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Preface

Precarious statehood-the inability of a state to enforce public order and to fulfill its international obligations-implies severe challenges to global security. At least since the terrorist attacks of 9/11, it has become clear that the risks posed by weak or failing states are not limited threatening the life of their own citizens or destabilizing their immediate neighborhood. The failure of a country to govern and control its territory jeopardizes security on a global scale. Such state weakness or failure often abets the emergence of lawless zones, which provide safe haven for international terrorism and organized crime. Just recently, the mounting danger of piracy attacks off the coast of Somalia underscored the international security implications emanating from precarious states.

Over the last ten years, there has been a growing awareness of the threats posed by precarious statehood and the international community has had to admit that its existing policy approaches do not suffice. In the face of the multidimensional and interdependent challenges that precarious states pose, some very basic questions have arisen: Whom should diplomacy address if there is no government present with which the international community could negotiate? What can development policy achieve if its projects within a precarious state fall victim to a hostile security environment repeatedly? And what purpose is served by military intervention if it succeeds in winning a war but fails to establish peace?

In suggesting answers to these questions, policy-makers and scientists in the West have become convinced that foreign-policy-related  instruments need to be realigned and a whole-of-government approach needs to be implemented in order to deal successfully with precarious states. This means relinquishing the existing division between diplomacy, development and defense in favor of a comprehensive approach that coordinates and combines civilian and military policy tools.

This book is an attempt to assess the extent to which both international organizations and states have lived up to the new insights of the “3D”-continuum and adopted strategies corresponding institutional settings and policy instruments to provide the necessary culture of policy coherence for tackling the problem of precarious statehood. On the national level, the cases studied are the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany and the Netherlands. All four countries have been, and still are, involved in peacebuilding and reconstruction in precarious states, albeit to different degrees. On the international level, the United Nations and the European Union were the obvious choices for a close scrutiny.

Hopefully, the lessons learned from whole-of-government approaches and the recommendations drawn from this survey will help both governments and international organizations to excel in dealing with weak and failing states, thereby making policy coherence a reality in risk assessment, decision-making and policy implementation.

It was a pleasure for the Bertelsmann Stiftung to work with so many outstanding experts during the project and we are most grateful for the dedication with which the authors of these case studies have supported this project. We are indebted to Reinhard Rummel of the SWP (German Institute for International and Security Affairs) for serving as commentator, especially for the chapter on the European Union. Special thanks are due to the two co-editors, Wim van Meurs and Hans-Joachim Spanger, for their advice and encouragement.
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The end of the Cold War radically changed both classic policies of national and collective security and international strategies for conflict management and the stabilization of precarious states. Initially, optimistic expectations of a peace dividend from defense budgets coincided with enhanced ambitions to move beyond “containment” and invest in sustainable solutions to protracted inter- and intrastate conflicts. The threat of Islamic extremism and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq have shattered any illusions of a peace dividend, redefined the parameters of national security and given strategies against state failure a new urgency.

The growing awareness of the complex and intertwined problems of human security, socioeconomic underdevelopment and governance deficits as root causes of precarious statehood made policy coherence the new mantra for Western national governments and international organizations. “3D coherence” requires institutions that once largely acted autonomously-defense, diplomacy and development-to exchange information, share resources and cooperate in strategy development and implementation. Meanwhile, it has become a truism that civil and military crisis management do not go together easily and that ill-construed development or humanitarian aid in an escalating conflict risks counterproductive side effects. Both the timing of initial 3D coherence endeavors and their results varied for each national government and international organizations, depending on institutional architecture and political culture as much as on the actual challenges in the field. The present study compares the institutional  implementation of the coherence agenda by four national governments-the United States, Germany, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands-as well as by two international organizations-the United Nations and the European Union.




The problem of precarious states and international interventions 

Foreign governments’ efforts to give the newly created states of the post-colonial era a lease on life, or to reconstruct war-torn states and societies, are old and new at the same time. For several decades, these efforts have been the business of diplomatic mediation, development assistance and military intervention, with the anti- as well as post-colonial wars of the 1960s and 1970s in Africa providing the most pertinent examples. However, much as the Cold War for most of the postwar period had spoiled any thought of a uniform approach by the international community, initially a need for harmonized and coordinated activities by relevant government agencies was scarcely recognized, in part because the relevant institutions, procedures and concepts were not yet in place.

Thus, military involvement either meant fighting a war, as in the cases of Vietnam and Afghanistan, or was confined to mere peacekeeping under UN auspices: third-party intervention (often, but not always, by military forces) to separate the fighting parties and keep them apart. Peacebuilding-that is, the long-term process of capacity-building, reconciliation, and societal transformation after violent conflict-was not yet on the agenda. The German Bundeswehr’s operations were even more restricted. Up until the first comprehensive missions at the beginning of the 1990s (UNTAC in Cambodia 1992- 1993 and UNOSOM II in Somalia 1993-1994), German armed forces were engaged globally in scope yet on a rather limited scale, with missions confined to humanitarian assistance and disaster relief.

Similarly, development assistance needed time to establish itself as a conceptually and institutionally distinct government activity, based on the assumption that development as an inevitably long-term venture required dialogue and partnership with the recipients in order  to properly identify local needs. This widely shared premise nevertheless led to quite different institutional results. Whereas in Germany, for instance, a separate Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development was established, the American agency USAID made it only to a branch within the State Department, and in the UK the development agency frequently changed its status in line with government composition. The repercussions on political decision-making varied correspondingly.

Conceptually, another paradigm shift occurred within the international development community in addressing the issue of governance. The popularity of the “developmental state” as the engine of growth in the 1960s and 1970s was followed by a trend away from the state when, in the 1980s, the efforts at “structural adjustment” set in. Toward the end of that decade, mitigating calls for “good governance” complemented these trends, thereby again giving greater weight to state institutions and their proper functioning. With the end of communism, propelled by the third wave of democratization, however, the focus shifted back to civil society. In the 1990s, this trend was accompanied by an emphasis on rewarding “good performers”-countries with relatively effective governments and sound macroeconomic policies-and a neglect of those “weak performers” that, almost by definition, were the ones most in need of aid and that originally gave birth to the notion of development assistance.


The peculiarities of engaging precarious states 

As an additional layer, concurrent with and encouraged by the end of the Cold War, dysfunctions of the state came to the fore. These have since gained prominence in world politics not only as a developmental but even more as a strategic challenge. One challenge has evolved around atrocities committed by states, as for instance in the case of Kosovo, encouraged by the concept of “human security.”1 This engen-dered  efforts to create a new international consensus around the right to intervene when states are not willing to protect their own citizens, and it has evolved toward a “responsibility to protect.”2 The second originated at the opposite end of the spectrum, with states not able to protect their citizens because of their inherent weakness or even collapse, Somalia and Afghanistan being cases in point. State collapse too entails large-scale human suffering and has serious repercussions for regional and, as turned out at a more advanced stage, even global security. Initially, this new phenomenon did not attract much attention; the Hart-Rudman Commission on US National Security back in 2000 was among the first to have ranked the “spreading phenomena of weak and failed states” among the primary “disruptive new forces.”3 Only in the aftermath of 11 September 2001 (9/11) was this widely recognized as “the leading menace on the globe.”4


Both variants of precarious statehood have not only called into question the legal foundations of the international system of states and the viability of states as an organizing principle of social life; they have also given rise to frequent calls for broad-scale intervention by the international community. Three basic justifications have been put forward: first, on ethical grounds, to end the suffering of people whose states do not perform their duties. Second is the development argument that those states cannot act as reliable partners in development cooperation. Third are security arguments that have been put forward in the narrow sense of the “war on terrorism” but also in the broader sense contained in the report of the UN Secretary-General’s High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Changes, which goes beyond    traditional concerns and includes, among threats to national and international security, “poverty, infectious disease and environmental degradation; war and violence within States; the spread and possible use of nuclear, radiological, chemical and biological weapons; terrorism; and transnational organized crime. The threats are from non-State actors as well as States, and to human security as well as State security” (A More Secure World 2004: 11).

Precarious statehood, though mostly located in the developing world, has been perceived as a challenge of a fundamentally different nature, with unique features that require new policy responses and approaches. The way that development, security and diplomatic instruments were used proved insufficient to reach the common goal: stabilizing and rehabilitating these countries. Whereas traditional development assistance is long-term and aims at gradual change, failed states are in need of both quick fixes to remedy the impact of failure and sustained efforts to address the root causes of failure. The former points to the immediate steps to be taken, namely reconstructing the basics of statehood and providing basic services, ordinarily with a strong security component; the latter points to the building blocks of stable statehood.

This requires combined efforts, coordinated activities and harmonized approaches within and among the relevant government agencies and international organizations. Many of these, including the UN, the OECD and the World Bank, as well as most donor countries, have developed conceptual thinking and practical approaches to engagement in precarious states. These unanimously stress peace-building and state-building as fundamental to development, focus international engagement on helping to build legitimate, effective and resilient state institutions, and emphasize the need for joined-up and coherent action within and among governments and organizations.

The concept of “precarious,” “fragile” or “failed” states is not consensual among donors and partner countries. The denominations have been varied and encompass a number of partially overlapping yet analytically distinct concepts regarding vulnerability: difficult aid partners (OECD); Low Income Countries Under Stress (World Bank);  poor-performing countries or weak performers (Asian Development Bank); fragile, failing or failed states (United States); countries at risk of instability (United Kingdom)-to name but a few. Accordingly, a large number of strategies have been issued with, however, only limited variance: The World Bank issued several papers on fragile states; USAID approved a strategy for fragile states; the African Development Bank in November 2006 issued a Proposal for Enhancing Bank Group Assistance to Fragile States in Africa; and the OECD Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC 2007a) approved the Principles for International Engagement in Fragile States and Situations, the most comprehensive approach to date. The main challenges posed by precarious states to donors’ engagement can be derived from these principles.


Security and development: It is widely recognized that security and development are interlinked: Security is a precondition for development, and security will not be sustained without a minimum level of development. Beyond the immediate security concerns, the DAC principles therefore maintain that international engagement in precarious states “will need to be concerted, sustained, and focused on building the relationship between state and society, through engagement in two main areas. Firstly, supporting the legitimacy and accountability  of states by addressing issues of democratic governance, human rights, civil-society engagement and peace building. Secondly, strengthening the capability of states to fulfill their core functions is essential in order to reduce poverty. Priority functions include: ensuring security and justice; mobilizing revenue; establishing an enabling environment for basic service delivery, strong economic performance and employment generation” (ibid.: 2).


Short-term and long-term needs: Precarious states harbor a peculiar combination of short-term and long-term, emergency and development needs that have to be addressed jointly. A rigid delineation between humanitarian and development actions, and between conflict and post-conflict phases, is inadequate. Moreover, quick-fix palliatives to long-term issues will not work. Additionally, when donors engage in fragile situations, they often establish parallel systems because government  systems are weak. A particular issue here is the potential gaps in service delivery. This is also reflected in the DAC principles, which call on civil society to “play a critical transitional role in providing basic services, particularly when the government lacks will and/or capacity.” However, such an approach can undermine capacity and state-building goals and therefore entails a delicate balancing act to which DAC also points: “Where possible, international actors should seek to avoid activities which undermine national institution-building, such as developing parallel systems without thought to transition mechanisms. It is important to identify functioning systems within existing local institutions, and work to strengthen these” (ibid.: 3).


Flexible engagement: On the one hand, assistance to precarious states must be flexible enough to take advantage of windows of opportunity and respond to changing conditions on the ground. On the other, the DAC principles caution that “given low capacity and the extent of the challenges facing those states, international engagement may need to be of longer duration than in other low-income countries. Capacity development in core institutions will normally require an engagement of at least ten years” (ibid.: 3) and improved aid predictability is considered of particular importance in these environments. Moreover, the specific needs of fragile states have shifted development actions to areas such as state-building, conflict prevention activities or reconciliation initiatives, which require a long-term engagement, not always with identifiable or quantifiable measures of success and impact that donors often adhere to for reasons of accountability, quantitative performance criteria and results assessments. And not least, the donors’ tendency to allocate huge amounts of aid in the short term following the end of a violent conflict, and to pull out in the medium term when absorption levels are increasing, is highly counterproductive.


Regional context: In cases of sub-national fragility (e.g., Darfur), or where cross-border issues are critical (e.g., the Great Lakes region), engagement needs to be sufficiently flexible to move to these levels, which poses organizational challenges for donors accustomed to working within the nation-state framework. Regional approaches are essential  to address specific issues, such as drug trafficking, crime, rebel alliances, refugee flows, illegal exploitation of resources and others.


No blueprint: Although the mutually reinforcing nature of poverty and governance failure is common to all precarious states, each context is different, which presents difficult policy challenges. Thus, countries are usually on different security and development trajectories that require different mixes of security and development policies specific to their needs, while international actors rely upon a standard set of policy tools that are not necessarily compatible. In this regard, the DAC principles stress that “[s]ound political analysis is needed to adapt international responses to country context, beyond quantitative indicators of conflict, governance or institutional strength. International actors should mix and sequence their aid instruments according to context, and avoid blueprint approaches” (ibid.: 1).


The whole-of-government agenda 

As has been outlined above, the challenges faced by precarious states are multidimensional and interdependent. Humanitarian aid, peace-keeping and peacebuilding, post-conflict reconstruction, curbing small arms proliferation, antiterrorist activities, fighting organized crime, alleviating poverty, reinforcing state institutions and promoting good governance, service delivery, containing diseases-all are simultaneously on a pressing agenda. As a rule, tensions and tradeoffs arise, which must be addressed when reaching consensus on the four core elements: upstream analysis, joint assessments, shared strategies, and coordination of political engagement. This underlines the need for international actors to set clear priorities and objectives. To make it operational, within donor governments a whole-of-government approach is needed, involving those responsible for security, political and economic affairs, as well as those responsible for development aid and humanitarian assistance.

Coordination and harmonization are therefore central, given the problems that uncoordinated and incoherent interventions can pose  in exacerbating tensions or undermining state-building efforts. Four levels of policy coordination may be distinguished: (a) intraministerial, which calls for coordination of all relevant programs targeting a given country within each donor ministry; (b) whole-of-government, which highlights coordination across relevant ministries; (c) interdonor, which refers to coordination among aid agencies and between aid and non-aid approaches across donors; and (d) donor-partner, which calls for alignment between donors and the partner countries’ needs and priorities.

The basic aim is to align the two distinct approaches that currently dominate responses to precarious states, each driven by different motivations and policy recommendations: (a) security concerns and short-term responses that focus on national security issues and aim at achieving immediate stability; and (b) development concerns and long-term assistance that emphasizes the significant challenges posed by precarious states to alleviate poverty and achieve the Millennium Development Goals. If these are not pursued in conjunction, the pursuit of one can easily undermine the efforts of the other, as demonstrated in Afghanistan, where the collateral damage of fighting terrorism and organized crime has severely undermined trust among the Afghan population toward ISAF and the new Afghan government.

The need for coordination and coherence has been widely recognized and has found expression in operational guidelines on the part of the military as well as the development agencies. The DAC principles as well as the OECD Policy Coherence for Development (PCD) initiative and the OECD Joint Learning and Advisory Process on Difficult Partnerships are cases in point on the part of development agents. The DAC principles not only call for whole-of-government approaches to foster close collaboration across the economic, development, diplomatic and security fields. They also focus on the organizational levels, where donors will have to create internal capacity to assess state fragility, respond quickly to volatile environments, build an adequate local presence and attract skilled staff to work in these countries. Not least with a view to crisis prevention, the aims are  “sharing risk analyzes; looking beyond quick-fix solutions to address the root causes of state fragility; strengthening indigenous capacities, especially those of women, to prevent and resolve conflicts; supporting the peace-building capabilities of regional organizations, and undertaking joint missions to consider measures to help avert crises” (OECD-DAC 2007b: 16). The OECD activities mainly address aid-related issues, such as its effectiveness, coordination among donors and actors at all levels, programming flexibility and aid impact. Nevertheless, notable progress has also been made toward harmonizing and aligning donor actions by enhancing coordination between development agencies and security forces operating in the same area. Development alone cannot succeed in stabilizing a failed state, any more than military intervention can rebuild destroyed political infrastructure. Therefore, this approach intends to promote policy coherence within the administration of each international actor.

On the military side, the notable example is NATO’s Civil Military Cooperation (CIMIC), which came about in the wake of the SFOR mission in Bosnia and is reflected in its basic document, MC 411/1. This defines CIMIC as “the coordination and cooperation, in support of the mission, between the NATO Commander and civil actors, including national population and local authorities, as well as international, national and non-governmental organizations and agencies” (NATO 2001). Applied to both Collective Defense Operations and non-Article 5 Crisis Response Operations, it aims at delineating respective responsibilities. Thus, CIMIC confirms that “normally” the military will “only be responsible for security-related tasks and for support to the appropriate civil authority.” In the “exceptional circumstances” of a failed state, however, it is ready “to take on tasks normally the responsibility of a mandated civil authority, organization or agency. These tasks will only be taken on where the appropriate civil body is not present or is unable to carry out its mandate and where an otherwise unacceptable vacuum would arise.” Recognizing the need for “integrated planning and close working level relationships between the military and appropriate civil organizations and agencies before and during a military deployment” both “in theatre and at Strategic  Command level or below,” CIMIC equally stresses the importance of “identifying and sharing common goals” at an early stage and calls for transparency in order to avoid the risk of tensions within the civil-military relationship that would be detrimental to the overall goal.

The inherent tensions between the imperatives of military operations and development activities have been mentioned above. Yet tensions also arise because military personnel often act as development assistants in those environments-repairing buildings, digging wells, clearing roads, facilitating the return of refugees, or even improving local education-but the military refuses to be considered part of development assistance.




From ideals to implementation: institutionalizing policy coherence 

Combining short-term stabilization and long-term transformation, whole-of-government approaches demand high levels of coordination for an extended period of time. But this has proven very difficult to achieve. The reasons are manifold. Within donor countries, policies are usually generated separately by ministries, each having different organizational cultures, goals, languages, methods and approaches. The cultural and institutional differences between security/military and development institutions are particularly great. There is discrepancy of mandates and variance in time horizons and missions’ frameworks. Thus, military and security interventions tend to focus on short-term actions and limited timeframes, while development is regarded as a long-term venture. Many times, donors also support projects that do not add up to support a coherent strategy. The same happens between departments or bodies in multilateral agencies. In many cases, this has led to incoherence at the strategic level, for instance between arms exports and conflict resolution efforts, or between trade and development objectives. And not least, the suspicion with which parts of the development and security community regard each other is still a stumbling block.

Therefore, it has been widely noticed that so far only little progress has been made toward proper integration and coherence of military and development objectives and methods within donors’ strategies and actions. There still appears to be a disconnect between the policy rhetoric about integrated approaches at the international level and policy realities at the national and field levels.

In this book, our basic aim is to identify best practices and, on that foundation, to elaborate recommendations for improving the overall record of addressing precarious statehood by joined-up government efforts. This requires first taking stock of strategic concepts and institutional arrangements and then turning to the gap between declaration, operational guidelines and implementation. As case studies, we selected four donor countries, largely for pragmatic reasons. The UK’s whole-of-government and pooling approaches are widely perceived-not only by analysts, but also by political strategists searching for a blueprint-as the prototype of successful policy coherence. Conversely, most EU governments tend to contrast their strategic approach to weak or failed statehood with the US strategy and its propensity for military fixes. Correspondingly, in Europe the American process toward policy coherence is largely perceived as a contrastive model. The Netherlands represents a less well known concept of policy coherence, modeled along the lines of the British example, that has received ample praise from experts. With the more cautious and incremental 2004 Action Plan “Civilian Crisis Prevention, Conflict Resolution and Post-Conflict Peacebuilding,” Germany has become a role model in its own right. We included two international organizations in the case studies not only because they are deeply involved in the crisis management of failed states, but also because they add an important element to the need for international coordination. These are the EU, which is the international organization with the most elaborated institutional framework, and the United Nations, where international coordination has to take place with active participation of the precarious states themselves.

Each of the six case studies-four national governments (US, UK, Germany and the Netherlands) and two international organizations  (EU and UN)-is based on two related sets of analytical questions. The first set concerns the agenda and the process-the orientation of the political agenda of policy coherence and the dynamics of its institutionalization and implementation over the past decade. The second set concerns the outcome-the net results of the process-and takes stock of the current state of play, both institutionally and in terms of procedures relevant for precarious-state5 strategies and cooperative procedures for the entire conflict cycle.


The agenda and the process: The key question pertains to the emergence of precarious or failed states and the related rise of policy coherence on the political agenda since the end of the Cold War, identifying the structural factors behind these issues and the political agents driving the agenda. Additionally, the survey addresses the position of those driving (or obstructing) the coherence agenda in the respective political and administrative hierarchies-not least in terms of sustainability versus dependency on individual political actors and temporary windows of opportunity. In the same vein, factors of political culture and institutional setup that either facilitate or impede the process toward enhanced policy coherence and interagency cooperation are identified. The specific qualifications and terms used to define the issue-ranging from “state failure” and “peacebuilding” to “civil-military cooperation” and “post-conflict reconstruction”-are linked to the traditional sectoral, policy-area and geographic priorities and preferences vis-à-vis precarious statehood as well as their impact on the coherence process.


Institutions and procedures: An equally relevant question concerns the (level of) institutionalization of precarious-state issues and how policy coherence is represented in the current institutional arrangements. The report focuses on new procedures and agencies to enhance coherence in policies, objectives, engagement criteria and divisions of labor consolidated in (joined) strategy documents. More specifically, new agencies or mechanisms are analyzed with special   attention, on the one hand, for the political-hierarchical status of representatives commissioned to a coordinating agency and, on the other hand, for the existence of public outreach and the availability of entry points for civil-society organizations. The assessment of the coherence procedures, moreover, concerns all policy stages, ranging from early warning and risk analysis to political agenda setting and decision-making, as well as to directing and evaluating actual missions in the field. Evidently, key factors determining the effectiveness of precarious-state strategies are recruitment and training of staff, access to risk assessments and (shared) early-warning mechanisms, and (pooling of) budgetary resources. The survey also assesses the current priority, acceptance and momentum of the policy-coherence agenda in each polity: Is the commitment to coherence real or largely window-dressing? Eventually, the issue of the quality of cooperation and coherence concerns both the intra-institutional level and joiningup with other national, regional and international actors.

The addressees of the present study and its survey of “lessons learned” are national governments and international organizations that are only just broaching the issue of policy coherence, as well as others that are developing a follow-up strategy to enhance the quality and scope of integrated approaches to precarious statehood. The recommendations combine lessons learned concerning the drivers and caveats in establishing the coherence agenda from the first set of questions and the operative experiences of the various institutional arrangements in specific polities from the second set. In particular, the national case studies have been chosen to represent a broad range of institutional preconditions in order to ensure the applicability of the recommendations to other European polities.

In recent years, for most Western governments policy coherence has become a widely accepted strategic objective in dealing with weak and failing states, both within the EU-27 and in North America. Upon closer scrutiny, however, the urgency of making the obligatory mantra of policy coherence a reality in risk assessment, decision-making and policy implementation varies significantly from capital to capital. Each government, moreover, has defined quite distinct achievables  based on national institutional architectures, political traditions and strategic preferences. Despite the consensus in principle on the desirability of policy coherence, understandings of the way to proceed and actual progress toward the predefined targets demonstrate more contrasts than similarities among the four selected countries (the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany and the Netherlands). The objective of the present section is to explain the differences in policy objectives, institutional choices and actual progress made.

The main caveat of the comparative analysis concerns the issue of effectiveness in terms of real, demonstrable outcome in the consolidation and stabilization of precarious states in the Balkans, Africa or Asia. Effectiveness per se is not at issue here; it becomes a factor only if and when a government or an agency fields “ineffectiveness” or “inefficiency” in producing results in the target countries as an argument to champion more or a different kind of interagency policy coherence. A second caveat concerns international coherence and cooperation among national governments and/or within the relevant international organizations. These issues will be dealt with below from the perspective of the respective intergovernmental organization, with the United Nations and the European Union as pioneers in policy coherence for precarious-state strategies.


National governments and policy coherence 

In order to explain both the national processes toward policy coherence over the past decade and the mid-2007 state of play, we have based the present analysis on a triangle with three clusters of relevant factors: legacies of formative experiences in weak-state policies, preexisting constellations of the relevant institutions, and the political agency driving the process. The first cluster encompasses “legacies” of past formative experiences, ranging from colonialism and decolonization to 21st-century terrorism. The second, “institutional,” cluster concerns the national political traditions and institutional architecture that may or may not be conducive to cross-departmental coherence,  such as the relative political weight and institutional autonomy of the 3D ministries of defense, foreign affairs and development cooperation, as well as the relative importance of the corresponding interlocking or interblocking of ministries. The third cluster of “agency” factors includes the drivers of the coherence agenda and their motives as well as those of institutions and agents paying lip service to coherence while obstructing the process.

Informed by this triangular taxonomy, we describe the four national trajectories toward policy coherence and the present outcomes on the basis of the country reports and analyze them individually in terms of political-culture legacies and institutional architectures. Next, we draw conclusions concerning key facilitating and obstructing factors, lessons learned and best practices, identifying realistic coherence models for given types of national constellations.


The United States: Policy coherence and its three protagonists 

In the case of the US government, the Department of Defense became a major driver of a coherent failed-states strategy, following up on President George W. Bush’s 2002 acknowledgement that the United States is threatened by weak states rather than by conquering states. The Department of Defense’s imprint is clearly visible in more than one respect. The security bias has resulted in a rather narrow definition of the object. Whereas the terms “weak,” “failing,” “fragile” or precarious” statehood imply a broad range of instruments, including both humanitarian aid and international policing, the standard US term “failed states” refers to the predominance of risks for regional and international security, a vacuum of state authority (“ungoverned spaces”) and safe havens for terrorists. The prioritization of post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction was clearly linked to 9/11, but the traditional US aversion to “nation-building,” on the one hand, and the stark prioritization of post-conflict management over preventive strategies tackling the root causes of precarious statehood, on the other, proved major stumbling blocks in the process toward an integrated strategy.

Given the sudden strategic and security relevance of precarious and failed states after 9/11, USAID endeavored to set the agenda and produced a number of documents on policy integration (such as the 2005 “Fragile States Strategy”) as an interdepartmental coherence exercise and a potential nucleus for a whole-of-government approach, only to be sidelined by the State Department’s 2006 turn toward “democratization” as the new, potentially over-ambitious policy objective and a basis for the integration of policies and resources. Since then, USAID has lost most of its institutional autonomy and become more closely aligned with the Department of State under a director of foreign assistance doubling as deputy secretary of state. His coordinating mandate within the State Department, however, remains somewhat undefined. The most powerful drive for policy coherence came from the Pentagon, triggered by 9/11 but exacerbated by the subsequent quagmire of nation-building in Afghanistan and Iraq. Thus, three key players contended for control over an ambiguous policy-coherence agenda after influential senators had forced the issue upon the administration in 2003-2004. Typically, the conflicting strategic outlooks, policy priorities (security vs. poverty reduction, democratization vs. governance) and taboos (e.g., nation-building for the Department of Defense) of the three leading agencies effectively forestalled progress toward real coordination and cooperation.

The constraints on the power of the Director of Foreign Assistance and the Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) founded in 2004 as the potential key player in policy coordination (both of these at the State Department) have downscaled the net results of the institutional innovation. The lack of strong-handed support from the White House for civilian post-conflict management created an atmosphere around the potentially dominant newcomer permeated by backtracking and obstruction by the established institutions. The S/CRS was to be responsible for all strategizing, coordination, deployment and monitoring for civilian involvement in coordination with the US military. By 2006, the mandate of the underfunded and understaffed agency had been scaled down to civilian capacity-building and deployment. In terms of staffing and resources,  the Pentagon is clearly the dominant player in integrated policies for precarious states, and it increasingly considers civilian post-conflict operations part of its mandate.

As a consequence, comprehensive strategies and cross-agency cooperation only emerge on an ad-hoc and country-by-country basis for high-profile crises of state failure and violent conflict. Despite the traditional priority-setting and coordinating mandate of the National Security Council, in Washington the policy-coherence agenda is blocked by the standoff of at least three aspiring lead organizations: the Pentagon, the State Department and USAID. Thus, each driver of policy coherence maintains its own early-warning mechanisms, and the S/CRS lacks additional pooled resources as a catalyst for concerted preventive action. Both the recent exceptional experiences in intense interagency cooperation in Washington and innovative modes of cooperation in the field in Afghanistan and Iraq (e.g., Provincial Reconstruction Teams) have failed to translate into a broader strategic vision and operational routines for precarious states as such or to erode interagency barriers in the US administration. In sum, despite the demonstrable urgency of enhanced coherence from the experiences in Afghanistan and Iraq, no qualitative progress beyond political rhetoric is to be expected before the new US president takes office.


The United Kingdom: Policy coherence as the prime minister’s recipe 

In Europe, Tony Blair’s Labor government took the lead in developing a coherent institutional and procedural arrangement for dealing with precarious statehood. Political culture, partly drawing on a recent past as a global power and colonial empire, goes a long way in explaining Britain’s vanguard attitude; public opinion and most politicians expect Britain to take the lead and get actively involved in major crises. After the end of the Cold War, this attitude got the British government involved in a whole range of precarious states throughout the world, especially in sub-Sahara Africa and the Balkans-providing tragic, but formative, experience with state failure. A broad consensus  in favor of a more coherent, proactive and long-term strategy existed across party lines. The 1997 Blair administration even made policy coherence vis-à-vis precarious states and related conflicts a high-profile priority (as well as a recipe for several other complex policy areas) and was ready to face the political risks involved. This trend evolved quite separately from the counterterrorism surge following 9/11: Antiterrorism made the trend more pronounced, but it was not the initial trigger of policy coherence.

In one corner of the 3D triangle, the prominent and transparent Security and Defense Review of the late 1990s underlined the added value of conflict prevention and post-conflict state-building. At the other end, the Department for International Development (DFID) again became a ministry in its own right with ample human and financial resources, separated from the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO). Thereafter, DFID and the minister responsible have taken on a leading role, driving the coherence agenda and appealing to the other agencies by emphasizing the unique competencies and resources of each partner in a successful precarious-state strategy in the 2000 DFID review “The Causes of Conflict in Sub-Saharan Africa.” With the prime minister’s backing, DFID set out to consolidate the well-established programs for development in conflict-prone regions, eager to live up to its leading role in strategy development and policy making in the relevant international organizations. At the same time, the new 1997 Labor government pushed for an integration of the development-driven agenda with the manifold UK participation in peace missions, partly as an alternative to the US Department of Defense model. In contrast to the increased funding for DFID, tight budgetary constraints constituted a major incentive for the MoD to seek interdepartmental cooperation and burden sharing. Last, but not least, joined-up government constituted a major mantra for the Blair administration as a whole, not only for precarious-state strategies. Thus, the major push for reforms and for the corresponding policy documents was initiated before the UK got involved in the American war on terror, without transforming the strategies for precarious states and policy coherence.

Over the past decade, all three relevant ministries (FCO, DFID, MoD) have undertaken major institutional reforms. Within DFID, the Conflict and Humanitarian Affairs Division (CHAD/CHASE) became a coordinating nucleus with responsibility for policy development, capacity-building and program assessment. The coordination for all relevant government agencies was allocated to the FCO, consolidated in the 2003 agenda-setting UK International Priorities strategy for the FCO that dealt in large part with issues of relevance for precarious-state strategies. Similarly, the 2004 ministerial reorganization again reflected the political priority of these issues. The main innovations now in place, however, concern interdepartmental funds and coordination rather than intraministerial coordination-the Conflict Prevention Pools (CPPs) initiated in 2001 for Africa (African CPPs, run by DFID) and the rest of the world (Global CPPs, run by the FCO). CPPs facilitate and promote coherence and coordination by joining funds, analysis and strategies. The pooled resources from the ministries are substantial enough to induce cooperation, but not large enough to pose a threat to the autonomy of the institutions. In practice, the experiences with CPPs varied widely-from sharing out the pooled resources to genuine cooperation and divisions of labor on the basis of joint analysis and strategizing, thus contributing to a mutual understanding and gradual convergence of institutional cultures. Apart from the attraction of supplementary funding as such, the pools (though relatively small compared to the overall 3D budgets) have an additional edge, as they are able to react to a crisis more quickly and flexibly than the established ministerial mechanisms.

The 2004 political effort to establish a Post-Conflict Reconstruction Unit (PCRU) as a dominant actor in this high-profile and increasingly important dimension of precarious-statehood policies testified to the risks of dominance. Despite political backing, the newcomer’s combined strategy-development and mission-planning and -implementation roles provoked the resistance of the established units within the relevant ministries. In 2006, the PCRU was redefined to a complementary and facilitating role instead of a controlling and domineering role. Nevertheless, the PCRU deserves credit for enhancing  the coherent staffing of post-conflict civilian missions (not only in Afghanistan and Iraq) as well as for making progress in bridging the civil-military divide in policy implementation.


Germany: The diplomacy-development divide 

Arguably, the identifiable drivers of the coherence agenda in Germany are located outside of the government. On the one hand, it has been the academic and civil-society community dedicated to peace research and conflict management whose agenda became a focal point in the creation of the Red-Green coalition government in 1998. On the other hand, the progress made by the European Union and the United Nations in implementing policy coherence clearly left a mark, too. With its strong preference for civilian approaches and multinational frameworks in conflict management, the German government was compelled to import the relevant international organizations’ agenda of policy coherence (e.g., the 2003 European Security Strategy, the UN Report of the High-level Group and OECD-DAC). Consequently, Berlin was a latecomer in policy coherence, with next to no initiatives prior to the war on terror. More importantly, the agenda lacks a strong, high-placed protagonist within the governmental institutions. The German priority often seems to be coherence within international organizations or among national governments rather than the (potentially more challenging) task of in-house coordination within and among national governmental institutions. National initiatives were driven by the need not to be out of sync with developments in the relevant international counterpart (OECD-DAC for the Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development, the European Union for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs) rather than a genuine surge to bridge the interministerial divides.

Like most other European countries, Germany has not produced a unified strategy defining procedures and priorities vis-à-vis precarious states; the October 2006 White Paper by the federal government (initiated by the Ministry of Defense) is the closest thing to an integrated  security strategy. The mechanisms currently in place reflect the diplomacy-development fault line. The Action Plan “Civilian Crisis Prevention, Conflict Resolution and Post-Conflict Peace-Building” and its Interministerial Steering Group for Crisis Prevention have a strong long-term development and civilian impetus, whereas interministerial cabinet-level coordination and the Federal Security Council only come into play once a local crisis has escalated into a potential threat to regional and international security. The institutional process that began in 2000 with the federal government’s comprehensive concept on Crisis Prevention, Conflict Resolution and Post-Conflict Peace-Building and culminated in the 2004 MFA-driven Action Plan of the same name reflected both the shift in foreign-policy views under the 1998 coalition of the Social Democrats and the Green Party and the first formative experiences in complex international intervention with subsequent international civilian and military administration. The very first experience, the Kosovo war, marked the first months in office of the new government; next came missions in Afghanistan and other crisis regions. The corresponding institutional innovations, however, strictly followed a departmental logic: The 1999 Civil Peace Service belongs to the Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ), the zivik project fund for CSO initiatives to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as well as the independent ZIF (German Center for International Peace Operations), founded in 2002. In the current coalition of Social Democrats and Christian Democrats as a rare “grand coalition,” the SPD holds both the MFA and the BMZ.

The generic political tradition of institutional compartmentalization and a relatively high degree of ministerial autonomy, along with the rivalry over competencies between the MFA and BMZ, constitutes a key factor in the dynamics of the German policy-coherence agenda. Essentially, the most likely driver for policy coherence would have to be the Federal Chancellery. With the junior partner in any government coalition usually claiming the influential and prestigious post of foreign minister, these two inherently never belong to the same political party. In the current coalition of Christian Democrats and Social Democrats, moreover, each party tends to identify with one half  of the security-development fault line. In terms of objectives and responsibilities, Division 210 for “Peace Building and Crisis Prevention; Foreign and Security Policy,” founded in 2002 in the BMZ, comes closest to a nucleus for cross-departmental coordination covering the 3D spectrum in dealing with precarious states. The Interministerial Steering Group, with representatives of all government ministries and chaired by the MFA Commissioner, has the institutional potential and location to develop into a nucleus of cross-departmental coordination, with the Advisory Board for Civilian Crisis Prevention as an entry point for civil-society organizations and think tanks. Its actual role, however, has been marginal at best; many essentially cross-departmental activities covering the 3D spectrum in dealing with precarious states are being pursued independently of each other within respective ministries. The same applies to the BMZ Cross-Sectoral Strategy for peacebuilding inspired by OECD-DAC principles.

Without high-profile well-placed politicians embracing and pushing the agenda, however, policy initiatives and practical cooperation have tended to take on a case-by-case practice, limited to the lower echelons; they lack the political weight to design formalized procedures and institutional arrangements for consultation and cooperation. The peculiarity of German political sensitivity on military engagement has given prominence to issues of peacekeeping training and civil-military cooperation to “soften” the issue. Paradoxically, the stalemate between the MFA and the BMZ seems to have given issues of cooperation with the military side a more prominent position than in other European countries, albeit with a strong civilian impetus. Similarly, the same stalemate seems to have contributed to Germany’s exceptional position in welcoming, at least formally, and institutionalizing civil-society input, a shortfall in the British and Dutch approaches.

The net outcome in Berlin comprises case-by-case discussion groups as an element of policy coordination and most prominently the often-featured Action Plan as a collection of 161 initiatives. Without the backing of real commitment on the part of all key agencies, these groups run the risk of becoming obligatory talk shops, despite  the superficial similarity to the British and Dutch approaches. The ambition of the Action Plan is clearly below the level of coordination-stocktaking and communication is the first step toward policy coherence. The actual pilots selected by the Interministerial Steering Group within the framework of the Action Plan to a larger degree pointed in the same direction as the British and Dutch priorities: Security Sector Reform (in Indonesia) and a interdepartmental country group (for Nigeria), yet overall the zooming in on selected geographic or sectoral priorities is less pronounced in the German case. In view of its combined advisory, coordination and early-warning responsibilities, the Steering Group was clearly understaffed and underfunded. In sum, mainstreaming joined-up procedures is at an early stage in the German political institutions and largely limited to specific countries or regions-with the PRTs in Afghanistan as an obvious exception. To begin with, each relevant institution maintains its own early-warning and risks analysis mechanisms. The strict separation of budgets also constitutes a disincentive for more coordination. Without distinct competencies, a critical mass of resources of its own and demonstrable political backing, the Steering Group is bound to duplicate rather than synergize the precarious-state programs of the manifold institutions involved. Consequently, the minimalist objective of interagency transparency motivating the Action Plan may well be the realistic target, given the current circumstances, and could potentially prepare the ground for more ambitious projects in terms of policy coherence in the future.


The Netherlands: A polder model in precarious-state strategies 

Typically, in the Netherlands (as in the UK) the push for integrated policy vis-à-vis precarious states predated the terrorist attacks of 9/11 and was mainly motivated by the enhanced opportunities for structural solutions to complex issues of state weakness, especially in Africa in the post-Cold War era. The first government report championing an “integrated policy” dates back to 1993. The push, moreover,  originated with the Directorate-General for International Cooperation (DGIS). Ever since its inception in the 1960s, development policy had been the responsibility of a cabinet-rank minister, but his “ministry” had the status of a directorate-general (DGIS) within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Recent policy papers on precarious-state strategies bear the signature of development policy, too. The Netherlands’ policy thinking was aligned with the DAC Principles for Good International Engagement in Fragile States and Situations, the OECD-DAC strategies and the “do no harm” agenda for development cooperation in post-conflict states. In the 2003 report Mutual Interests, Mutual Responsibilities, signed by the Minister for Development Cooperation, structural solutions for poverty as the root cause of conflict and state destabilization clearly take precedence over military and diplomatic conflict management.

In response to the events of September 2001, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in The Hague commissioned the 2004 advisory report  Failing States: A Global Responsibility with a different impetus, focusing on criteria for military engagement and transitional justice in conflict prevention and post-conflict reconstruction and reconciliation. As of today, the Netherlands has no explicit “failed states strategy” as such, with the 2005 joint memorandum Reconstruction after Violent Conflict of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs, Development Cooperation, Defense and Economic Affairs as a next best. The integration of the “Ministry” for Development Cooperation into the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which predated the end of the Cold War, has been conducive to policy coherence from a development rather than a security perspective. Despite the Netherlands’ engagement in Afghanistan (Uruzgan) and Iraq, these two missions are largely considered exceptional cases of nation-building, with limited implications for the Netherlands’ overall vision on policy coherence and its civilian dimension and without upsetting established development-policy biases.

In terms of institutional and procedural coherence, strategy development over the past 10 to 15 years has resulted in targeted, partial innovations or testing grounds for integrated policy making and implementation-some country-based, some sectoral. The coordinating  Steering Committees or the “pooled” Stability Fund and the Fund for Theme-based Cofinancing, managed by the Foreign Affairs and Development Cooperation respectively, constituted the main innovation along the lines of the British model. A strong tradition of relative budgetary transparency, low thresholds between the agencies and case-by-case interagency teamwork certainly facilitated the introduction of joined budget lines and steering committees.

In addition to Afghanistan, the Western Balkans has become a focal region for the Netherlands; despite the absence of a substantial colonial past in Africa, so have the Great Lakes region and the Horn of Africa. More recently, policy coherence has taken on a sectoral approach. Sectoral strategies for security sector reform (SSR) or for disarmament, demobilization and reintegration (DDR) in post-conflict states (and the PRTs in Afghanistan) undeniably call upon the combined competencies and resources of the military, intelligence, judiciary and development communities alike. The same applies to another preferred sector of Dutch policies for precarious states-civilmilitary cooperation (CIMIC) in basic post-conflict governance and reconstruction by peacekeeping forces.

In sum, the Dutch approach to policy coherence has remained development-driven, incremental and pragmatic, without fundamental institutional and procedural reorganizations other than substantial pooled funds and an intensification of interagency working groups for priority topics and countries. Correspondingly, the typical absence of a written doctrine may be seen either as a weakness of the polder model, shying away from an explicit contrasting of differences in approach, or as a pragmatic optimum solution, directing political will toward issues of potential cooperation rather than divergence.


International organizations and policy coherence 

We have outlined the difficulties that nation states encounter in developing an adequate institutional architecture for the proclaimed necessities of policy coherence vis-à-vis precarious states. The characteristics  of international organizations exacerbate these difficulties. The present comparative study includes the United Nations and the European Union as the two most relevant and paradigmatic organizations as far as precarious-state strategies are concerned. The UN and the EU may differ substantially in the length and character of their involvement with weak or failing states and even in their disposition as an international organization. Nevertheless, as far as strategies for policy coherence are concerned, the interagency rivalries or tension between the intergovernmentalist inclination of the member states and the supranational autonomy of the international organization are striking.

Each of these two organizations exhibits the fundamental problems outlined above: The agendas and structures of its foreign, security and development policies are largely unconnected. In addition, neither organization has its own military resources. When they undertake a peace mission, they must rely on troops contributed by their member states. Although this prevents the military from dominating the 3D constellation, it does not lead to greater coherence, because the decision-making processes of the member states themselves become the problem.

This is particularly true for the UN as a sui generis organization that has no competencies, such as decision-making powers, independent of its member states. But the necessity for consensus is also a factor in the EU; although its decisions in regard to the internal market and broad areas of its trade policy and development policy are supranational, that is, independent of its member states, it still depends on the vote of member states when it comes to foreign and security policy.

For both organizations, the possibility of developing a coherent policy conflicts with their member states’ insistence on maintaining as much control as possible in all matters. Even from the organizational standpoint, this insistence impedes greater coherence. Both in the UN and in the EU, this can be deduced from the many structures, sub-organizations, and instruments that are less the outcome of strategic thinking or an overarching objective logic than the result of proportionality considerations and conflicts of interest among member  states. What ensues is an almost unfathomable overlapping of responsibilities, all in the name of protecting the member states’ influence. The frequent conflicts among competencies within the organizations have a similarly paralyzing effect, and the various internal structures are more often engaged in doggedly guarding their turf than in working together to seek strategic coherence or synergies in the use of human and financial resources. This weakens both organizations, making it difficult to develop coherent policies in regard to precarious statehood.

As in the national case studies, the impediments in the EU and the UN clearly argue for a bottom-up approach that-based on the specific coherence requirements for selected nations-could ensure a certain amount of coordination and communication among the various agencies of the two organizations.


United Nations: Willing but too many 

The United Nations’ institutional architecture consists of a broad network of departments, agencies, programs and funds, each with its own organizational and working culture. Most relevant for the UN’s approach to precarious statehood are the Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), the Office for the Coordination of Human Affairs (OCHA), and the United Nations Development Program (UNDP). Also involved in dealing with precarious statehood are the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF). Given this diversity, it becomes clear that coherence has to be seen, on the one hand, as a problem of internal coordination among the different bodies and policy fields within the UN and, on the other hand, as an issue of coordination among the member states, not least the veto power of the Security Council.

In 1997, as a major top-down reform surge, Secretary-General Kofi Annan started to regroup the various institutions under four headlines: peace and security, economic and social affairs, humanitarian affairs and development. These pillars are coordinated by executive  committees and include the different corresponding agencies and departments that act as an interface for actors on the ground. Besides this reorganization, in 2000 the “integrated mission” concept tried to provide more coherence by concentrating the authority of all activities for a certain mission within the post of the Special Representative to the Secretary-General, who exercises overall guidance. Although more or less effective, these improvements did not solve the decisive strategy problem.

The UN’s strategy problem became most visible in the many conflicts of precarious statehood after the Cold War ended. Time and again, the UN had to face the fact that it was powerless to restore peace and guarantee stability. Not only was the UN considered the international organization with foremost responsibility for these issues; in addition, the ambitions and hopes for sustainable solutions rose as the Cold War and its proxy conflicts came to an end. Early on, long before 11 September 2001, the UN therefore undertook a review of its instruments and strategies. This is reflected in the report An Agenda for Peace, published in 1992 by UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali, as well as the Brahimi Report released in 2000.

Although both reports were remarkably open and very self-critical in their analysis of previous missions, drawing conclusions about ways to strengthen and improve the UN’s institutions to ensure greater coherence and hence greater efficacy, these recommendations would not lead to practical steps until Kofi Annan’s second term (2002-2006).

Crucial to this development was a third report, released in 2004 by the High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change, but also the growing realization within the international community as a whole after the terrorist attacks of 9/11 that global conditions had changed so much that ensuring peace and stability required a comprehensive approach. This had to include measures to surmount the previous lack of strategic thinking and sustainability and, most of all, the prevalent fragmentation of responsibilities and instruments. Hence, the High-level Panel’s central recommendation was to establish a new permanent body, the Peacebuilding Commission (PBC), and bring relevant actors together to form a coherent approach to face these  problems. This new Peacebuilding Commission should be backed by an analysis unit, the Peacebuilding Support Office (PBSO), and a Peacebuilding Fund so that it could rapidly start efficient activities.

Yet, on the basis of these seemingly good preconditions, even the process of creating the PBC became a struggle among the member states about its role and composition. The outcome, in 2005, was the establishment of an independent but intergovernmental body with only advisory function instead of a subsidiary UN organ with own status and decision-making power (A/RES/60/180 and S/RES/1645). Pressure for the membership to be equally represented created another obstacle to more coherence and especially to more flexibility, namely the composition and size of the PBC. With over 50 members, up from the initial plan for about 30, the Commission’s size has had a paralyzing effect.

A further hope was that the PBC could ensure more coherence between the different intergovernmental organs of the UN itself, especially the Security Council, the General Assembly and the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC). Although deep-seated mistrust among these institutions thwarted this ambitious goal, the PBC could still establish itself as a forum alongside the Security Council that is able to advocate a more coherent response, combining terms such as peace-keeping, transition, recovery and development in one single approach for post-conflict situations, particularly in a phase when the Security Council is still occupied with hard security issues.

The future of the PBC as the core of the new UN peacebuilding architecture is an open question. The most positive result of the process is that the problem of coherence has finally been recognized. Likewise positive is that with the founding of the PBC, for the first time security and development are regarded as two sides of the same coin (e.g., DDR and SSR alongside community rebuilding). However, the PBC also provides some lessons as far as coherence strategies are concerned. Already during the creation process it became obvious that the PBC would end up as a compromise between the interests of individual intergovernmental actors and those of the member states. There was no thorough elaboration of the role the PBC should play;  ambiguities in its mandate and competencies seriously weakened its position. The collision of internal interests likewise impeded progress toward greater coherence. Nevertheless, when dealing with new, individual cases of precarious states in conflict, where fewer programs and institutions are already in place, such as Burundi or Sierra Leone, the PBC has a chance to find its role and prove its added value. UN peacebuilding has to get away from the laundry-list approach to a definition of strategic priorities. In this respect, the PBSO and its ability to provide a comprehensive strategic analysis may play a pivotal role in the future.


European Union: Two pillars and still no bridge 

In terms of foreign and security policy, the EU is a late bloomer. Not until the Maastricht Treaty of 1992 did it establish foreign and security policy as a separate pillar, despite the misgivings and resistance of more than a few member states. They feared a further loss of sovereignty and prestige in this important area of state activity. Accordingly, the foreign and security policy was not made a community competency under the European Commission; instead, it has remained under the sole authority of the European Council and hence of the member states.

Here it must be kept in mind that the EU has been active in the field of development policy since its founding and considers this a community competency and a Commission responsibility. The goals of democracy promotion, good governance, development, security and peace that were set from the start are all goals that must also be pursued in overcoming precarious statehood. In the past, however, the instruments that the Commission has wielded for this purpose have concentrated on “nonpolitical” measures-not surprisingly, given the EU’s complex web of governance structures. At the forefront of these measures were support for infrastructure projects as well as humanitarian aid and disaster relief. Furthermore, in matters of economic development and democracy promotion, the EG/EU concentrated  its capacities and resources mainly on countries in its immediate regional neighborhood and on accession candidates.

This partition of responsibilities-foreign and security policy under the Council and hence the member states, development policy under the Commission-represents the fundamental problem that has hitherto hindered efforts to achieve greater coherence in dealing with precarious statehood, among other issues, and to combine the instruments of diplomacy, security and development in a single comprehensive approach. In addition, the separation of tasks into supranational and intergovernmental competency areas has led to the development of different political cultures in their administrations over the years, which tends to heighten the competency conflicts between the Commission and the Council.

The most recent (though so far twice failed) process of reforming the EU, from the rejected constitution to the Treaty of Lisbon that Ireland’s No to ratification has put on hold, included an attempt to alleviate this conflict. The new office of a foreign minister was created; like Javier Solana as High Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), the foreign minister is directly responsible to the Council and hence the member states. At the same time, he serves as vice president of the Commission. This double-hatted position for the first time unites the Commission’s foreign policies relevant to conflict prevention, post-conflict management and reconstruction with the instruments developed under the Council, namely the CFSP and the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP), thereby coming closer to the aspiration and mandate for policy coherence. Thus, for the first time the EU could potentially have the desired capacity to wield the entire range of instruments for dealing with weak states-from trade policy and diplomacy to peacekeeping or rule-of-law missions-in unison.

Should this realignment not take place, the EU would rely on its own options for effectively projecting stability and security-if necessary, also through military missions-at its borders as well as on a global scale. After all, in every previous round of expansion it has demonstrated the capacity to execute a coherent and therefore largely  successful strategy for transformation and stabilization under the Commission’s leadership. While this approach cannot be transferred line for line to more distant or far more conflict-ridden regions that cannot be offered the prospect of EU accession, it does underscore the EU’s fundamental potential for complex management processes.

In the development of its foreign and security policy and, in the larger sense, its policy toward the challenges of precarious statehood, the EU-far more than has been demonstrated for the UN-is driven by external circumstances as well as its own missteps. The fact that foreign and security policy became an EU task at all can be attributed chiefly to the way EU member states failed in the Balkans. The buildup of its own diplomatic and military conflict resolution capacities as well as new coordination bodies among the member states in the 1990s should be regarded for the most part as a result of the lessons learned in the Yugoslavian conflicts. In introducing special representatives for specific regions or conflicts, the EU not least oriented its structures on those of the UN. And for the EU as well, a bottom-up, case-specific coherence strategy proved to be a useful approach.

After Yugoslavia, the next important impetus for further developing a common foreign and security policy came with the 9/11 terrorist attacks and the subsequent interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq, which put EU policy coherence to a hard test. In response to this crisis, in 2003 the EU adopted the European Security Strategy, the first comprehensive attempt to take stock of security policy challenges and of how the EU intended to respond as a foreign and security policy actor of global stature. In the ESS, the EU also spoke officially for the first time of state failure as one of the new security policy challenges, although it has not yet countered this phenomenon with a horizontal strategy of its own. Rather, the Council gave the Commission until the end of 2009 to present an implementation plan for how the EU would best respond to “situations of fragility,” as the circumstances of precarious statehood have come to be described.6


As EU member states endeavored both in and through the Council to adapt their foreign and security policy to the new setting and above all to coordinate it better, the Commission began a parallel effort to reform what was, in line with its competencies profile, a rather technocratic approach to development policy for precarious states. In addition to more technical aid, this new orientation led to a host of programs and projects, some in cooperation with the UN or with NGOs, that now also directly addressed issues of promoting democracy, respecting human rights, protecting minorities, and good governance more generally. With programs targeting security sector reform or mine clearing, however, the Commission also directly took up areas of security policy that the Council had claimed for itself.

But during this period the Commission did more than take over new topics and tasks so that it could frame its prevention and conflict resolution efforts in the necessary larger context of diplomacy, development and security. It also subjected itself to a coherence strategy that seeks to unite the various general directorates and agencies with their various policy instruments and, not least, development coffers-an urgently necessary step, given the fragmentation within the Commission. How well it can actually perform under the requirements set forth in the so-called 3C precepts (coordination, coherence and complementarity) remains to be seen. As at the UN, so also within the Commission, career considerations and jealousy between individual directorates as well as turf battles between the commissioners and their cabinets lead to a considerable loss of synergies.
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