem exacerbated by the abundance of natural resources and the competition
between these groups to access them. Unity and political stability were maintained during the Cold
War only through the massive economic and military support from Western countries, mainly France,
Belgium and the US, or through the UN. Notwithstanding this support, the DRC has experienced a
protracted and progressively multilayered crisis that can be defined as: a) a long-term structural
crisis characterised by an economic burden trapping millions of people into poverty, the lack of state
legitimacy and of democratic culture, as well as the very low level of public institutional capacity –
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making it a de facto fragile state and therefore a threat to ‘Europe’s security’ as defined in the 2003
ESS; b) medium-term inter-communautarian tensions over the control of the country's natural
resources and which gradually destroyed local microeconomic activity and increased insecurity all
over the country; and c) short-term regional and political crises as since the early 1980s, the country
has been the base for armed opposition groups fighting their neighbouring countries, and the fact
that politics in the region are still very much based on ethnicity – a remnant from colonial rule.
As Bourque and Sampson (2001) further explain, when the first regional war began in 1996,
almost all Western countries actively or passively helped the progress of the war set to overthrow
dictator Mobutu and his foreign militia allies. Most then favoured Laurent Kabila's Alliance des Forces
Démocratiques pour la Libération du Congo-Kinshasa (AFDL)28 with the notable exception of France
which supported Mobutu until the end. They also timidly tried to provide specific humanitarian relief
to the Congolese people and the countless refugees and internally displaced people (IDP) affected by
the war; and so far did not threat any neighbouring country with sanctions whatsoever.29
Under the new President Kabila who reached power in 1997, the structural, inter-ethnic and
regional crises in the DRC became more deeply entrenched, and finally a new political crisis emerged
and sparked the 1998 war – the so-called First African War – intended to overthrow Kabila himself.
When that war was launched, most Western countries’ intentions were again to keep some political
distance while providing humanitarian aid. It was only when it became obvious that the planned
outcome of this war could not be achieved that Western countries partly changed their political
strategies. They started very active diplomatic initiatives to bring the protagonists to the negotiating
table until the Lusaka Ceasefire Agreement came about in July 1999. They then pushed the
signatories to implement the Accord, with more pressure on the Kinshasa government which was in
fact not very receptive to what others were saying or expecting. Finally, although very few initiatives
28

The Alliance des Forces Démocratiques pour la Libération du Congo-Kinshasa (AFDL) was a coalition of
Congolese dissidents, disgruntled minority groups and nations that toppled President Mobutu and brought
Laurent Kabila to power in the First Congo War (1996-1997). While the group was successful in overthrowing
the Mobutu dictatorship, the alliance fell apart after Kabila and his Ugandan and Rwandan backers turned on
each other, marking the beginning of the Second Congo War in August 1998.
29
Sanctions can and have be used by the EU as a way to prevent conflict (See Niño-Perez 2004).
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to support civil regional dialogue were launched and no diplomatic or military actions were taken to
neutralise the warlords and militias, or ‘negative forces’ as they were called, such as the Mai-Mai or
the Rwandese Hutu Interahamwe, the donors started taking into account regional dynamics in their
aid programmes. Inter-communautarian clashes and the more structural crisis were however not
directly tackled yet, as negotiating actors were mainly focusing on the shorter-term issues.
As regards the EU, it followed the latter pattern, playing a supportive rather than a leadership
role in the resolution of the Congolese crises, leaving the central stage to the Africans, mainly the
Organisation for African Unity (OAU) and the Southern African Development Community (SADC). EU
action in the regional crisis tentatively started in March 1996 with the appointment of Aldo Ajello as
EU Special Representative (EUSR) to the Great Lakes Region.30 Mr. Ajello had renowned experience
and extensive network in that part of the world31; yet his mandate and scope of action had been very
much limited by the EU Member States who had wished to keep some open space for their own
independent action. He admits himself having faced huge problems, especially at the start of his
mission since he was supposed to represent one voice whereas there were so many contradictory
positions coming from Member States.32 Besides, it remained for long very hard to sell a product that
had still to be built (Misser 2007). In fact, the EU was generally very slow and remiss in addressing
the broader regional dynamics of the DRC conflict, thus curiously neglecting one of its supposed
comparatively strong points as a regional integration project (Youngs 2004: 315). Nevertheless,
throughout the hostilities, the EU did assure some kind of diplomatic presence in the region either
through the interventions of Mr. Ajello, the Commission or the Member States who would be putting
pressure on the parties to abide by their commitments (Bourque and Sampson 2001). It is important
to note too that, if one could have expected the EU to do more than 'discourse' and 'argumentation',
the extent to which the EU action could have been successful was also largely dependent on the
degree of receptiveness on the other side – which was not necessarily very high.
30

Council Joint Action of 25/3/1996 (93/728/PESC).
Aldo Ajello headed the very successful peace-keeping mission in Mozambique in 1992.
32
The Netherlands, Germany and Britain favouring the regimes in Kigali and Kampala, while the French still
being very much influenced by ‘mobutists’ who had found refuge in France.

31
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As mentioned, a first major breakthrough in the regional political crisis was the signing of the
Lusaka Ceasefire Agreement on July 10, 1999 which provided for the immediate cessation of
hostilities; the establishment of a Joint Military Commission, comprising the belligerent parties under
a neutral chairperson appointed by the OAU to investigate ceasefire violations, establish mechanisms
to disarm militias and monitor the withdrawal of foreign troops; the deployment of an 'appropriate'
UN peace-keeping mission to disarm belligerents and provide humanitarian aid to vulnerable
populations, i.e. the well-known Mission d’Observation des Nations Unies pour le Congo (MONUC);
the withdrawal of all foreign troops within a period of nine months; and the initiating of an interCongolese dialogue (ICD) in which the former warring parties were to resolve the political and
institutional crisis in the DRC itself (Oyatambwe, 1999:221 emphasis added).
The Lusaka Agreement was eventually broken on numerous occasions by all parties in the
following months, re-opening the political conflict between the various regional actors, and leaving
no prospect for positive evolution in the inter-ethnic reconciliation, and even less as regards the
structural crisis. After the assassination of Kabila in January 2001 and the replacement by his more
Western-friendly son Joseph, a spontaneous ceasefire was however observed and the interCongolese dialogue finally started in Addis Ababa in October 2001. This ultimately led to the Global
and Inclusive power-sharing Agreement reached in Pretoria in December 2002, and formally ratified
in Sun City (South Africa) on April 19, 200333 allowing the 'Transition period' to start on June 30, 2003
for a period of two years, with a possible extension of twice six months, and in which a constitutional
restructuring of the institutional landscape was to take place, culminating with the first democratic
elections in the country since 1965. The pact itself had divided thirty-six ministries among the
government, rebel movements and pro-governments militias, political parties and representatives of
civil society, and given the President four Vice-Presidents, one from each of the major politicalmilitary forces in the country, thereby creating the so-called espace presidential or 1+4 arrangement
which was expected to bring some political stability at least at the highest official level.
33

The Global and Inclusive Agreement is therefore often referred to as the Pretoria Agreement or even the
Sun City Agreement depending on which aspect (adoption or ratification) one favours.
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As noted, the leading role in the peace talks and political negotiations was left to the Africans
themselves, with negotiations taking place in the region (South Africa), President Chiluba of Zambia
appointed by the SADC as mediator, assisted by the President Mkapa of Tanzania and President
Chissano of Mozambique; and finally President Masire of Botswana as facilitator of the ICD. The
European intention or 'strategy' of not getting directly involved can here partly be explained by
Europe's concern with the principle of local ownership (Youngs 2004: 308) which is in fact
consequent to the general approach the EU has adopted for Africa (see above). 'African solutions for
African problems' was actually praised by the whole international community in general, and was
also the position put forward by the ones directly concerned (Smis and Oyatambwe 2002: 427).
Beside 'local ownership', European leaders highlighted other norms and principles as a key to
the resolution of the Congolese crises, all concurring with the general EU discourse on Africa's peace,
security and development. These included good governance, human rights, civil society capacitybuilding, and most importantly democracy and democratic elections. More concretely, as regards the
political agreement that came out of the inter-Congolese dialogue, the idea of having a powersharing arrangement as a way to provide political stability in the country was also vastly supported
by the EU (Youngs 2004) and was in fact widely acknowledged within diplomatic circles and therefore
also put on the paper later on by the negotiators; democratisation and democratic legitimisation
strictly sensu would thus be the second move in the 'transformation' of the conflict. That being said,
the formation of the power-sharing administration itself also underwent serious delays, and
European policies might here be criticised for having failed to press the regional actors hard enough.
No coercive strategy was for instance pursued to push the key players such as Rwanda to drop their
opposition to power-sharing arrangements; yet one could have expected the EU or some of its
influential members in the region like the UK to do so, at least if they were sincerely convinced peace
could be achieved. This could have been a good illustration and a key moment for the EU in the social
construction of a ‘normative power’ in world politics.
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Europe's presence or leverage during the peace and political negotiations was also very much
determined by its financial weight. While the EU largely financed the logistical needs for the talks, the
Congolese were mostly interested in EU development aid which could help stabilise some provinces
and (re-) launch economic activity in the region – another imperative in the transformation of the
conflict. Faithful to its principles, the Commission resumed its cooperation – suspended in 1992 –
with the Congolese government in February 2002, by signing of a National Indicative Programme
(NIP) agreement under the 8th European Development Fund (EDF) and granting EUR 120 million to
the Congolese reconstruction. In 2003, another EUR 205 million were released to tackle three key
areas: poverty reduction, institution-building, including support to the democratisation process, and
macro-economic support. This amount was presented by the EU as a dramatic increase and notable
inducement to peace and power-sharing, although it represented much less than the amounts
allocated to other states in the region like Ethiopia, Kenya or Zambia (EuropeAid Report 2004). As
Youngs notes (2004: 317), encouragement was thus pursued in a soft way. It would indeed wait for
further signs of positive outcome to invest more. In 2007, after the Transition period ended, the
Commission in fact re-signed a NIP mobilising some EUR 561 million under the 10th EDF for 20082013, focusing on physical reconstruction, particularly on transport infrastructure and reconstruction
of the State through the strengthening of good governance. In addition, the Commission was to
continue its health support, while environmental protection measures were also envisaged (European
Commission website). This illustrates once again how EU policy is driven by normative concerns. It
further shows that the EU, through the Commission, started to tackle the Congolese structural and
institutional crisis as well – although in much smaller proportions than the IMF and the World Bank
for example (See RAND 2008: 115). On the other hand, the EU did not launch specific aid project
aimed at mitigating inter-communal conflict or building inter-ethnic civil society; yet this is the
reason why the DRC conflict has become a protracted crisis. Besides, it does somehow seem
pointless to support macro-economic stabilisation and economic growth when conflict, even in its
latent forms, is still going on. So there was and is definitely a need for improvement here.
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More generally, it was observed that EU discourse and practice was largely pro-Kabila and
mainly elite-oriented, supporting a peace deal favouring factional strongmen over the wholesale
democratisation and its first beneficiaries: the local population (Bourque and Sampson 2001). While
relying on symbolically significant leaders might raise the chances of success, it does question the
effective role and intentions of the EU in the outcome of the crisis and the way it praises local
ownership and good governance. In fact this already somehow suggests the EU would be using the
DRC as a way to build a particular image of itself as promoter of ‘peace’ and ‘democracy’ rather than
effectively preventing the conflict itself. This does not mean one should have expected the EU to
push for a fully democratic accord – the DRC was one of the weakest and less democratic states in
the world. Yet my point is that even if local capacity was undoubtedly also very low, the EU should
have pushed the negotiators to include the local population even more in this process, as they were
the first victims of the war and the direct beneficiaries of peace, stability and democracy. This is I
believe also a decisive element in the final judgement on the EU normative power role-building.
Finally, while the Council's action, through the EUSR and the Member States, focused more
on the reaching of a peace and political agreement, and the Commission's activities were mainly
oriented towards socio-economic revival and development, let us not forget the huge amount of
humanitarian assistance delivered by the European Commission's humanitarian office (ECHO) during
the hostilities. Next to the long-term structural impasse, the medium-term inter-group tensions and
the short-term regional and political crisis, the conflict also triggered an unprecedented humanitarian
disaster with thousands of refugees, child soldiers and sexual violence all over the country. In this
regard, ECHO played a significant role mainly in Eastern Congo by supporting several programmes
targeting public health and food security which provided large pockets of security and maintained
people's dignity in the region, and in fact proved to be more sustainable than most ‘development’
programmes in the country. These programmes were also very flexible and continuously reassessed
and fine-tuned, therefore quite successful (Bourque and Sampson 2001). As such, ECHO action was
thus definitely a benchmark for future EU interventions in the midst of violent conflicts.
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In short, in terms of role conceptions and expectations, as far as the resolution of the DRC
conflict is concerned, the EU essentially limited itself to diplomatic pressure and financial
contributions in a first move. Regarding the regional and political crisis, the EU did not indeed play
the role of a direct conflict mediator or peace settler, nor did it intervene militarily, yet was still
present in their resolution or transformation, notably through its Special Representative Aldo Ajello
and other diplomatic tools, while further playing a crucial role in humanitarian relief in the more
Eastern parts of the country. While this was in line with the more general approach to Africa and its
normative basis – principle of local ownership, democracy, good governance, etc. – there are still
questions about the extent to which the EU was actually present and how it intended to be present
in the whole conflict transformation process as it targeted essentially elites rather than the divided
local population still affected by the deadly and still un-tackled inter-communautarian clashes –
thereby suggesting the primacy of role-perception over role-execution. In this regard let me however
add that EU’s interacting African partners did not expect it to be at the centre stage of their problems
either, since the DRC conflict was essentially a regional/continental conflict with many other African
countries militarily and financially involved. They were not willing to have once again other actors
telling them what to do. The scourge of colonial rule was and still is deeply entrenched in the local
memories (See Mwamba 9 July 2006). Similar to Europeans who settled their problems themselves in
the early 1950s by fomenting the European project, Africans and Congolese wished to get out of the
'First African War' and transcend the remaining difficulties themselves (Smis and Oyatambwe 2002).
That being said, without the American ‘Marshall Plan’, Europe would not have gone very far.
Similarly, Africans will not solve their inter-communautarian tensions and more fundamentally their
structural crisis alone. Despite increasing voices advocating for African development by Africans only
(See Mbaye 2009), external ‘help’ to stabilise and then rebuild the region would be and still is greatly
needed, as Diallo (GRIP 2006) agreed earlier, providing Africans would be treated as equal
empowered partners. Let us now move on to the following stages in the DRC conflict to further
examine whether the latter requirement has been fulfilled, at least as far as the EU is concerned.
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d. Operation Artemis: Bridging the UN Peace-Keeping Mission in the DRC

Although a political agreement and some form of 'peace' had eventually come out of the
inter-Congolese dialogue, this did not mean the crisis in the DRC was over. Tensions between groups
remained high, while the socio-economic conditions in which the Congolese were living were very far
from what would be the desired goal of human dignity. In fact, the only concrete element of 'peace
and security' was a piece of paper which had eventually to be implemented by all parties.34 The
security conditions in the country and its neighbourhood remained therefore very fragile. This is also
why the UN peace-keeping troops of the MONUC established in the country since 1999, as a result of
the Lusaka Ceasefire Agreement, constantly saw their number on the rise, and their sake regularly
reviewed at the UN Security Council – a mechanism still operational today. Subsequently, when
violence re-erupted in early May 2003 in the Eastern province of Ituri and gradually became out of
control, the UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan formally urged the international community to make
every effort to quickly address the situation in Ituri's capital Bunia. More specifically, Mr. Annan
asked the UN member states to provide an 'Interim Emergency Multinational Force' (IEMF) that
could stabilise the situation in Bunia prior to the arrival of a reinforced UN presence in September
(Annan 15 May 2003). French President Chirac answered positively to Mr. Annan's call and agreed to
intervene, yet on the conditions that: a) it was granted a UN Chapter VII mandate and could thus use
force if necessary35; b) the countries involved in the local fighting (Rwanda, Uganda and the DRC)
officially supported its intervention; and c) the operation was limited in time and scope.
On May 28, France officially announced its intention to lead such an operation, with the
contribution of other nations, and serve as Framework Nation.36 Two days later, the Security Council
authorised in its resolution 1484 the deployment of an IEMF in Bunia until 1 September 2003 with
the mandate "to contribute to the stabilisation of the security conditions and the improvements of
34

I am here referring to the All-Inclusive Agreement of December 2002 (or April 2003 Sun City Agreement).
Initially the MONUC troops were only granted a UN Chapter VI mandate.
36
NB. The EU endorsed the concept of ‘framework nation’ on 24 July 2002 as a conceptual basis for the
conduct of autonomous EU-led crisis management operations (Faria 2004:42).
35
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the humanitarian situation in Bunia, to ensure the protection of the airport, the internally displaced
persons in the camps in Bunia, and if the situation requires it, to contribute to the safety of the
civilian population, UN personnel and the humanitarian presence in the town" (Homan 2007: 2).
Operation Mamba, as it was originally called by the French, was already being prepared
when President Chirac, a Européen convaincu, realised this intervention would be the ideal case to
prove the capacity of the EU to act autonomously from NATO, now that it had secured various
instruments to help maintain international peace and security. This decision was very much strategic
in its essence and can largely be understood in the light of the transatlantic rift over Iraq; an EU
operation carried out on request of the UN might here heal some of the divisions in the EU and help
institutionalise the EU as an independent actor in world politics (Ulriksen et al 2004: 512). Note how
institutions, interactions as well as intentions are crucial to understand the decision to launch of this
mission.
Although the role of the French was significant in both the initiation and the execution of the
mission37, this cannot or should not be seen as a French operation with a European label as some
have argued (See Gegout 2005; Homan 2007). Mr. Annan's request was indeed also presented to the
EU via SG/HR Javier Solana who was further asked by the Council's Political and Security Committee
whether a European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF) could be deployed in the DRC, to which he replied
affirmatively. This is how on June 5 the Council of the EU adopted a joint action establishing the basis
for the EU peace-keeping operation in the DRC38, and on June 12 it eventually adopted a decision to
launch its first fully autonomous mission – i.e. outside the Berlin Plus Framework – in Africa.39 Note
the operation was then re-named Operation Artemis, after some changes in the initial operational
plan that had been pushed by Sweden and the UK, particularly in terms of guarantees on issues like
37

France provided most of the forces on the ground, about 60% of the total staff of 80 persons, and both the
force commander and the operation commander. Nevertheless, besides France, 8 other states (Belgium, Brazil,
Britain, Canada, Germany, Greece, South Africa and Sweden) contributed forces to the operation. Additionally,
Austria, Cyprus, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal and Spain contributed officers to the military
headquarters, based in Paris (Ulriksen et al 2004: 520).
38
Council Joint Action 2003/423/CFSP on the European Union Military Operation in the Democratic Republic of
Congo adopted on 5 June 2003.
39
Council decision 2003/432/CFSP adopted on 12 June 2003.
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child soldiers (Faria April 2004:41). Furthermore, it is also important to note that the planning of the
operation and the rules of engagement were eventually decided by the EU-15 as a whole. More
precisely, it is the PSC that exercised the political control and strategic direction of the operation
while the EU Military Committee was tasked with monitoring the operation and reporting regularly
to the PSC on its evolution (Homan 2007). In comparison with the secretive practices of traditional
French unilateral intervention, Artemis was thus subject to close multilateral political and military
scrutiny (Ulriksen et al 2004: 514). Finally, one should never forget also that decisions have to be
taken unanimously with the Council of the EU, leaving the possibility for any nation to block any
common project. For all these reasons, I do not want to see Artemis as a fully French operation.
The following question here is whether the operation was in fact successful, and if yes on
what criteria, as the EU is willing and expected to play an increasing role in international peace- and
security-keeping and enforcement. My first observation here is that there is a veritable conflict of
perceptions. On the one hand, EU policy-makers claim it was very successful; it was a high risk, high
profile, politically important mission that set the stage for future ESDP developments, both in Africa
and beyond (Hoebeke et al 2007: 8). On the other, several NGOs criticised Artemis notably for its
short duration and limited geographical scope. The International Crisis Group (ICG) for instance said
the operation was 'totally insufficient to meet the challenges in Ituri' (ICG Africa Report n°64 - 13
June 2003) while Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF) argued 'these forces have managed to guarantee
civilian safety only in several limited spaces' (MSF Report - 25 July 2003). While it is true that violence
in Ituri and in the DRC did not totally end up once Artemis was over, one should note that this was
not the objective either. By this I mean that, even though the NGOs involved in conflict prevention
and crisis management activities know more than whoever seeks to tackle that kind of conflict, their
'role expectations' are very often higher than what they could and should be. It makes no doubt the
first mission carried out by the EU outside its own borders in a complex humanitarian and political
emergency like the DRC was not going to resolve the conflict all by itself. The EU’s intentions were
not so unrealistic. What is sure however is that Artemis was a successful test for the political and
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military apparatus of the ESDP. The mission was launched in an impressively short amount of time –
three weeks after the start of the deployment all 1,850 forces had been deployed – and as such
showed the EU willingness to act in the region and to contribute more actively to its stabilisation. It
also provided, as France expected, an opportunity for overcoming political differences between
Member States after the Iraq crisis. Furthermore, although NATO was not very pleased to see Europe
acting on its own, it was delighted with the result which somehow proved the credibility of the EU in
international crisis management. By the way, I should also stress that although NATO has in general
not participated much in the various DRC interventions, its main component (i.e. US) played a large
and valuable role in financing the budget of the MONUC. They did however limit themselves to this
since, as I said earlier, they rather see their allies working on post-war reconstruction. In more
practical terms, the EU forces also handled a tough logistical challenge in Ituri, and within their
mandate, they actually did well in Bunia with security conditions and daily social and economic life
improving considerably while the forces were there. They also established themselves as impartial
and proactive, giving them the legitimacy one utterly needs in such situations. Finally, cooperation
and coordination with other actors involved was by and large not so bad (Faria April 2004: 39-51).
That being said, it does not mean that the mission went perfectly well from one end to the
other. There were some important military shortcomings such as a lack of strategic transport, weak
information technology and intelligence sharing, a need for better and secure means for longdistance communications, etc. (Homan 2007). What is more, one cannot deny that limiting the scope
of action to Bunia was not very ambitious. In fact it pushed the problems of massive human rights
violations and violent aggression against civilians beyond the environs of the town, where atrocities
continued (Homan 2007). One could actually argue that if Artemis was a relative success for the EU
institutions and the process of building a role in crisis management, it did not really change the daily
life of the Congolese and all the other victims of the conflict. In fact, during the Operation, the
ceasefire between the government and the main militia factions was broken in neighbouring
Northern Kivu. Artemis also failed to secure any significant disarmament of the rebels, with the
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consequences we know today; and even though it was not really defined in its mandate, it is still
seen as a key stage in the pacification of the country.40 Finally, as Youngs notes (2004: 319), following
the 'lessons learned' exercise carried out over the autumn of 2003, it was stressed that Artemis'
biggest weakness had been the failure to incorporate political departments and experts. The
insistence on leaving the political lead to the MONUC was recognised to have been profoundly
debilitating. One senior EU diplomat interviewed by Youngs even admitted that no broad conflict
resolution input had gone into Artemis' planning. This questions again the level of implication of the
EU and the extent to which it is willing to play an effective role in the prevention, management and
transformation of a crisis. The image of the EU might have been once again more important than the
sake of the Congolese themselves. Yet if this turns out to be true, if concrete and impactful action
does not follow the classical voluntarist discourse, this might on the long term actually be prejudicial
to the EU, as it might affect its credibility and legitimacy in maintaining international peace and
security. The EU will therefore have to be clear when prioritising its intentions in this respect.
Another important aim of Artemis was to allow humanitarian assistance to resume and
further extend its scope in the field. As Homan recalls (2007: 4), relations between the military and
humanitarian organisations can be very difficult, as they do not share the same objectives, and above
all do not use the same means. Nevertheless, according to those directly or indirectly involved and
interviewed by Homan (2007), the cooperation between Artemis and the humanitarian agencies
went remarkably well. According to ECHO for instance, there was almost immediate understanding
that each could be valuable to the other. On the other hand, however, development work was not
coordinated with the Artemis mission. According to a report from the NGOs Saferworld and
International Alert, there was no link between crisis management and long term peace-building.
Reportedly, there was no senior EU civilian representative working with the operation commander to
help to link the military operation to broader civilian activities in the region. This was definitely a
missed opportunity (Saferworld and International Alert 2004:10).
40

The deterioration of the situation would however lead the EU to think in the following months about security
sector reform missions and about DDR programmes (see further).
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Finally, and most importantly, if there is one important aspect of that mission that is
consensually acknowledged, it is the remarkably positive interaction and cooperation between the
UN and a regional organisation in peace- and security-enforcement. While one should be careful
about qualifying this experiment as an example of effective multilateralism like the EU does, Artemis
did provide a stopgap to the UN, limited in time and space, and allowed it to prepare the transition
from peace-keeping to peace-enforcing in a situation where there was not much peace to keep, but
rather a war in progress and a peace to be built (Homan 2007: 3). Regarding the various possibilities
of 'roles' for the EU can play vis-à-vis the UN, the EU thus opted for the bridging model mentioned
above. In my opinion, this is precisely how and where the EU can bring some added-value in better
ensuring international peace and security. In terms of financing and launching a crisis management
operation, decision-making at EU level is indeed much quicker – Artemis took only a few weeks to be
fully deployed and at work – as there are less countries to convince, and as they also form a more
homogenous group than the UN Security Council. Finally, as I mentioned in the second part of this
thesis, this bridging model also provides the EU forces with a good exit strategy, something that is
not always easy to secure. It is thus a win-win division of roles for both socialising actors.
In short, we can assert that Operation Artemis, the first EU peace-keeping and UN-bridging
mission outside its own borders, was a relative success for the role the EU institutions have been
conceiving for themselves in the area of conflict prevention and crisis management, and vis-à-vis
their main interacting partner in this domain, i.e. the UN. The mission did indeed bring some
confidence both in Brussels and in New York for future European interventions. Yet on the other
hand, the role expectations from other actors were not all fully met, especially those from external
specialised NGOs and some development agencies in the field. In fact, one could rightfully believe
the mission was much more important as a symbol – or ‘intention’ – than as an effective way to
provide peace and security. Note finally, that if I mentioned this strategy of playing with perceptions
might on the longer run be harmful to the image of the EU, it might very well help them in other
areas of post-conflict reconstruction and peace-building, as I will now illustrate.
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e. (Re)building the Congolese Nation: the EU and Post-Conflict Reconstruction

The relatively short DRC Transition process – expected to last three years maximum! – had to
deal with a number of crucial challenges: unification of the national territory, establishment of a
national army and basic security, preparation of the national democratic elections, etc. Since the
process of political reconstruction is a complex and volatile undertaking, as the contestation of
authority does not end with a peace deal nor by external military intervention (de Goede and van der
Borgh 2008: 116), the international community decided to help the Congolese in this process by
putting in place a Comité International d'Accompagnement à la Transition (CIAT)41 in which the EU
and some of its Members played a valuable role, especially in saving the transition and avoiding a
return to conflict when the several crises in the East and two coup attempts in Kinshasa threatened
the positive resolution of the conflict (Hoebeke et al 2007: 4). Often viewed as a ‘moral authority’ by
Western nations, the Congolese themselves were not always so optimistic about the CIAT, and in fact
often criticised the partiality of its Western members. Since the beginning, it had indeed favoured
the military over the civilian movements, putting at serious risk whatever progress could be made on
the road to democracy and reconciliation (Mwamba 9 July 2006). That being said, as de Goede and
van der Borgh recall (2008: 118), there has always been in the DRC some general suspicion towards
the international community and fears of threats to national sovereignty by some kind of neocolonialist discourse and practice. According to popular perception, international actors are in fact
still perceived as primarily concerned with the DRC for its wealth in natural resources not with the
well-being of the country and its people. This is why there would also have to be a trust-building
exercise on the part of external actors – particularly the EU, given its historical background. The
organisation of democratic elections and the launching of a deep security sector reform would be the
ideal occasion to do so, as I shall now explain.

41

The CIAT was a diplomatic mechanism mandated by the 2002 peace agreement. It was also a transitional
institution, composed of the 5 permanent members of the UN Security Council (China, US, France, UK and
Russia) and of Belgium, Canada, South Africa, Angola, Gabon, Zambia, the EU, the AU and the MONUC.
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1) Helping Transition and Election Process: the EU and Democracy Assistance42

As mentioned earlier, the political negotiations in the ICD were largely aiming at bringing
about some kind of governance and make the DRC a self-governing 'Wendtian' institution. As far as
the EU is concerned, bearing in mind its self-conception of normative power in international
relations, it continuously professed its pro-democracy rhetoric, while also seeking to put in practice
this norm-driven discourse. Immediately following the signing of the All-Inclusive Agreement, the
Council made clear its intention to accompany the Transition towards free and transparent elections
according to the modalities fixed in Pretoria43; an assistance it would also provide through various
means developed below.
Needless to say the first democratic elections since 1965 posed a fundamental challenge in
both practical and political aspects. The Congolese had no prior experience with liberal democracy
and little experience with anything even vaguely resembling self-determined constitutional rule. The
legitimacy of existing political and economic institutions had been eroded by decades of dictatorship.
Civil society was weak or non-existent, and corruption was rampant. There was no proper civilian
administration and no adequate infrastructure, leaving the country in a complete state of
lawlessness (RAND 2008: 108). In more practical terms, the first challenge was the registration of the
electorate. Once this was done, the Constitutional referendum in December 2005 then provided the
first occasion to test the new machinery, and as such proved largely satisfactory with almost twentyfive million registered voters, of whom half were women, and sixty-two per cent approving the new
Constitution (Hoebeke et al 2007: 5). Presidential and legislative elections were to take place on 30
July 2006, with a second round for the former, as well as provincial elections on 29 October 2006,
posing again tremendous logistical and above all security problems (see further).
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Hans Hoebeke, Stéphanie Carette and Koen Vlassenroot (2007) have produced an extensive report on this
aspect of EU role-playing in the DRC conflict. The major part of the information exposed in this section is to be
found in this report.
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Council decision of 27 January 2003.
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In this whole project, the EU mainly played once again the role of the cash cow. At the end of
2004, a total of EUR 149 million had been granted for the election process and the necessary security
measures.44 Following a request of the UN Secretary General, the EU further released in September
2006 some extra EUR 16 million to finance the second round of the presidential elections and the
provincial elections. Those contributions made the EU the largest donor in this process. Note that the
EU was also largely present physically through electoral observers sent by the Commission and
financed by the EIDHR which funded many other democracy-related programmes in the country, as
well as through its local Commission Delegation which had been reinforced during the elections.
The fact that the EU invested so much in the electoral process – both financially and
physically – illustrates once again its normative commitment to democracy and good governance.
Nevertheless, there were many criticisms, especially among the Congolese, of 'bias' and partisanship
on the part of the international community, including the EU. The Congolese people had indeed the
feeling that the die was already cast, that these elections were there only to give some legitimacy to
President Kabila (Mwamba 9 July 2006). If this intention was to be true, one could again question
what kind of democratisation the EU was pushing for in the DRC, unless the objective of the elections
was not so much to bring about democracy but rather be part of a process of what Lyons (2005)
called the ‘demilitarisation of politics’, i.e. a threefold process of 1) implementing an interim
government, 2) proceeding with the transition of warring parties to political parties, and with 3) the
demilitarisation of any other political group. In that sense, elections would not so much seek to
legitimise the authority in place nor bring real political change, but they would rather be seen as a
key step in the process of war termination. This could in fact be the paradigm adopted by the EU in
post-conflict interventions in stateless and lawless nations. It would not have invested here in a
democracy-building operation but rather in a ‘peace-building’ mission. Elections would be here
another tool for the EU to prevent conflict and manage crises; a means rather than an end. This
would also explain a new exercise of cooperation with the UN in crisis management.
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This financial support of the EU comes in addition to the EUR 100 million by different EU Member States!
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Since the Congolese elections, and particularly the presidential elections, were presented as
a high-risk event, the UN launched a request in December 2005 to its interacting European partners
for assisting the MONUC in ‘security-keeping’. The Council responded in March 2006 by approving
the Concept of Operations for the so-called EUFOR RD Congo mission, and a month later the UNSC
adopted Resolution 1671 authorising the mission in which the EU was to act not as a bridging but
rather as a back-up force to the UN, thus opting for the standby model mentioned above. The 2,400
men operation was formally launched on 12 June 2006 and was most notable for its intervention in
Kinshasa, together with MONUC, following the clashes between Bemba and Kabila supporters in
August 2006.45 These incidents were perceived as an important threat to the electoral process as
these were the two final candidates in the presidential elections; hence the positive image of the EU
that resulted from this intervention both within and outside the DRC (Hoebeke et al 2007: 12).
Once again, the EU perceived the mission as quite successful. In addition to the latter
intervention, they argued the operation adopted what Mary Martin (2008) called a 'human security'
approach, meaning that various principles guiding the realisation of 'human security' were
incorporated in the planning and execution of the mission. Human rights were for instance largely
taken into account. In addition to the appointment of a human rights advisor, a common 'Soldier's
card' had been produced for troops with clear instructions on the use of force, gender issues or how
to deal with child soldiers. Besides, a highly inventive campaign to engage with local public opinion
and take grassroots views into account – another feature of the human security approach – was also
put in place, with as consequence the gradual perception of EUFOR as a neutral force, something
highly valuable in such a difficult context. Their latter intervention in Kinshasa also bolstered their
legitimacy since it pitted Europe's military power against Kabila and helped discourage the view that
the European force was in the DRC to ensure that Europe's favourite was successfully installed as
president (RAND 2008: 125). This was thus an important phase in the building of trust with the local
population, which I mentioned earlier was key to the overall success of the EU in the country.

45

22-24 August 2006, i.e. when the results of the first round of the presidential elections were announced.
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That being said, the mission encountered some serious issues and delays in its actual
deployment, largely due to the difficulty of finding a framework nation. While few members can offer
the required command and control facilities for such operations, and while the UK was deeply
involved in Iraq and France had already been at play, only Germany could perform this task, putting
the country in a difficult position as this would be the first German-led operation ever in Africa. Berlin
eventually took up its responsibilities in a mission that was also much more 'European' in its outlook
than Artemis, with a combat force from Spain, logisticians from Germany, lawyers from Finland, and
human rights counsellors from Sweden. Because of this however, and because most troops were in
fact stationed in Gabon, the overall chain of command was severely weakened. What is more, if they
were eventually seen as neutral, it took the EU forces some time to be perceived that way. The
Congolese had not been indeed very much involved in the initial planning of the mission, yet this
might have seriously jeopardised its well-execution and in fact infringes the local ownership principle
praised by the EU. Mwamba (9 July 2006) recalls for instance the frustration of the Congolese who
had to watch on television the parliamentary debate in Berlin on a question that actually concerned
them directly. This is why I believe that, despite the ‘human security’ clauses which were very
positive, and although the extent to which there was a genuine ‘local capacity’ that could provide
constructive help in the well-execution of the mission remains questionable, the EU did not fully
respect the requirement of treating the Congolese as equal partners which the idea of normative
power asks for. Finally and quite sadly too, after EUFOR left Kinshasa – their mandate was only
limited to the capital and troops had to be home by Christmas! – President-elect Kabila proceeded to
drive opposition leader Bemba into exile, and kill many of his followers in a bloody battle in the
capital in March 2007 (UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Report – January 2008). There was
not much of a follow-up thus by the EU. In fact during the operation there was not even some serious
coordination with other EU missions and programmes like EUPOL Kinshasa or EUSEC RD Congo. Yet
this raises again the question of the real intentions of the EU and the depth of its involvement in the
Congolese post-conflict transition and in peace- and democracy-building projects more generally.
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In short, as regards the first genuine democratic elections in the country, the EU once again
played the role of financial contributor to a project that is in line with its overall principles and values
– or institutional role conception. It was also present physically to support the DRC transition process
through electoral observers, its local Commission Delegation, individual Members States, and most
importantly through a second peace-keeping mission it operated in conjunction with the UN, its main
interacting partner in the region, and this time as a standby force. Although the elections did change
part of the Congolese playing field, with both the President and the National Assembly having gained
some legitimacy, it does seem that the normative commitment or intentions of the EU reached some
limits as it did not continue to push for further democratisation, and particularly judicial reform,
although many interacting partners would have expected it to do so. This however would not be
completely right if instead we view these elections mainly as a way to bring peace and stability rather
than democracy per se. Nonetheless, it was clear since the beginning that 'democratisation' and good
governance' would not be sufficient to address the structural crisis in the DRC (Bourque and Sampson
2001). To do so, a deep reform of the security sector – often pointed out as the main source of
insecurity in the country (See Hoebeke 2007: 46) – would have to be undertaken so as to make sure
the Congolese state ‘can be beaten at its own game' (de Gaay Fortman 2008). Yet the EU also
contributed to this project, to a large extent even as I shall now demonstrate.

2) Security Sector Reform: EUPOL-Kinshasa and EUSEC RD Congo46

The concept of 'security sector reform' (SSR) has been used since the end of the 1990s as a
strategy aimed at preventing conflict and consolidating peace in unstable countries. Like other
international role-players, the EU developed its own methods to support SSR processes and strikingly
adopted in this respect a rather holistic definition of who it should target, including all relevant
actors and instruments in the reforming process, i.e. not only state's forces (army, police, intelligence
46

Marta Martinelli (2006) has produced an excellent paper on this topic. I have therefore largely based myself
on this document to present my findings in this section.
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services, judiciary system, security services, etc.), but also non-state actors such as paramilitary
groups, armed rebel groups or political parties’ militias (Bagayoko 17 December 2008). As far as the
DRC is concerned, the EU carried out two of those missions: one in the capital aimed at training and
integrating police forces, EUPOL Kinshasa, and another focusing on the integration or 'brassage'47 of
the Congolese army forces, EUSEC RD Congo. Both of them were mainly oriented towards ensuring
minimal security conditions for the elections, and have then widened their scope of action.
Next to the more political arrangements, the ICD had agreed in 2002-2003 to create a
specialised unit of the Police Nationale Congolaise (PNC) to ensure the protection of the transition
institutions and to reinforce the internal security apparatus. The EU institutions had promised to
contribute to it as well and in December 2003, the PSC decided to support the establishment of the
'Integrated Police Unit' (IPU) via a three-strand approach: 1) technical assistance and rehabilitation of
a training centre, and provision of basic equipment for the IPU (except for arms and anti-riot
equipment); 2) provision of adequate training; and 3) follow up, monitoring and mentoring of the
concrete implementation of IPU's mandate after the initial training phase (Hoebeke et al 2007: 9).
For the first time, as Martinelli notes (2006: 390), a 'conflict prevention' project had been
divided into two parts and was to be implemented by two different EU actors. While the Commission
focused on the two first phases – essentially through EDF funds, its Rapid Reaction Mechanism and
with some equipment provided by Member States – and trained some 1,051 men, the Council dealt
with the third stage through an ESDP mission it eventually launched in April 200548. EUPOL Kinshasa's
precise mandate was to ensure that the IPU acted accordingly to the training received and to the
international standards and best practices in the field.49 It later also took part in the reflexion group
on the PNC reform and reorganisation, and contributed to the IPU continued training. Finally, EUPOL
Kinshasa also became a police coordination support element that had to ensure an enhanced and

47

One does also find the term ‘mixage’ in the literature. This concept is however rather attached to the
integration of former rebel groups in the East as of 2007-2008.
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NB. Almost 15 months after the EU offered its commitment to SSR in the DRC!
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European Council Joint Action 2004/847/CFSP, 17 May 2004 on EU support to the establishment of the
Integrated Police Unit in the DRC.
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coordinated response of the Congolese crowd control units in Kinshasa, in case of disturbance during
the electoral period (Hoebeke et al 2007: 10). In concrete terms, this meant the EUPOL technical
advisors were working with IPU officers to draft the regulations for the Unit; they assisted patrol
operations, went out in the field, and provided feedback on shortcomings and difficulties as well as
advice on how to overcome them; finally they checked the military equipment distributed to the IPU
was used in strict accordance with European recommendations, and was kept in good order
(Martinelli 2006: 391). This is a good example of normative diffusion by the EU, and of normative
power institutionalisation. As mentioned earlier, however, this whole process can only be asserted if
the Congolese police forces keep acting the way they have been trained, which has not always been
the case. Note finally that in terms of political control and strategic direction, the PSC was as
expected the main responsible, assisted however by the Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis
Management (CIVCOM) since EUPOL was conceived by the EU as a 'civilian mission'. SG/HR Solana
appointed Adilio Custodio as Head of Mission, with EUSR Aldo Ajello acting as focal point between
them.50
As such, EUPOL-Kinshasa which ended in June 2007 proved to be relatively successful, at
least according to the EU. Although limited to one small unit of the DRC police, the IPU did eventually
show some efficiency and professionalism in crowd management skills during protest in Kinshasa in
the electoral period. The mission also added emphasis on human rights, treatment of prisoners,
transparency and accountability issues, showing that such an end is implicit in the EU's approach to
training local police officers and is in line with its wider involvement in support of peace-building in
the region and the principle of local ownership it upholds. Importantly, the EU did not set out to
identify the policing priorities to be promoted in the DRC. Instead it provided the tools for a change
of behaviour of a societal component that holds the legitimate use of force. This is in fact favoured
an increased legitimacy for the police and a significant change of perception within the population
(Martinelli 2006: 398), and very well illustrates the process of normative diffusion mentioned above.
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For further details, please read Martinelli 2006: 392-393.
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On the other hand, there were also some serious difficulties in effectively executing the
mission. The delay in implementing the final component of the project for instance reflected very
well the EU internal difficulties in decision-making processes. For long the Council and the
Commission had disagreed about the form the project should take. While the latter favoured a small
mission with a long-term involvement focusing on transparency and good governance, the more
operationally-driven Council preferred a short-term crisis-management approach, aiming for a quick
stabilisation. The two initiatives were eventually developed complementarily. Yet on the field, these
technical and political difficulties remained, and critically slowed down the evolution of the project,
thus also questioning the cross-pillar division of EU external services, and reinforcing the idea of
creating one single External Relations Unit for both institutions (See Santopinto 2007).51 Moreover,
the main focus of the police reform was not put on civil justice, but rather on preparing a force large
enough and sufficiently trained to respond to the election-related disruptions. Yet this emphasis on
election stability appeared to have diverted funds from certain other long-term rule-of-law needs,
including the judicial and correctional system which are in even greater financial and structural need
(RAND 2008: 124). Consequences of this lack of investment in justice reform can still be perceived
today (See Amnesty International Report 2009). Finally, one should not forget that the biggest part in
the DRC police integration is still to be achieved and lies in the hands of the Congolese themselves, as
the PNC must now coordinate and organise its units, those formed by the donors and those that
were not – something that might not be so easy (Hoebeke et al 2007: 10). To this end however, the
EU launched another ESDP mission, EUPOL RD Congo, immediately after EUPOL Kinshasa ended and
specifically aimed at helping the Congolese authorities in the further stages of police reforming and
interaction with judicial authorities. As this mission is still at work – at least until June 30, 2010 – I
believe it is too early to assess its impact and did therefore not take it into account here.
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To re-establish order and the government's monopoly on the legitimate use of force over its
territory and resources, and for the citizens to regain confidence in the state as a provider of security
and justice, another major branch of the security sector would yet have to be (re)formed: the army.
Since progress in the overall SSR and DDR programmes undertaken in the DRC since 2002 by the
international community was going rather slow, the EU decided at the end of 2004 to pitch in once
again and send a small advisory mission to support the integration of the new Forces Armées de la
République Démocratique du Congo (FADRC). Experts deployed in the EUSEC RD Congo mission
launched in June 2005 were assigned to crucial positions within the Congolese administration, and
had for specific mandate to deliver technical advice in command and control, training, budgetary and
financial management, etc. Their mission was later also extended to the indispensable setting-up of
an effective chain of payment for the FARDC. The so-called EUSEC FIN was to tackle one of the key
weaknesses of the FARDC: the embezzlement of a large part of the soldiers' salaries and the rotting
issue of corruption in the army. Since most soldiers were hardly or not being paid, they were 'forced'
to lie on the civilian population, thereby limiting their operational capacity as security providers. The
EUSEC experts’ intention was thus to separate the payment chain from the chain of command,
making sure the former was handled by the administration in the Defence Ministry rather than the
army, and simplify the payment procedure to reduce the risk of embezzlement. This aspect of the
mission was quite important as it was in fact touching the core of the DRC crisis itself – hence the
Congolese reluctance to accept such 'intrusion' by a donor.52 As Martinelli further notes (2006: 393),
this second aspect of EUSEC's mandate, although limited in scope, illustrates again the EU's intention
to engage in SSR with a view to locally identified needs as well as an awareness of local constraints,
i.e. local ownership principle. It also shows how the EU, although in ways that are not always very
clear and consistent, is trying to change mentalities in its foreign policy actions and interventions.
This would thus be another proof of the process of 'normative power' role-building by the EU in
world politics, or at least its intention to do so through interacting with other agents.
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Interview by Marta Martinelli (2006) with official in the Council Secretariat, Brussels, 19 January 2006.
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When assessing the European SSR and DDR programmes in the DRC, one can first note that
their main success was to occupy a strategic position within all different actors involved. This allowed
the missions to react quickly to avoid blockages and exploit opportunities for action. EUSEC RD Congo
for instance managed to keep the confidence of the Congolese authorities in the very sensitive
domain of army integration, despite a strong reluctance to cooperate. On the other hand, as too
many national and international actors actually got involved in SSR and DDR53, coordination was
often very difficult, thereby also threatening their efficiency. Progress was therefore very slow –
especially in DDR where former rebels hardly had any incentive to depose their arms. More
generally, by only focusing on the army and the police, the EU could only expect very limited results
as the coordination among all core security actors and the political and administrative control are still
very much lacking or vastly corrupted. In this regard let me highlight again how the judiciary system
as a whole has hardly been tackled by external donors and their democracy/rule of law programmes.
Yet it is one the cornerstones of the DRC ongoing problems.54 The European Commission did here
invest in a programme called REJUSCO intended to reinforce the whole chain of penal justice with
support to the police, the judicial institutions (judicial police, prisons, magistrates, etc.) and the
'clients' of the justice system, i.e. witnesses, victims, and accused (Hoebeke et al 2007: 9). The DRC
did also sign the 1998 Rome Statute, with notable pressure of the EU and its member states55, and
some former Congolese war criminals are now awaiting their trial in The Hague. Yet much more
could have been and could still be done to fight impunity and judicial corruption, and implement an
efficient judiciary administration. Surely, bringing justice on a quasi lawless territory would be a
tremendously difficult and costly exercise. Yet if the EU is committed to democracy and/or to the
‘demilitarisation of politics’ I mentioned earlier, it cannot overlook this crucial aspect of post-conflict
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If the UN and the EU were primarily responsible for security provision, many other actors got involved in SSR
and DDR in the DRC through financially supporting the Multi-Country Demobilisation and Reintegration
Program (MDRP) funded by various donors, included the EU, and managed by the World Bank.
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Please read the Report of the independent expert on the situation of human rights in the Democratic
Republic of the Congo, Mr. Titinga Frédéric Pacéré (29 February 2008 - A/HRC/7/25) for further details.
55
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reconstruction as doing so would weaken or jeopardise other aspects of its intervention. This is also
why it should be much more active in another SSR area where it has so far been remarkably absent:
the elimination of small arms and light weapons. Since they represent another major impediment to
the consolidation of peace, security and development in the DRC and the wider region, the EU should
be much more active in tackling the smuggling as well as the official trade of these arms to Africa
(Martinelli 2006: 388). Finally, as regards the collaboration with interacting partners in the Congolese
SSR process, especially with the UN, given the sensitivity of the issue and the actors' reluctance to
share information and reveal their intentions, one cannot really talk about effective but rather
selective multilateralism as Martinelli calls it (2006: 395). We must therefore urge the relevant actor
to better cooperate their efforts, through an open dialogue, in future missions.

3) Other EU preventive and proventive measures

While I have so far explained direct implication of the EU in the DRC, European institutions
have also intended to prevent conflict through other more indirect ways. They for instance enforced
legislation restricting economic activities that directly fuelled the conflict such as the diamond trade
through the so-called Kimberley process56 or the timber trade. They promoted the implementation of
similar international legislation and related attractive non-governmental initiatives such as the 'No
blood on my mobile phone' campaign regulating the coltan trade. Finally, they have also financially
and physically supported regional integration processes in Africa as a 'proventive' measure, forcing
African leaders to better know each other through interaction and dialogue, and gradually build what
Karl Deutsch (1957) called security communities

57

– a term often used to describe the EU itself.

These have all somehow helped attenuate conflict in the DRC and its vaster region.
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The Kimberley Process is a joint governments, industry and civil society initiative to stem the flow of conflict
diamonds – rough diamonds used by rebel groups to finance wars against legitimate governments. It imposes
extensive requirements on its members to enable them to certify shipments of rough diamonds as ‘conflictfree’. More info on http://www.kimberleyprocess.com [14 June 2009]
57
A security community is defined as a social group where conflict is always handled through peaceful means.

The European Union, Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management: A Responsibility to Assist

72

f.

Recent developments: Preventing ongoing inter-communautarian tensions

Although the international community expected the situation to calm down once elections
were over, one key issue the DRC has been facing for over two decades was still vastly ignored by the
international donors: the inter-ethnic tensions, particularly in the Eastern border with Rwanda and
Uganda. In this respect, I note the EU supported the Joint Rwando-Congolese Communiqué of
November 2007 in which both nations denounced the threat posed by the still active Rwandese Hutu
militias, e.g. the Forces Démocratiques de la Libération du Rwanda (FDLR), and by some irregular
Congolese armed groups, and affirmed their willingness to militarily eradicate them if necessary. The
EU also contributed diplomatically to the Goma Peace Conference in January 2008 which helped
stabilise the situation in the Eastern provinces through a ceasefire agreement signed between the
local belligerents.58 This was nevertheless not enough as conflict re-erupted at great humanitarian
costs in August 2008. Laurent Nkunda's rebels of the Congrès National pour la Défense du Peuple
Congolais (CNDP) launched a dreadful offensive in Northern Kivu, claiming to protect the Tutsi
population against the FDLR who for long had been let in peace by President Kabila despite his
promises to bring them on trial for their earlier involvement in the Rwandese genocide (BBC News 11
November 2008). Although Nkunda was eventually defeated earlier in 2009, this resurgence of the
DRC conflict and the reaction of the EU is particularly significant in two aspects.
First, re-asserting what I stated earlier, it demonstrates very well how international donors,
including the EU, must not only push for peace to reach security, they must also help achieve justice
in former conflict zones however difficult this might be. When human rights are still gravely violated
and the rule of law a stone still to be carved, one cannot expect to effectively maintain peace and
security in such an unstable area like Eastern Congo. Consequently, however diplomatically active it
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The Goma agreement (23 January 2008) signed between the DRC government and over 20 rebel groups
provided for a ceasefire, the withdrawal of troops from key areas and the creation of a program for the
disarmament, demobilization and reintegration of combatants into civilian life or in the national army (FARDC).
But implementation quickly fell through. After frequent clashes in the first half of 2008, violence again engulfed
the region from late August, when Nkunda CNDP rebels, launched a fresh offensive against army bases and
areas under the formal protection of UN troops. (For more details: http://www.crisisgroup.org)
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has been – through its new EUSR in the Great Lakes Region Roeland van de Geer or its well-known
and well-appreciated in Africa Commissioner for Development Louis Michel – the EU must adopt a
more profound policy when dealing with transitional justice, especially in the DRC. Surely this would
be a costly and overwhelming exercise, but it cannot be neglected in post-conflict reconstructions,
whatever paradigm the EU chooses, and it could definitely not be overlooked just because it would
be too complex and too expensive. In fact, if the EU institutions keep conceiving the EU as a
normative power in world politics, they should also focus on that crucial aspect; and interacting
partners , particularly specialised NGOs, should further push them to do so too.
Secondly, I would like also to highlight how the international community very much expected
the EU to intervene with another peace-keeping mission in the midst of the re-opened conflict
towards the end of 2008. The UN was indeed in great danger of losing credibility again, and could
have very much benefited from regional help to control and reduce violent conflict. 'Artemis 2' did
however never come about, which disappointed many external observers.59 Instead, the EU mainly
relied on diplomatic pressure. Yet as was stressed in other cases analysed in this thesis, this also
raises questions about the EU intentions and willingness to prevent conflict and manage crises in the
country and the wider region.

g. Conclusion

Without a doubt, the challenges to conflict transformation and nation-building in the DRC
were and still are immense. A country of this size with such a cultural and political diversity which
until recently was still in an anarchic, Hobbesian state of war will not come out of these ordeals in
such a short period, despite the huge amount of aid it has been receiving. It will indeed take a long
time before the DRC can experience peace, security and above all justice; and although legitimacy
and sovereignty have recently been discovered by the Congolese authorities, never will Kinshasa
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overcome these tremendous difficulties alone. If the UN and MONUC are still of great need in this
process, they too will not bring peace and security alone. Regional help, be it from the EU or the
African Union (AU), is absolutely indispensable. As far as the former is concerned, needless to say it
has been extremely active in the country and the region in the last few years. While financial means
have often been the way it concretised its intention to prevent conflict and manage crises, it was also
present physically on various occasions, following ongoing processes of interaction, negotiation and
argumentation with partners in the international system. First, it sent two peace-keeping missions,
one in the East to temper the revived tensions, and another in the capital Kinshasa to maintain a
reasonable level of security during the elections. Both operations were executed in cooperation with
the EU’s main interacting partner in this field, the UN, and are presented by the EU institutions as the
way to go towards effective multilateralism. In addition to these missions, in order to reach peace,
the EU was also, although not consistently, quite active on the diplomatic front, notably through the
EU Special Representative to the Great Lakes Region, and some key Member States. On the other
hand, security was to be enhanced through two SSR missions, one focusing on the training of policing
forces, the other on the formation of an integrated army. Finally, humanitarian and development
assistance have also been used and greatly helped stabilise the daily life of the Congolese and
somewhat guide them towards human security and human dignity.
Although objectively, the EU did help improve the situation on the ground, its presence was
on every occasion very limited in time and space. The lack of a long-term commitment and vision is
indeed striking when investigating EU conflict prevention and crisis management policy in the DRC.
Surely the Commission has invested a lot in resolving the structural deadlock but these efforts might
very much be vain as long as violence goes on and on. While a long-term military commitment of the
EU in the region was unrealistic and in fact undesirable, the EU could nonetheless have become more
strategically involved in long term state-building activities such as SSR or democracy assistance. As
Hans Hoebeke (2007: 57) noted, as an institution the EU combines a unique set of features that
strategically reinforce the role it can and should play in these domains.
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As mentioned various times throughout this analysis, it seemed that the EU was much more
preoccupied with the image it was building for itself and projecting within the international system,
rather than effectively working on the transformation of the Congolese conflict and crises; symbols,
discourse and intentions were indeed much more highlighted by EU institutions than actual acts.
From my empirical analysis, one is thus right to wonder whether the EU was really committed to
bring peace, security and justice in the region, or whether these last years of seemingly active
participation in the Congolese reconstruction were in fact just a ‘show’, part of an identity-building
exercise on the part of the EU. The following overall conclusion of this thesis will try to bring an
answer to this final question.
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IV.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Investigating the institutional, interactional and intentional dimensions of the EU role in
conflict prevention and crisis management is a tremendously complex and almost infinite exercise.
First of all because there is still a lot of confusion and debate on how to understand the European
Union and its foreign policy itself. While most of these discussions take place within the International
Relations paradigm – therefore mainly driven by political theories – some additional accounts have
provided useful insight and helped resolved some of the epistemological challenges in this respect.
Social constructivism and sociological role theory are two of those perspectives which have drawn
the line on contending issues such as the focus on structure versus agency; material interests versus
normative formations; or the possibility of ‘change’ both within structure and agency. In addition of
taking into account these key analytical parameters, the reason I opted for those theories, and their
added value in this thesis, was also that they very much emphasised some social phenomena directly
related to the EU conflict prevention and crisis management tools and ambitions, at least in the DRC
experiment. Social interaction – with the UN, NATO, the Congolese, specialised NGOs, etc. – was here
highlighted as one of the main drivers of role institutionalisation within the EU and role performance
in the DRC. As such, interaction largely defined the EU institutions’ intentions in the DRC conflict and
crises – Artemis is here a good example. Yet, although socialisation helped crystallise the EU
contributions in transforming the DRC conflict, the EU’s overall intention or goal remains somehow
unclear as I mentioned on multiple occasions throughout this thesis. The reason for this is because
two roles were and still are actually being socially constructed at the same time: 1) the role in conflict
prevention and crisis management and 2) the more general identity the EU seeks to have in global
politics. Both processes are obviously interdependent and needed to be analysed conjunctly through
one single coherent lens which I sought to provide and which in fact also resolves the question we
were left with at the end of my empirical analysis. I believe indeed that the EU did not in fact favour
one or the other process. Although its overall image had to be preserved, the EU was clearly trying to
help prevent conflict and manage the various crises in the DRC. If both processes have to be framed

The European Union, Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management: A Responsibility to Assist

77

and analysed at the same time, it is simply the EU was working on them at the same time as well.
One cannot take them separately. That being said, following this investigation, there are still many
pending expectations as regards the ‘roles the EU can and should play in conflict prevention and
crisis management’. In this regard I would formulate the following recommendations to the EU.
First of all, the external relations services of the EU can no longer be compartmentalised as
they are; they need to be integrated into one single unit which would give a clear political authority
to any external action operated by the EU. In this respect, the implementation of the pending Lisbon
Treaty will be very much seen as a relief for the EU's socialising partners as it abounds exactly in that
direction. As regards EU diplomacy, it would also be wise to provide some thorough training in
conflict mediation and inter-ethnic dialogue activities which the EU should further pursue in conflict
situations. More generally, internal issues such as coordination between and within each institution
must be ameliorated so as to increase the effectiveness of the operations on the ground. Finally, if
the EU is still struggling to present one coherent voice outside its borders, it must above all gain
much more legitimacy and credibility within its territory. Yet this also seems very problematic.
Secondly, not only is a clear political authority needed to contribute to international peace
and security, a strong and unambiguous strategy is also required. The ESS and, more generally, all
documents on EU conflict prevention and crisis management are yet still too equivocal. The EU must
therefore (re)define a clear strategic culture upon which it can draw when intervening in conflict
zones. In this regard, I am very much in favour of abandoning the ‘normative power’ claims and
adopting a so-called ‘Human Security Doctrine’ as Europe's way of security as Mary Kaldor advocated
for.60 This would imply the consecration of ‘human security’ as the overall objective for the EU to
operationalise when intervening in conflict and/or less developed areas of the world. Some aspects
of this have already been incorporated in missions, including in the DRC, but the latter experiment
also showed the EU needs to go even further on that point.

60

For further details on this Doctrine, please read the 2004 Barcelona Report of the Study Group on Europe’s
Security Capabilities, and the 2007 Madrid Report of the Human Security Study Group comprising a Proposal
and a Background Report.
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Thirdly, in practical terms, the civilian-military cooperation at all levels – planning, strategic,
operational, etc. – will also have to be enhanced and integrated. Although I welcome the Council's
recent decision to combine civilian and military crisis management into a new Civilian Management
and Planning Directorate in the Council Secretariat, I would very much recommend the EU to
transcend this simplistic and restrictive dichotomy.
Fourthly, the EU must also make sure it adopts an impact-based approach when getting
involved in conflict zones. It must analyse how its action will impact the situation on the ground, and
this not only at the time of the 'intervention' itself but also in the future evolutions of the conflict.
Some kind of auditing activities would thus have to be performed. To this end, it will be necessary to
reinforce the power of the Political and Security Committee or make it more independent as it
remains very much constrained by the decisions of the Member States in the Council. In fact, to
enhance coherence and efficiency, it will be important to reduce the powers of the Council and the
Member States who often restrict the scope of EU interventions for political motives.
Finally, as regards the further stages in the EU role-building processes in both conflict
prevention activities and in international relations more generally, it will be important that one does
not come to impede or hold back the other. Likewise, although discursive formations play a key part
in bringing about crucial changes in ‘History’ – and they certainly have in the DRC conflict – if they are
not followed adequately by actual acts, if role-perceptions are more important than role-execution,
History might at the end very much repeat itself continuously – the DRC conflict and crises illustrated
this as well. Yet by claiming to be a normative power, is not Europe precisely seeking to change the
course of History? In any case, and most fundamentally, although the EU conflict prevention and
crisis management tools are still very much in their early stage of development, and the DRC case
pointed out very well some of the limitations yet to overcome, it will be important for the EU to
exercise, in its institutions, interactions and intentions, what has in fact come to define the title of
this paper: a responsibility to assist, as Tom Hadden very well highlighted (2009). The ball is thus in
Brussels’ camp. Only History, however, will tell us if it grabbed it, and grabbed it well.
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ANNEXES
1. Maps
a.

The Democratic Republic Congo: Major Cities

Source:
http://ec.europa.eu/development/geographical/regionscountries/countries/maps/map_congo_kinsh
asa_large.jpg [14 June 2009]
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b.

The Democratic Republic Congo: The Provinces

Source: http://www.mapsofworld.com/zaire/maps/congo-map.jpg [14 June 2009]

c.

The Democratic Republic of Congo: Eastern Provinces

Source: http://journal.heinz.cmu.edu/media/img/figures/congoFigure1.jpg [14 June 2009]
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2. EU Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management Actors and Departments

EU CONFLICT PREVENTION
AND CRISIS MANAGEMENT
EUROPEAN
COMMISSION
DG RELEX

COUNCIL OF THE
EU

General and External Affairs
Council (GEARC)

European Council

Conflict Prevention &
Crisis Management Unit
Multilateral Relations
and Human Rights Unit

EUROPEAID

ECHO

EUROPEAN
PARLIAMENT

Presidency of the
Council of the EU
Secretary-General /
High Repr. for the CFSP

Foreign Affairs Committee

COREPER

Civilian Crisis Management
Committee (CIVCOM)

EU Special
Representatives
Council Secretariat

Development &
Cooperation Committee

Security & Defence
Sub-committee
Human Rights Subcommittee

Military Structure

DG Development &
Humanitarian Aid

DG External Relations

Political and Security
Committee (PSC)

EU Military Committee
(EUMC)

DG Trade

Civilian Planning and
Conduct Capability

EU Military Staff
(EUMS)

EU Battlegroups

DG Enlargement

Policy Unit

EU Defence Agency

EU Rapid Reaction
Force/Mechanism

Situations Centre
(STICEN)

Policy Planning & Early
Warning Unit

Civil-Military Cell

3.

EU STEPS IN CONFLICT PREVENTION AND CRISIS MANAGEMENT (FOCUS ON AFRICA AND THE DRC ONLY)

February 1986
9 November 1989
1985-1991
7 February 1992
17 June 1992
June 1992
1994

1991-1995
6 March 1996
2 May 1997
1997

4 December 1998
March – June 1999
June 1999
December 1999
June 2000
23 June 2000
December 2000

2000

1 January 2001
26 February 2001
11 April 2001
June 2001
11 September
2001
December 2001
16 December 2002
September 2003
12 December 2003

Single European Act signed
Berlin Wall collapses – Germany reunites
End of the Cold War
Treaty of the European Union – Maastricht Treaty signed
Creation of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP)
UN Secretary General releases his Agenda for Peace
Lisbon European Council: conflict prevention becomes explicit stated objective of the
CFSP
German Federal Constitutional Court extends Germany’s defence to crisis reaction and
conflict prevention and allows henceforth German troops to participate in multinational
peace-keeping missions abroad
Balkans Wars
Communication from the Commission to the Council – ‘The European Union and the
issue of conflict in Africa: Peace-building, conflict prevention and beyond’
Anthony Blair becomes UK Prime Minister – brings some flexibility into the British
position on EU defence policy
Amsterdam Treaty:
Creation of the European, Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) complementary to
the CFSP
Petersberg tasks are taken over by the EU from Western European Union
Joint Franco-British Saint-Malo Declaration; possibility for ‘EU autonomous action’ is
approved by both the UK and France
Kosovo crisis
Cologne European Council: talks to accelerate European ‘military’ and ‘civilian’
capabilities
Helsinki European Council: Adoption of ‘Headline Goals’
Feira European Council: Adoption of ‘Civilian Headline Goals’
ACP-EU Cotonou Agreement
Nice European Council:
Creation and Appointment of High Representative of the EU for the CFSP (Javier
Solana)
Creation of the Political and Security Committee, EU Military Committee and EU
Military Staff
• Establishment of a series of working groups on cooperation between the EU and
NATO in 4 areas: security issues, capability goals, EU access to NATO assets and
permanent structures for consultation with non-EU European NATO members
• Establishment of the Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management Unit in DG
External Relations of the European Commission
• Establishment of the Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management
(CIVCOM)
Creation of EuropeAid
Council creates ‘rapid reaction mechanism’
Communication from the Commission on Conflict Prevention: holistic definition of
conflict prevention adopted
Göteborg European Council: EU promising to ‘pursue conflict prevention as one of the
main objectives of its external relations’
Terrorist Attacks in the US
Launching of the EU Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflict
European Commission develops ‘Check List for Root Causes of Conflict’
Berlin Plus Agreement on EU-NATO cooperation in Crisis Management
Joint Declaration on EU-UN Cooperation in Crisis Management
SG / HR Javier Solana presents the European Security Strategy; preventive deployment is

2003
June 2004

December 2004

October –
December 2005
1 January 2007
26 February 2007
December 2007
December 2008
April 2009

defined as one of the EU main security strategies
Creation of the European Defence Agency
‘EU-UN co-operation in Military Crisis Management Operations - Elements of
Implementation of the EU-UN Joint Declaration’ adopted by the Brussels European
Council
Two models of cooperation in ‘military’ interventions adopted: standby and bridging
‘EU-UN co-operation in Military Crisis Management Operations - Elements of
Implementation of the EU-UN Joint Declaration’ adopted by the Brussels European
Council
Three possibilities of cooperation in ‘civilian’ missions: fully autonomous EU mission,
clearing house or inclusion of EU mission within UN mission
EU Strategy for Africa: Towards a Euro-African Pact to Accelerate Africa’s Development’
published by the European Commission on 10 October 2005 and adopted by the
Brussels European Council on 16 December 2005
Instrument for Stability replaces European Rapid Reaction Mechanism
Joint EU-Africa Strategy
Lisbon Treaty signed
Brussels European Council decides to integrate civilian and military crisis management
into a new Civilian Management and Planning Directorate at the strategic planning level
France rejoins NATO
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4. TIMELINE OF EU INTERVENTIONS AND ACTIVITIES IN THE DRC
a.

EU and the DRC conflict: Diplomatic and Financial Carrots and Sticks

25 March 1996
October 1996

17 May 1997

1997
July 1998
2 August 1998
10 July 1999
Summer 1999
16 January 2001
October 2001
5 February 2002
February 2002
16 December 2002
December 2002
19 April 2003
30 June 2003
17 July 2003
September 2003

2004
2007

November 2007
23 January 2008
28 February 2008
August 2008
NovemberDecember 2008
b.

EUSR Aldo Ajello is appointed to the Great Lakes Region.
Rwandan troops (RPA) entered the DRC with an armed coalition led by Laurent-Désiré
Kabila known as the Alliance des Forces Démocratiques pour la Libération du Congo and
start the First Congo war set to overthrow Mobutu and his foreign militias.
Kabila marches on Kinshasa; declares himself president and consolidates power around
himself and the AFDL, and renames the country the Democratic Republic of Congo
(DRC).
Relationships between Kabila and former allies deteriorate.
Kabila asks all foreign troops to leave the country.
Violence erupts again throughout the country – start of the Second Congo War, or ‘First
African War.’
Lusaka Ceasefire Agreement.
MONUC is deployed.
Following months of instability and countless violations of the Lusaka Agreement,
President Laurent Kabila is assassinated and replaced by his son Joseph.
Inter-Congolese Dialogue starts in Addis Ababa under the auspices of Ketumile Masire,
President of Botswana, but are very slow and not fruitful at all.
European Commission resume development aid program by signing NIP for an amount o
th
EUR 120 million (8 EDF).
Talks resume in South Africa.
Pretoria Agreement (Global and All-Inclusive Agreement) on power-sharing
administration and creation of the espace présidentiel.
CIAT is created.
Sun City Agreement (= ratification of the Pretoria Agreement).
Official start of the Transition Period; elections are to take place within 3 years
maximum.
The President and the four Vice-President officially take oath.
th
European Commission signs another NIP (EUR 205 million – 9 EDF) with 3 main
priorities: poverty reduction, institution-building, including support to the
democratisation process, and macro-economic support.
Two coups attempts in Kinshasa.
European Commission signs another NIP (EUR 561 million – 10th EDF) focusing on
physical reconstruction, in particular on transport infrastructure, and on reconstruction
of the State through the strengthening of good governance. In addition, it will continue
its health support, while environmental protection measures are also envisaged.
Joint Rwando-Congolese Communiqué – supported by the EU.
Goma Peace Conference – Goma Peace Agreement – supported by the EU.
EUSR Ajello’s mandate ends.
Roeland van de Geer is appointed new EUSR to the Great Lakes Region.
Conflict re-erupts in Eastern provinces.
EU expected to launch another ESDP mission in Eastern DRC but only uses diplomatic
tools to calm down the situation.

Resolving Conflict and Building Peace: Operation Artemis

10-11 May 2005
19 May 2005
28 May 2005
30 May 2005

UNSG Annan advocates for IEMF; French President Chirac agrees to pitch in.
EU Council’s PSC asked SG/HR Solana whether ERRF could be deployed in the DRC;
Solana says it can.
France officially approves to be framework nation.
UN Resolution 1484 authorises mission "to contribute to the stabilisation of the security
conditions and the improvements of the humanitarian situation in Bunia, to ensure the
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5 June 2005
12 June 2005
6 July 2005
31 August 2005
c.

protection of the airport, the internally displaced persons in the camps in Bunia, and if
the situation requires it, to contribute tot the safety of the civilian population, UN
personnel and the humanitarian presence in the town."
Council adopts Joint Action establishing the basis for the EU peace-keeping operation in
the DRC.
Council officially authorises first autonomous mission in Africa.
All 1,850 men are deployed in Ituri.
End of Operation Artemis.

The EU and the Congolese post-conflict reconstruction

Supporting transition and elections procedures
27 January 2003
18-19 December
2005
27 December 2005
23 March 2006
25 April 2006
12 June 2006
30 July 2006
20 August 2006
22-24 August 2006
4 September 2006

29 October 2006
30 November 2006

Council decides it will accompany the Transition towards free and transparent elections
according to the modalities fixed by the Pretoria Agreement.
Constitutional referendum in the DRC.
EU electoral observers deployed.
UN (DPKO) asks EU for help in assisting MONUC for security in elections.
Council adopts Concept of Operations for EUFOR RD Congo.
UN Resolution 1671 authorising mission.
EUFOR RD Congo formally launched.
Presidential elections (first-round) and legislative elections.
EU electoral observers deployed.
Results of presidential elections announced.
Clashes Bemba-Kabila supporters: MONUC and EUFOR RD Congo intervene with success.
EU announces an additional contribution of EUR 16 million of the EDF to fill in part of
the gap remaining to finance the second tour of the presidential elections and the
provincial elections.
Second round for presidential elections (Bemba versus Kabila) and provincial elections
EU electoral observers deployed.
End of EUFOR mission.

Security Sector Reform
27 January 2003
December 2003

December 2003 –
30 April 2005
9 December 2004
12 April 2005
2 May 2005
8 June 2005
1 December 2005
30 June 2007
1 July 2007
30 September
2009 (?)
30 June 2010 (?)

Council decides it will accompany the Transition period (including SSR) according to the
modalities fixed by the Pretoria Agreement.
The PSC decided to support the establishment of the 'Integrated Police Unit' (IPU) via a
three-strand approach: 1) technical assistance and rehabilitation of a training centre,
and provision of basic equipment for the IPU (except for arms and anti-riot equipment);
2) provision of adequate training; and 3) follow up, monitoring and mentoring of the
concrete implementation of IPU's mandate after the initial training phase.
European Commission trains 1,051 police men of the IPU.
Council approves EUPOL Kinshasa.
EUPOL Kinshasa is finally launched.
Council approved EUSEC RD Congo mission to help monitor the DDR of former rebels
and integrate the Congolese army (FARDC).
EUSEC RD Congo is formally launched.
Council launches EUSEC FIN aimed at clarifying and objectivising the payment of
soldiers.
EUPOL Kinshasa ends.
EUPOL RD Congo takes over the activities of EUPOL Kinshasa.
EUSEC RD Congo ends.
EUPOL RD Congo ends.
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GLOSSARY
1. EU CONFLICT PREVENTION AND CRISIS MANAGEMENT
ACP STATES: notion that goes back to the "ACP Group of States", formally established in 1975 with the
Georgetown Agreement, initially signed by 46 African, Caribbean and Pacific states. Today, the ACP Group of
States counts 79 countries, 78 of them signatories of the Cotonou Agreement (with Cuba being the exception).
The ACP Group of States has its own institutions and decision making processes. It relates with the European
Community through the joint institutions of the Cotonou Agreement.
BERLIN PLUS AGREEMENT: comprehensive package of arrangements between the European Union (EU) and the
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) on enhanced joint cooperation between the two bodies. While the
agreement was signed in Prague on 16 December 2002 and fully concluded in March 2003, the arrangements
were actually based on conclusions drawn at NATO’s April 1999 Washington summit and most notably include:
- NATO granting access to the EU to all available planning facilities, such as the preparation of military
strategic options;
- The possibility for the EU to request the provision of items from a list of actual military hardware;
- The possibility for the EU to use NATO’s command facilities.
These arrangements are supervised and developed through an EU/NATO Capability Group seeking to ensure
compatibility in both short and longer term military requirements in Europe.
CIVIL-MILITARY CELL: small group responsible for the joint planning between military and civilian interventions
within the European Union Military Staff.
CIVILIAN CRISIS MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE (CIVCOM): first met on 16 June 2000 with a mandate to assess and
recommend improvements to EU civilian crisis response capabilities. It is developing an inventory of the
resources required for non-military crisis response and conflict prevention within EU organisations or within
member states. It reports to COREPER but receives guidance from, and provides information to, the PSC.
CIVCOM works essentially the four areas defined as ‘civilian’ activities at the 2000 Feira European Council:
- Police
- Rule of Law
- Civil Administration
- Civil Protection
Other potential fields include small arms, DDR, etc.
CIVILIAN PLANNING AND CONDUCT CAPABILITY (CPCC): part of the Council Secretariat, the CPCC is the permanent
structure responsible for an autonomous operational conduct of civilian ESDP operations. Under the political
control and strategic direction of the Political and Security Committee and the overall authority of the High
Representative, the CPCC ensures the effective planning and conduct of civilian ESDP crisis management
operations, as well as the proper implementation of all mission-related tasks.
COMMITTEE OF PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVES (COREPER): responsible for preparing the work of the Council of the
European Union. It consists of the Member States' ambassadors to the European Union ("Permanent
Representatives") and is chaired by the Member State which holds the Council Presidency.
COREPER occupies a pivotal position in the Community decision-making system, in which it is both a forum for
dialogue (among the Permanent Representatives and between them and their respective national capitals) and
a means of political control (guidance and supervision of the work of the expert groups).
COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY (CFSP): organised and agreed foreign policy of the European Union (EU) for
mainly security and defence diplomacy and actions. Established and governed by Title V of the Treaty on
European Union (TEU), it replaced European Political Cooperation (EPC) and provides for the eventual framing
of a common defence policy which could in time lead to a common European defence.
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The objectives of this second pillar of the Union are set out in Article 11 of the EU Treaty and are to be attained
through specific legal instruments (joint action, common position) which have to be adopted unanimously in
the Council. These objectives include:
- to safeguard the common values, fundamental interests, independence and integrity of the Union in
conformity with the principles of the United Nations Charter;
- to strengthen the security of the Union in all ways;
- to preserve peace and strengthen international security, in accordance with the principles of the
United Nations Charter, as well as the principles of the Helsinki Final Act and the objectives of the
Paris Charter, including those on external borders;
- to promote international cooperation;
- to develop and consolidate democracy and the rule of law, and respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms.
With the entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam (1997), the European Union also has a new instrument at
its disposal - the common strategy. The Treaty of Amsterdam also provided for qualified majority voting under
certain conditions and, since it was signed, the CFSP field has been developing in practice at every European
Council. Finally it also created the office of the High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy
(currently held by Javier Solana) to co-ordinate and represent the EU's foreign policy abroad.
Finally, the Treaty of Nice (2001) introduced the possibility, under certain conditions, of establishing closer
cooperation in the CFSP field for the implementation of joint actions and common positions. This closer
cooperation may however not be used for matters with military or defence implications.
CONFLICT PREVENTION AND CRISIS MANAGEMENT UNIT: lead unit on conflict prevention and crisis management
within the European Commission.
Conflict Prevention objectives for this Unit include development co-operation and external assistance, trade
policy instruments, humanitarian aid, social and environmental policies, diplomatic instruments and political
dialogue, co-operation with international partners and NGOs, as well as the new instruments in the field of
crisis management.
COTONOU AGREEMENT: partnership agreement between the members of the African, Caribbean and Pacific
Group of States of the one part and the European Community and its Member States of the other part" signed
on 23 June 2000 in Cotonou, Benin – hence the name " ACP-EC Partnership Agreement" or "Cotonou
Agreement". Concluded for a twenty-year period from March 2000 to February 2020, and entered into force in
April 2003, it was for the first time revised in June 2005, with the revision entering into force on 1 July 2008.
The Cotonou Agreement is a global agreement, introducing important changes and ambitious objectives while
preserving the 'acquis' of 25 years of ACP-EC cooperation. Compared to preceding agreements and conventions
shaping EC's development cooperation, the Cotonou Agreement represents further progress in a number of
aspects. It is designed to establish a comprehensive partnership, based on three complementary pillars:
development cooperation, economic and trade cooperation, and the political dimension.
The partnership is centred on the objective of reducing and eventually eradicating poverty consistent with the
objectives of sustainable development and the gradual integration of the ACP countries into the world
economy (Art. 1 of Cotonou Agreement). It is governed by four fundamental principles:
- equality of the partners and ownership of the development strategies;
- participation (central governments as the main partners, partnership open to different kinds of other
actors);
- pivotal role of dialogue and the fulfilment of mutual obligations,
- differentiation and regionalisation.
The European Development Fund (EDF) is the main instrument for providing Community assistance for
development cooperation under the Cotonou Agreement. Cooperation with the ACP States funded from the
EDF is however complemented by development cooperation funded from the EC budget, through budgetary
instruments - the Development Cooperation Instrument, the Instrument for Stability, the European Instrument
for Democracy and Human Rights and the European Humanitarian Aid Instrument.
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COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION: European Union's main decision-making body. Its meetings are attended by
Member State ministers, and it is thus the institution which represents the Member States. The Council meets
in different configurations, bringing together the competent Member State ministers. Decisions are prepared
by the Committee of Permanent Representatives of the Member States (COREPER), assisted by working groups
of national government officials.
The Council, together with the European Parliament, acts in a legislative and budgetary capacity. It is also the
lead institution for decision-making on the common foreign and security policy (CFSP), and on the coordination
of economic policies (intergovernmental approach), as well as being the holder of executive power, which it
generally delegates to the Commission.
In most cases, the Council's decisions, based on proposals from the Commission, are taken jointly with the
European Parliament under the co-decision procedure. Depending on the subject, the Council takes decisions
by simple majority, qualified majority or unanimity, although the qualified majority is more widely used
(agriculture, single market, environment, transport, employment, health, etc.).
COUNTRY STRATEGY PAPER: instrument defining the assistance strategy of the European Commission on behalf of
the European Union to a country. The key components of a Country Strategy Paper are:
 Analysis of development situation
 EU strategic response
 Description of EU programming
Now mandatory for all countries receiving assistance from the European Commission, the first generation CSPs
are underway in 104 countries.
EUROPEAID COOPERATION OFFICE (EUROPEAID): Directorate-General of the European Commission that is
responsible for implementing external aid programmes and projects across the world. It works closely with
EU neighbouring countries, Russia, the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) regions, Latin America and Asia.
EuropeAid aims to deliver development aid in an efficient and effective way. The focus is on maximising the
value and impact of aid funding by making sure support is provided in a speedy and accountable fashion.
EuropeAid is responsible for all the steps of an aid delivery project: after identifying needs, it carries out
feasibility studies and prepares all the necessary financial decisions and controls. It then moves on to drawing
up the required tendering, monitoring and evaluation procedures.
When implementing projects, EuropeAid takes account of EU strategies and long-term programs for the
delivery of aid. These strategies and related policies are designed by other directorates-general of the
European Commission, including DG Development for the ACP regions and DG External Relations for the other
regions and countries of the world.
To ensure coherence, complementarity and coordination in implementing external assistance programmes
worldwide, EuropeAid works in close collaboration with its various partners (UN, World Bank, etc.). The overall
aim is to make external aid more effective. Civil society, international organisations and governments of EU
Member States are all important actors in this field.
EUROPEAN COMMISSION (COMMISSION OF THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITIES): executive branch of the European Union,
responsible for proposing legislation, implementing decisions, upholding the Union's treaties and the general
day-to-day running of the Union.
The Commission operates in the method of cabinet government, with 27 Commissioners. There is one
Commissioner per member state, though Commissioners are bound to represent the interests of the EU as a
whole rather than their home state. One of the 27 is the Commission President (currently José Manuel Durão
Barroso) appointed by the European Council. The Council then appoints the other 26 Commissioners in
agreement with the nominated President, and then the 27 Commissioners as a single body are subject to a
vote of approval by the European Parliament.
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EUROPEAN COMMUNITY HUMANITARIAN OFFICE (ECHO): service of the European Commission responsible for
providing emergency assistance and relief to the victims of natural disasters or armed conflict outside the
European Union.
More than just funding humanitarian aid, ECHO also carries out feasibility studies for its humanitarian
operations; promotes and coordinates disaster prevention measures; monitors humanitarian projects and sets
up coordination arrangements; gives its partners technical assistance; promotes the public awareness of
humanitarian aid through actions carried out directly; and finances network and training study initiatives in the
humanitarian field.
EUROPEAN DEFENCE AGENCY: set up on 12 July 2004 by the Council of the European Union so as to support the
Member States and the Council in their effort to improve European defence capabilities in the field of crisis
management and to sustain the European Security and Defence Policy and its future developments.
Within that overall mission are four functions:
- Development of defence capabilities in the field of crisis management;
- Promotion and enhancement of European armaments cooperation;
- Working to strengthen the Defence Technology and Industrial Base and for the creation of an
internationally competitive European Defence Equipment Market;
- Enhancement of the effectiveness of European Defence Research and Technology.
All EU member states, except Denmark which has an opt-out of the CFSP pillar, take part in the agency.
Norway, which is not an EU member, has been granted an opt-in to participate in the EDA programs without
voting rights.
EUROPEAN DEVELOPMENT FUND (EDF): main instrument for providing Community aid for development
cooperation in the ACP States and OCT. The 1957 Treaty of Rome made provision for its creation with a view
to granting technical and financial assistance, initially to African countries which at that time were still
colonised and with which some Member States had historical links. The EDF consists of several instruments,
including grants, risk capital and loans to the private sector.
Even though a heading has been reserved for the Fund in the Community budget since 1993 following a
request by the European Parliament, the EDF does not yet come under the Community's general budget. It is
funded by the Member States, is subject to its own financial rules and is managed by a specific committee. The
aid granted to ACP States will continue to be funded by the EDF, at least for the period 2008-2013.
Each EDF is concluded for a period of around five years. Since the conclusion of the first partnership convention
in 1964, the EDF cycles have generally followed the partnership agreement/convention cycles.
History of EDF programs:
- First EDF: 1959-1964
- Second EDF: 1964-1970 (Yaoundé I Convention)
- Third EDF: 1970-1975 (Yaoundé II Convention)
- Fourth EDF: 1975-1980 (Lomé I Convention)
- Fifth EDF: 1980-1985 (Lomé II Convention)
- Sixth EDF: 1985-1990 (Lomé III Convention)
- Seventh EDF: 1990-1995 (Lomé IV Convention)
- Eighth EDF: 1995-2000 (Lomé IV Convention and the revised Lomé IV)
- Ninth EDF: 2000-2007 (Cotonou Agreement)
- Tenth EDF: 2008-2013 (Revised Cotonou Agreement)
EUROPEAN RAPID REACTION FORCE (ERRF): force of up to 60,000 soldiers provided by member states of the
European Union for peace-keeping or humanitarian relief purposes. EU members agreed to set up an ERRF at
a summit in Helsinki in December 1999, although the agreement was not finalized until 2004. It became
operational for limited missions in February 2001 and has been classed as fully operational from January 2007,
with the capability of deploying 60,000 troops within 60 days and sustaining this ground force for at least a
year. It is not a European standing army or designed to fight wars. Its headquarters are in Brussels, Belgium.
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The European Rapid Reaction Force is mainly to be used to intervene in crises before they become full-scale
wars, and to release NATO from participating in some military interventions. However member states retain
control over decisions to commit troops. Conditions laid out for its formation and use included:
• The EU would use the European Rapid Reaction Force both apart from and in conjunction with other
international organisations;
• The ERRF could deploy at the request of the OSCE and the UN;
• It could share expertise and resources with NATO but would not deploy at NATO’s request.
EUROPEAN RAPID REACTION MECHANISM (ERRM): mechanism adopted by the Council of the European Union in
February 2001 for one-off actions for crisis situations and to kick-start programmes that will require longerterm follow-up. It was replaced by the Instrument for Stability in 2007.
The ERRM allowed for short-term interventions, had world-wide coverage and could mix assistance measures
depending on the crisis. It drew on existing Community instruments: human rights work, election monitoring,
institution building, media support, border management, humanitarian missions, police training, equipment
provision, civil emergency assistance, rehabilitation, reconstruction, pacification, resettlement and mediation.
Initial emergency operations are followed up with standard Community instruments. The ERRM operated
through a separate budget line reinforced by the authority of the Commission to decide quickly on urgent
interventions.
It could work through NGOs, international organisations and experts, and also mobilise member states’
specialist resources. However, it was distinct from humanitarian aid because, rather than focusing on the
individual, ERRM interventions aimed to preserve or re-establish the civic structures needed for political,
social and economic stability.
EUROPEAN SECURITY AND DEFENCE POLICY (ESDP): major element of the Common Foreign and Security Policy of the
European Union (EU), the ESDP is the domain of EU policy covering defence and military aspects.
The ESDP includes the gradual framing of a common defence policy which might in time lead to a common
defence. It aims to allow the Union to develop its civilian and military capacities for crisis management and
conflict prevention at international level, thus helping to maintain peace and international security, in
accordance with the United Nations Charter. The ESDP, which does not involve the creation of a European
army, is developing in a manner that is compatible and coordinated with NATO. It is in fact the successor of the
European Security and Defence Identity under NATO, but differs in that it falls under the jurisdiction of the
European Union itself, including countries with no ties to NATO.
The Maastricht Treaty (1992) was the first to include provisions on the Union's responsibilities in terms of
security and the possibility of a future common defence policy. With the entry into force of the Treaty of
Amsterdam (1997), new tasks have been included in the Treaty on European Union (Title V). This important
innovation relates to humanitarian and rescue operations, peace-keeping operations and the use of combat
forces in crisis management, including peace-making operations (known as "Petersberg tasks"). In addition to
these civilian and military crisis management operations, the ESDP includes a "conflict prevention"
component.
The Political and Security Committee (PSC), the EU Military Committee (EUMC) and EU Military Staff (EUMS)
are the permanent political and military structures responsible for an autonomous, operational EU defence
policy. In December 1999, the Helsinki European Council established the "global objective" that the Union must
be able to deploy up to 60 000 persons within 60 days and for at least one year. At the Göteborg European
Council of June 2001, the European Council spoke of its willingness to improve EU capacities in the fields of
conflict prevention and crisis management, making use of military and civilian means. The Treaty of Nice (2001)
gave the PSC charge of crisis management operations, although the Council retained responsibility. Finally, if
the Treaty of Lisbon is ratified, it will create a new post of High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs
and Security Policy (superseding the High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy, instead
of a Union Foreign Minister per the failed Constitution.) However, the post's ability to function independently
of Member States is limited through an agreement. Nevertheless, defence and security will become available
to enhanced co-operation.
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EUROPEAN SECURITY STRATEGY (ESS): document in which the EU exposed its general security strategy aimed at
achieving a ‘secure Europe in a better world’.
The European security strategy was drawn up under the authority of the EU's High Representative for the
Common Foreign and Security Policy, Javier Solana, and adopted by the Brussels European Council of 12 and 13
December 2003.
First, it identified the global challenges and key threats to the security of the Union which are: terrorism;
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD); regional conflicts; state failure; organized crime.
Secondly, the ESS exposed the strategic objectives for the EU in dealing with the former threats. These notably
include building security in the EU's neighbourhood and promoting an international order based on effective
multilateralism.
Finally, it also assessed the policy implications that these objectives have for Europe. It claimed the Union
ought to be more active in pursuing its strategic objectives, increase its capabilities, pursue coherent policies
and work with its partners.
EUROPEAN UNION CAPABILITIES DEVELOPMENT MECHANISM: mechanism aiming at avoiding duplication between the
EU and NATO and enhancing inter-organisation communication.
EUROPEAN UNION MILITARY COMMITTEE (EUMC): body which gives military advice to the PSC and directs the work
of the EU Military Staff. It convenes at the level of Chiefs of Defence if necessary. The EUMC Chairman attends
Council meetings for decisions with defence implications. The EUMC can initiate proposals and is responsible
for maintaining an official military relationship with non-EU countries and organisations.
EUROPEAN UNION MILITARY STAFF (EUMS): group of persons responsible for monitoring political developments,
assisting with strategic planning and liaising with national and multinational military headquarters. They
provide the military expertise to implement CFSP and to ensure sound Rapid Reaction Force military
operations.
The EUMS do not plan specific operations but draw up strategic military options for the Council, to be
evaluated by the Military Committee. These options papers ‘describe the outline military solution, the required
resources and constraints, and recommendations on the choice of the operations commander.
The EUMS works under the Military Committee but is a Council Secretariat Department directly attached to the
Secretary-General/High Representative.
EU-UN STEERING COMMITTEE: committee gathering representatives from the European Union Council and
Commission and the United Nations Department of Peace-Keeping Operations and Political Affairs. The
committee seeks to ensure a comprehensive approach to humanitarian aid, peace-keeping and peacebuilding by discussing co-operation between the two institutions on particular crisis situations, and more
general issues, such as training, security sector reform, and the disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration
of ex-combatants.
HEADLINE GOALS: military and civilian capability targets set by the European Union in 1999 (Helsinki Headline
Goal 2003) and 2004 (Headline Goal 2010 & Civilian Headline Goal 2008)
The Headline Goal was built upon an earlier bilateral Franco-British Joint Declaration adopted at St. Malo in
December 1998. The St. Malo Declaration stated that the European Union ought to have the capability for
“autonomous action backed up by credible military forces” as part of a common defence policy. As such it
brought a consensus between France and the Great Britain, which in turn facilitated the launch of the
European Security and Defence Policy and the formulation of the Headline Goal.
Under this plan, the European Union pledged itself to be able to deploy rapidly and then sustain forces capable
of the full range of Petersberg tasks including the most demanding, in operations up to corps level (up to 15
brigades or 50,000-60,000 persons) in order to be capable of intervening in any crisis that could occur in an
area where European interests are affected.

The European Union, Conflict Prevention and Crisis Management: A Responsibility to Assist

99

With the adoption of the European Security Strategy in December 2003, EU Member States decided to set
themselves a new Headline Goal that reflects the evolution of the strategic environment and technology. In
May 2004, the EU defence ministers adopted a new plan known as the ‘Headline Goal 2010’.
The milestones identified within the 2010 horizon notably include:
- Establishing a civil-military cell within the European Union Military Staff (initiated in summer 2005).
The cell should have the capacity to rapidly set-up an operations centre for a particular operation;
- Establishing a European Defence Agency (July 2004);
- Completing development of the rapidly deployable EU Battlegroups;
- Developing quantitative benchmarks and criteria that national forces declared to the Headline Goal
have to meet in the field of deployability and training.
With respect to civilian ESDP capabilities, a Civilian Headline Goal 2008 was endorsed at the December 2004
European Council. The Civilian Headline Goal will be elaborated under the auspices of the Council. The PSC will
oversee the overall process. Civilian missions are foreseen to handle various types of monitoring missions as
well as providing support to Special Representatives of the EU. The civilian ESDP capabilities should be
deployable within 30 days of the decision to launch a mission. Such undertakings could be deployed
autonomously, jointly or in close collaboration with military operations.
HIGH REPRESENTATIVE FOR THE CFSP: created by the Treaty of Amsterdam, the post is held by the SecretaryGeneral of the Council, whose task is to assist the presidency of the Union in matters relating to the common
foreign and security policy.
The High Representative aims to allow the Union to express itself with greater visibility and coherence on the
international stage by giving it a more recognisable face and voice.
The High Representative also helps in formulating, preparing and implementing policy decisions by the Council.
He or she may conduct political dialogue with third parties, on the Council's behalf and at the request of the
Presidency.
INSTRUMENT FOR STABILITY (IfS): main thematic tool which provides for development cooperation measures, as
well as financial, economic and technical cooperation measures with EU partner countries in contexts of crisis
and emerging crisis on the one hand and of stable conditions for cooperation on the other hand.
In force since 1 January 2007, this strategic instrument replaces several instruments in the fields of drugs,
mines, uprooted people, crisis management, rehabilitation and reconstruction, as well as supporting the United
Nations Interim Mission in Kosovo and the office of the High Representative in Bosnia and Herzegovina.
Subdivided into a short- and a long-term component, its aim is threefold:
- On the one hand, it aims in a situation of crisis or emerging crisis, to contribute to stability by
providing an effective response to help preserve, establish or re-establish the conditions essential to
the proper implementation of the community's development and cooperation policies.
- On the other hand, it aims, in the context of stable conditions for the implementation of Community
cooperation policies in partner countries, to help build the capacity to address specific global and
trans-regional threats having a destabilising effect, such as proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and trafficking, terrorism and organised crime.
- In addition, it aims, in the same stable contexts, to ensure international and regional organisations, as
well as state and non-state actors' preparedness to address pre- and post-crisis situations.
NATIONAL INDICATIVE PROGRAMME (NPI): While Country Strategy Papers (CSPs) are the main strategic tools for
programming, national indicative programmes (NIPs) are a management tool to identify and define actions for
attaining the objectives set down in the CSP. Each CSP is accompanied by an NIP. The NIP may be an integral
part of the overall CSP document and acts as the executive plan of action for the strategy laid out in the
document. The NIP covers a period of several years (from 3 to 5 years depending on the applicable
regulation/agreement).
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The NIP notably specifies priorities within and across sectors; financial envelopes including, where appropriate,
the indicative timing and size of each instalment of Community contributions; specific objectives and expected
results for each area of cooperation; programmes to be implemented in pursuit of the objectives defined in the
CSP, intended beneficiaries and the type of assistance to be provided (e.g. macro-economic support, technical
assistance, training, investment, supply of equipment, etc); etc.
It is worth noting that, under the Cotonou Agreement, there exists a legal obligation for ACP countries to give
the NIP an operational content. This operational content falls under the responsibility of the EuropeAid Cooperation Office.
PETERSBERG TASKS: integral part of the ESDP, they were explicitly included in the Treaty on European Union
(Article 17) in 1997 following the integration of the Western European Union into the EU. They cover:
- humanitarian and rescue tasks;
- peace-keeping tasks;
- tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peace-making.
PILLARS OF THE EUROPEAN UNION: concept generally used in connection with the Treaty on European Union. Three
pillars form the basic structure of the European Union, namely:
- the Community pillar (first), corresponding to the three Communities: the European Community, the
European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) and the former European Coal and Steel Community;
- the pillar devoted to the common foreign and security policy (second);
- the pillar devoted to police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters (third).
The three pillars function on the basis of different decision-making procedures: the Community procedure for
the first pillar, and the intergovernmental procedure for the other two. In the case of the first pillar, only the
Commission can submit proposals to the Council and Parliament, and a qualified majority is sufficient for a
Council act to be adopted. In the case of the second and third pillars, this right of initiative is shared between
the Commission and the Member States, and unanimity in the Council is generally necessary.
POLICY PLANNING AND EARLY WARNING UNIT (Policy Unit): unit co-located in the Council Directorate of External
Relations, yet with a separate structure and reporting to the Secretary-General of the Council. It works with the
Commission to ensure coherence with EU trade/development policies. Its mandate includes:
o Monitoring and analysing developments in areas relevant to the CFSP;
o Providing assessments of the Union's interests and identifying areas for future focus;
o Providing assessments and early warning of events or situations that may have significant repercussions,
including potential political crises;
o Producing argued policy-options papers as a contribution to Council policy formulation.
POLITICAL AND SECURITY COMMITTEE (PSC): permanent body in the field of common foreign and security policy
mentioned in Article 25 of the Treaty on European Union.
It is made up of the political directors of the Member States' foreign ministries. Key activities include:
- Supervising the implementation of EU decisions in response to crisis conditions and being responsible
for crisis management under the direction of the Council;
- Exercising full political and strategic direction of a crisis management operation, either civilian or
military, where the Council has agreed a comprehensive framework for response;
- Sending guidelines to, and receiving advice from, the Military Committee and CIVICOM;
- For any given crisis, proposing overall EU strategy to the Council.
Under the responsibility of the Council, the Committee exercises political control and strategic direction of
crisis management operations. It may thus be authorised by the Council to take decisions on the practical
management of a crisis. It is assisted by a Politico-Military Group, a Committee for Civilian Aspects of Crisis
Management, and the Military Committee and Military Staff.
PRESIDENCY OF THE EUROPEAN UNION: is the responsibility for the functioning of the Council of the European Union
which is rotated between European Union member states every six months.
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There is no single president but rather the task is undertaken by an entire national government, hence that
state influences the direction of European Union policy during its term. Although it rotates every six months,
since 2007 the current presidency has worked with the last and next one on a common political program – the
so-called trio presidency.
This arrangement might disappear and being replaced by one single physical President elected for two and half
years if the Lisbon Treaty is ratified.
QUALIFIED MAJORITY VOTE: a qualified majority is the number of votes required in the Council for a decision to be
adopted when issues are being debated on the basis of Article 205(2) of the EC Treaty. Under the current
weighting system, the Member States with the largest populations have 27-29 votes, the medium-sized
countries have 7-14 votes and the small countries 3 or 4 votes. A decision requires at least 255 out of 345 votes
to be adopted.
As the various institutional reforms have taken effect, QM voting (QMV) has replaced unanimous voting, which
is less effective for developing an operational Community policy (veto risk).
SECRETARY-GENERAL OF THE COUNCIL OF THE EUROPEAN UNION: head of the Council Secretariat which assists the
Council of the European Union and the EU Presidency.
The tasks of the Council Secretariat include organising, coordinating and ensuring the coherence of the
Council's work and implementation of its annual programme. This involves 'traditional tasks', such as
arranging rooms and translation, but the Council Secretariat also, due to its experience and continuity, gained a
role as legal adviser and political counsellor to the EU Presidency.
The Council Secretariat plays a particularly important role when it comes to the Common Foreign and Security
Policy and the European Security and Defence Policy. Because the Member States were afraid of losing
sovereignty to the supranational European Commission, they have instead delegated authority to the Council
Secretariat in this policy area. Within the Secretariat's directorates there are a substantial number of people
working on foreign policy issues and the Secretariat is also home to the European Union Military Staff. Since
January 2007 the Council Secretariat even has its own independent Operation Centre.
SITUATIONS CENTRE (SITCEN): centre assisting the Policy Unit with tasks of monitoring developments and
providing early warning assessments.
It forms part of a joint civilian-military Crisis Management Centre and in ‘conditions appropriate to crisis
management,’ the Situation Centre directly supports the Political and Security Committee and the Military
Committee.
WESTERN EUROPEAN UNION: largely dormant intergovernmental defence and security organisation, established
on the basis of the Treaty of Brussels of 1948 - signed by the United Kingdom, France, Belgium, Luxembourg,
and the Netherlands, with the accession of West Germany and Italy in 1954. The WEU headquarters are in
Brussels. There are no formal ties between the WEU and the EU, but all WEU members are also EU members.
Originally, under the Amsterdam Treaty, the WEU was given an integral role in giving the EU an independent
defence capability, playing a major role in the Petersberg tasks; however that situation is changing. On 13
November 2000, WEU Ministers met in Marseille and agreed to begin transferring the organisation’s
capabilities and functions to the European Union, under its developing Common Foreign and Security Policy
and European Security and Defence Policy. Earlier, they already agreed the High Representative for the
Common Foreign and Security Policy of the EU was to be appointed Secretary-General of the WEU enabling
him/her to effectively oversee the ongoing transfer of functions from the WEU to the EU.
The full merger of WEU into the EU is not yet achieved. Even though functions such as crisis-management now
fall under the EU, wider membership could mean it continues to exist in some form for a while.
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2. THE DRC CONFLICT
ALLIANCE DES FORCES DÉMOCRATIQUES POUR LA LIBÉRATION DU CONGO-KINSHASA (AFDL): coalition of Congolese
dissidents, disgruntled minority groups and nations that toppled Zairian dictator Mobutu and brought LaurentDésiré Kabila to power in the First Congo War (1996-1997). While the group was successful in overthrowing the
Mobutu regime, the alliance fell apart after Kabila and his Ugandan and Rwandan backers turned on each
other, marking the beginning of the Second Congo War in August 1998.
ARMY FOR THE LIBERATION OF RWANDA (ALIR): Hutu rebel group made up of ex-FAR – former national Rwandese
army who carried out the 1994 genocide – and Interahamwe which later integrated into the FDLR.
BRASSAGE: process of integrating former belligerent troops into a new national army (FARDC) by breaking up
and dispersing throughout the country groups previously formed along ethnic, political and regional lines.
COMITÉ INTERNATIONAL D’APPUI À LA TRANSITION (CIAT): international committee created as a result of the InterCongolese Dialogue and the Pretoria Agreement in support of the Transition period. It was represented by
ambassadors of the 5 permanent members of the UN Security Council (China, United States, France, United
Kingdom and Russia) and of Belgium, Canada, South Africa, Angola, Gabon, Zambia, the EU, the AU and the
MONUC.
CONGRÈS NATIONAL POUR LA DÉFENSE DU PEUPLE (CNDP): political armed militia established by General Laurent
Nkunda in the Kivu region of the Democratic Republic of the Congo in December 2006. The CNDP was engaged
in the Kivu conflict, an armed conflict against the military of the Democratic Republic of the Congo. In January
2009, the CNDP split and Nkunda was arrested by his ostensible-Rwanda backers. The remaining CNDP splinter
faction, led by Bosco Ntaganda, has now planned to be integrated into the national army.
ESPACE PRESIDENTIEL: institutional arrangement provided by the Pretoria Agreement which gave the Congolese
President Kabila four Vice-Presidents (‘the 1+4’) acting throughout the Transition period. These were meant to
equally represent the major political-military forces present in the country and active during the DRC open
conflict between 1998 and 2003, and hopefully to bring some political stability after the violent conflict, at least
at the highest official level.
FIRST CONGO WAR (1996-1997): violent conflict launched in November 1996 by Laurent-Désiré Kabila and his
Alliance des Forces Démocratiques pour la Libération du Congo-Kinshasa intended to overthrown Zairian
dictator Mobutu Sésé Seko – objective reached in May 1997, thereby terminating the conflict.
FORCES ARMÉES DE LA RÉPUBLIQUE DÉMOCRATIQUE DU CONGO (FARDC): official name for the armed forces of the
Democratic Republic of Congo since the beginning of the Transition period. Its formation and integration was
one of the main objectives of the Transition period.
FORCES DÉMOCRATIQUES POUR LA LIBÉRATION DU RWANDA (FDLR): Rwandan Hutu rebel group formed in 2000 and
comprised mostly of former ALiR and other Rwandan Hutu armed groups. They are essentially based in the
Eastern parts of the DRC, and have in effect largely contributed to the destabilisation of the Eastern provinces
and the whole region.
GOMA AGREEMENT (23 JANUARY 2008): agreement signed between the Congolese government and over 20
different rebel groups, including the renegade general and priest Laurent Nkunda and the Mai-Mai, which
notably provided for a ceasefire, the withdrawal of troops from key areas in the East and the creation of a
program for the disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration of combatants into civilian life or in the
national army (FARDC).
INTERAHAMWE: extremist Rwandan Hutu militia group that committed the bulk of the 1994 genocide and still
particularly active in the destabilization of Eastern DRC.
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INTER-CONGOLESE DIALOGUE: forum put in place as a consequence of the Lusaka Agreement gathering the former
warring parties of the two Congo wars, and aimed at overcoming the political and institutional aspect of the
country and region’s crises. The exercise was supervised by former President of Botswana Ketumile Masire.
Although it reached some positive results (creation of the espace présidentiel, etc.) it took two years before it
effectively started (15 October 2001 – Addis Ababa).
LUSAKA CEASEFIRE AGREEMENT (10 JULY 1999): agreement signed by the Heads of State of Angola, the DRC,
Namibia, Rwanda, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe signed the agreement in Lusaka, Zambia. It is the first
official attempt to end the Second Congo War.
Its main provisions included the immediate cessation of hostilities; the establishment of a Joint Military
Commission, comprising the belligerent parties under a neutral chairperson appointed by the OAU to
investigate ceasefire violations, establish mechanisms to disarm militias and monitor the withdrawal of foreign
troops; the deployment of an 'appropriate' UN peacekeeping mission to disarm belligerents and provide
humanitarian aid to vulnerable populations (MONUC); the withdrawal of all foreign troops within a period of
nine months; and the initiating of an inter-Congolese dialogue in which the leaders of the various factions were
to resolve the political and institutional crisis and draw a new political dispensation in the DRC.
The agreement was eventually broken on various occasions by all parties involved, thereby protracting the
conflict in the region until the Pretoria Agreement would ultimately stabilise the situation.
MAI-MAI: local militia recruited along tribal lines, mostly in eastern Congo.
MIXAGE: process initiated in January 2007 to mix Laurent Nkunda’s platoons with those of FARDC to form new
brigades.
MOVEMENT OF LIBERATION OF THE CONGO (MLC): former rebel movement led by Jean-Pierre Bemba, now the
second largest political party in parliament.
MISSION OF THE UNITED NATIONS IN THE DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO (MONUC): UN peace-keeping force deployed
in the DRC in 1999 (UNSC Resolutions 1279 and 1290) – i.e. following the signing of the Lusaka Agreement – to
monitor the peace process of the Second Congo War, though much of its focus subsequently turned to the Ituri
conflict and the Kivu conflict.
The initial UN presence in the DRC, before the passing of Resolution 1291, was a force of military observers to
observe and report on the compliance on factions with the peace accords. As of 2000, the mandate was then to
monitor the implementation of the Lusaka Ceasefire Agreement and the redeployment of belligerent forces, to
develop an action plan for the overall implementation of the Ceasefire Agreement, to work with the parties to
obtain the release of all prisoners of war, military captives and the return of the remains, to facilitate
humanitarian assistance and to assist the Facilitator of the Inter-Congolese Dialogue.
Further info on the MONUC and its complete mandate on http://monuc.unmissions.org
PRETORIA AGREEMENT (16 DECEMBER 2002): all-inclusive political agreement signed by the various warring parties
of the two Congo wars negotiating within the Inter-Congolese Dialogue forum. The accord was essentially
seeking to institutionalise power-sharing within the Congolese executive power, through the creation of the socalled espace présidentiel.
SECOND CONGO WAR (1998-2003): violent conflict opened in August 2008 and set to overthrow Laurent-Désiré
Kabila – the self-designated president of the newly created ‘Democratic Republic of Congo’. Often referred to
as the ‘First African War’ given the number of participants (8 national governments, and about 25 rebel groups)
the conflict did not experience some serious stabilisation until July 2003 when the transitional government of
the DRC officially took oath.
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SUN CITY AGREEMENT (19 APRIL 2003): agreement signed between some of the warring parties in the Second
Congo War at the luxury South African casino resort of Sun City, as a result of the Inter-Congolese dialogue.
Delegates hoped that this would be a historic "final act," ending more than four years of war and setting up a
government of national unity.
The agreement laid down a framework for providing the DRC with a unified, multi-party government and a
timeline for democratic elections. Among other stipulations, the agreement allowed Joseph Kabila to remain
president of the DRC during a transition period of two years, extendable to three, with Jean-Pierre Bemba (the
leader of the MLC) serving as prime minister in a transitional government. This would lead to the first
democratic elections since those on independence from Belgium in 1960.
It was further stipulated that Kabila would share power with four vice-presidents - one from each of the two
main armed opposition movements, one from the government and one from the unarmed political opposition.
Ministries would be divided up and former opposition fighters would be integrated into the army and police.
After the conclusion of the accord, critics noted that there were no stipulations regarding the unification of the
army, which weakened the effectiveness of the agreement. There were several reported breaches of the
agreement, but initially it resulted in a reduction in the fighting.
There was also criticism that the delegates were not provided with a complete dossier of documentation at the
end of the agreement (such as minutes of meetings, commission reports and resolutions), which hindered
informed debate in the Congo. It was also felt that the principles which guided the formation of the follow-up
organs of the Sun City Agreement were not clear.
As subsequent events were to show (see Second Congo War), the Sun City Agreement did indeed not stop the
conflict.
TRANSITION PERIOD: period officially starting on June 30, 2003 through which the DRC would undertake a strong
constitutional reform with elections at all levels of power, and allegedly bring a new political order in the
country within a period of two years, with a possible extension of twice six months.
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