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The EU’s proposed Rapid Reaction Corps has received widespread media attention
(with the ‘European Army’) and academic assessment since it was first proposed in
the late 1990s.  By contrast, the development and significance of the EU’s civilian
crisis management policy has barely received coverage by analysts or the media, at
least until the start of the Swedish EU presidency.  As a consequence, the concept
of civilian crisis management or non-military crisis management is under-
thematized and deserving of further study.  It is within this context that three
project partners - Tampere Peace Research Institute, University of Tampere, the
Scottish Centre for International Security, University of Aberdeen and the Peace
Union of Finland - organized an international seminar entitled Non-Military Crisis
Management in Helsinki, 20-21 April 2001.  The seminar focussed on the concept
and its practical impact on European integration.  It has generated a collection of
papers that highlight key practical and conceptual aspects of EU non-military crisis
management policy formation.  They outline some of the obstacles, challenges and
potential solutions that are set to shape the effectiveness of this new policy
instrument.

At St Malo in December 1998 the notion of an autonomous EU capacity in crisis
management was introduced, and the non-military crisis response tools were
articulated at the Cologne June 1999 EU Summit.  The Presidency Report of the EU
Helsinki Council in December 1999 further institutionalised the process by
stressing the need to co-ordinate the civilian crisis management capability.  This
capability was defined at the Feira European Council of June 2000 to include
legislative, executive and judicial aspects through the deployment of civilian police,
humanitarian assistance, administrative and legal rehabilitation, search and
rescue, electoral and human rights monitoring.   In Lisbon 2000 the Committee for
Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management was created, along with a database of EU
civilian police capabilities, a ‘crisis cell’, and concrete targets for 2003 for the EU in
civilian crisis management.1  In May 2001 the EU Police Capacity Conference
addressed EU member states’ preparedness for the mobilization of 5,000 police by
2003, 1,000 deployable at a month’s notice on crisis operations.2  In Gothenburg in
June 2001 the EU Swedish Presidency will conclude with the agreement on
concrete targets to strengthen the rule of law, consolidate civilian administration
and civil protection.3

What type of threat or crisis requires external civilian crisis intervention? Liisa
Laakso has argued that ‘complex political crises’ will trigger an EU crisis
management response.4  These crises concern the survival of a political unit or
entity and are likely to involve intra-state violence that in turn exacerbates negative
and destabilising spill-over effects for EU states.  Such spill-over effects would
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threaten the values and interests of the EU and might include the uncontrolled
influx of asylum seekers, illegal trans-border trade, economic, environmental and
ideological threats.  The EU is prepared to use its ‘rich toolbox’ of ‘civilian
instruments’ in order to prevent conflict, manage crises and in post-conflict action
in non-EU European NATO countries, accession candidate countries, third
countries and other potential partners.

The deployment of EU crisis management civilian instruments into its 'near
neighbourhood' entails intervention in the poorly integrated, impoverished and
fragile Black Sea littoral state-building projects.  Economic ‘black-holes’, ‘frozen
conflicts’, and seriously destabilised weak and collapsed regions and de facto
political entities exist in Moldova (Transnistria/Dnestr and Gagauz Yeri), Georgia
(South Osetia, Abkhazia, Ajaria), Azerbaijain (Nagorno-Karabakh) and Armenia
(Nakhichevan).  Between 1988 and 1994, for example, 20,000 people died and 1.2
million were displaced as a consequence of the fighting between Armenia and
Azerbaijan.

Emergent states in the South Balkan region, particularly Albania, Bosnia and
Macedonia and quasi or proto-states such as Montenegro and Kosovo, can also be
considered all potential candidates for future EU civilian crisis management
capability.  One might be tempted to add to this list Chechnya, Dagestan, North
Osetia, Karbadino-Balkaria and the other republics of the ‘Southern Federal
District’ in Russia’s unstable North Caucasus region.

These various regions, protectorates and states can be characterised as pathological
political entities for a number of reasons:

♦  Firstly, transnational factors are as important as national/regional in
determining their relative stability.  The primary reason for this is the inter-
linkage between economic and political sources of insecurity and the ability of
elites within these entities to resort to violence as a means to secure their ends.

♦  Secondly, they have a demonstrably destabilizing and ‘contagious’ impact on
neighbouring states.

♦  Thirdly, although they are largely unrecognised and functional security appears
to be lacking, they are very real political entities directed by ‘messy networks’ of
actors and interests.

♦  Fourthly, they sustain pathological institutions – that is, institutions whose
institutional ethos undermines their institutional purpose.

♦  Fifthly, the personalization and perpetuation of power within enclosed elites
through the institutionalisation of instability appears to be the defining security
leitmotif.

Their pathological status renders civilian crisis management operations both
pressing and necessary but their implementation highly problematic.   It is clear, for
example, that as the KLA have failed to gain the independence of Kosovo through
the electoral process, they aim to fight KFOR troops within the province and spread
the fighting into Macedonia.  Similarly, if KFOR attempts to combat organized crime
and undermine the criminal clan networks within the region - prime funders of KLA
activity - then the KLA will engage KFOR.  Vladimir Putin in his interview with
Gehardt Shroeder noted:

You know, in my view, there is a very great danger because Europe is
effectively gaining its own little Afghanistan or Chechnya but not in its
remote reaches but right at its heart.  You know, the danger isn't just of
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drugs getting through although nowadays about 60-70% of drugs in
Western Europe do come in through Kosovo.  Nor is it a case of illegal
businesses, the arms trade or prostitution.  In my view, and I'm saying this
publicly for the first time, the main danger for Europe lies in the fact that,
given the transparency of its borders, it is virtually impossible to protect
them, because of the mountains.  The criminal redistribution of the
European economy could start from that territory.  It would be out of
everyone's control and the first victim could be Europe's small and
medium-sized businesses.  What do Europeans usually do? If they
encounter something illegal, where do they go?  To court.  But terrorists
have only one answer: a shot in the head.  And then they vanish into
uncontrolled territory and it would be very hard for Europe to fight this.  I
don't think Europe's ready for it.5

Taking another example, the Chairman of the Duma Committee for relations with
the CIS, Boris Pastukhov, bitterly criticised Tiraspol’s uncompromising stance in its
dialogue with Chisinau: ‘There were people in that region [Dnestr] who bank on war
and preservation of the current state of conflict.’  He noted that each day the status
quo is maintained brings political gains and money to politicians who delay the
negotiation process: ‘They are kings in this kingdom, where neither law nor good
breeding exists.’ 6

Thus, if we consider the potential second and third echelon EU candidate states
that stretch across an extended Black Sea arena, sub-regions that are
demonstrably ‘in crisis’ are clear candidates for EU Crisis Management intervention,
also lack necessary preconditions for effective intervention.  As a result, EU civilian
Crisis Management policies will be extremely difficult to enact effectively within the
pathological regions that litter the space into which EU enlargement is set to
integrate over the next two decades.

Two other general points can be made.  Firstly, as crisis management concerns both
military and non-military aspects, it appears foolish to consider these as separate
capabilities.  Rather it is more realistic to combine them.  The emphasis will be
‘from military to non-military’ crisis management instruments in the development of
any conflict prevention and resolution strategy.  This will leave the purely civilian
instruments for the internal stabilization of the EU itself.  Secondly, it is currently
unclear how the intervention of the EU’s Crisis Management instruments into non-
EU states can be legitimised. For this reason it is very important that one of the key
issues in Crisis Management development at the EU Gothenburg Summit will be
the relationship between EU−UN co-operation in the conflict prevention and crisis
management area.  At present the UN is responsible for the maintenance of
international peace and security and only the UN can claim to speak for the
international community.

Having identified some potential ‘credibility traps’ for the EU’s nascent crisis
management capability, and touched on some of the key debates and issues that
must be discussed and resolved between the end of the Swedish EU presidency in
June 2001 and deployment of the capability in 2003, let us now turn to the
individual contributions.

Erkki Tuomioja, Minister of Foreign Affairs, Finland, provides a brief overview of
the evolution of the concept of civilian crisis management as one of the EU’s foreign
and security instruments.  He argues that the successful deployment of this non-
military capability will contribute towards positive identity construction in the EU
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and strengthen its international political position.  He charts the progress achieved
during the Swedish Presidency of the EU (January–June 2001), in particular the
establishment of key priorities for the continued development of this instrument.

Jaakko Blomberg, Under Secretary of State, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Finland,
identifies the nature of crises which may trigger EU civilian intervention and
discusses three distinctive periods in which different types of intervention might be
appropriate: the conflict prevention, crisis management and post-conflict action
phases.

Sverre Stub, Ambassador, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Norway assess European
crisis management from a Norwegian perspective.  He stresses the interdependence
between military and non-military crisis management and notes that the nature of
the proposed interface between the military and non-military instruments has still
to be determined.  He argues that current peace operations can be divided into
three categories - military, civilian security, civilian - which he then discusses.

Johan Eriksson, Lecturer, Department of Political Science, Södertörns högskola
(University College), Sweden, and his colleagues analyse the relationship between
academic and practitioner contributions to the formation of Crisis Management
policy.  He argues that researchers must ensure they are working with rather than
for practitioners and that research is best communicated through teaching and
training. These are the only situations in which the scholar rather than the
practitioner is in control, and in which the culture of academe rather than politics
dominates.

Kaja Tael, Director General, Policy Planning Department of the Estonian Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, assesses the extent to which Estonian perspectives on crisis
management coincide with those of Finland and Sweden.  After noting that Finnish
and Swedish support for civilian crisis management has usefully highlighted
weaknesses in existing capacities, she then identifies Estonia’s experience of crisis
management.

Pinar Bilgin, Lecturer, Department of International Relations, Bilkent University,
Ankara, discusses Turkey’s role in the evolving European security architecture with
special reference to the debates on the recent EU move to develop military
capabilities for crisis management purposes.  She presents a brief overview of the
roles Turkey has played as a part of European security order during the Cold War
and then post-Cold War developments in Turkey-EU relations.  She argues that the
interest both Turkey and the EU have shown in the development of a European
military capability for crisis management purposes constitute yesterday’s answers
to tomorrow’s problems - which are likely to be radically different from those of the
past.

Stanislav Tkachenko offers a particularly Russian perspective on EU Crisis
Management.  He asks two questions: what are the crises that the EU currently
faces?  What are the crises that are likely to develop - particularly those on the EU’s
doorstep?  He provides a salutary lesson that the evolving EU Crisis Management
capability is inextricably intertwined with its use and with the EU's relations with
its neighbours.

Hanna Ojanen, Senior Research Fellow, Finnish Institute of International Affairs,
Helsinki, argues that the speed at which the EU has invested time, expertise and
finance to develop civilian crisis management capability presents potential
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difficulties.  Could it be, she asks, that by 2003 the EU is in need of a crisis – not
too challenging, but neither so insignificant to render intervention irrelevant – more
than the victims of the crisis require EU intervention?  Does the EU’s civilian crisis
management capability represent policy-making by default, a policy initiative as a
substitute alternative to developing an EU constitution or reforming the Common
Agricultural Policy?  She concludes by discussing the impact of the policy on EU
member states’ non-alignment strategies and non-EU states that wish to integrate.
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