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Introduction

Scholarly research and political practice explicitly devoted to crisis management
have emerged simultaneously.  Crisis management has always been an element in
political practice, and several classical studies were published twenty or thirty
years ago (Allison, 1971, 1999; Brecher, 1978; Lebow, 1981; Snyder and Diesing,
1977).  Today, however, the field is rapidly becoming more salient and
institutionalised in both academia and policymaking, particularly in Europe.  The
ECMA (The European Crisis Management Academy) held its first biannual meeting
in 1999.  In the policy world, the most obvious example is the recent development
of a military as well as non-military crisis management capability within the
European Union.  Crisis management has become common currency in
contemporary Euro-speech.  This parallel development of crisis management as a
separate orientation in research as well as in policy begs the question of how these
two worlds interact, how they shape and influence each other.

The overarching aim of this paper is to elaborate the conditions under which
scholarly research on crisis management might contribute to policy practice.  The
theory-practice relationship obviously involves a lot more than this, for instance
whether scholarly research even under the most benign circumstances can
contribute to practice.  Perhaps it is in the very nature of policy practice to be
haphazard, incrementalistic and short sighted, rather than systematic, reflective
and foreseeing?  Perhaps it is pure luxury to think of scholars making policy
recommendations on issues about which they have only theoretical knowledge and
seldom or never any first hand experience?  Or is the whole idea of contributing to
practice flawed not on functional but on normative grounds?  Perhaps scholars
should resist the siren song of policy relevance for their own reasons - to protect
their integrity and perspective - assets that arguably require distance rather than
proximity?  Though we have chosen to focus on the conditions under which
scholarship may contribute to practice, we are not unaware of these additional
aspects and problems of interaction between theory and practice.  Moreover, this
interaction works both ways - the experience of practitioners is often enriching
theory.

Therefore, we consider contribution to practice as a much wider concept than
simply giving recommendations on policy alternatives.  Research results can be
disseminated into the practical sphere through many channels.  One such avenue
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is through writing textbooks, giving lectures, arranging courses and simulations.  It
is not only through impacting directly upon the formulation and execution of policy
or through engagement in public debates that the scholar can contribute to ‘better
practice’.  Not to be forgotten is the classic academic responsibility of teaching and
advising generations of students; the future practitioners in the field.  Furthermore,
a close relationship between scholarship and policymaking should not be equated
with theory influencing practice.  Not every contribution from academia is based on
scientific research.  We argue, however, that teaching and training, as opposed to
other forms of interaction with practitioners, are particularly useful for
communicating research to practitioners.  The reason is that in these situations, it
is the scholar rather than the practitioner that is the authority, and it is the culture
of academe rather than politics that dominate.

In what follows, the general debate on the relationship between theory and practice
in international relations is reviewed.  This involves asking if there is something
special about crisis management that sets it apart from other fields or from more
general notions of relations between theory and practice.  The answer to this, it will
be argued, is both yes and no.  There are indeed some features of crisis
management research that make it especially relevant for policy practice.  We
attempt to show this by reconstructing the history of CM Europe (Crisis
Management Europe) - a Swedish crisis management project developed in close
cooperation between academia and government.

However, there is still a need for a conscious method of communication and
translation from theory to practice, and vice versa.  Moreover, despite its special
features, crisis management studies encounter many of the general obstacles in
bridge building between theory and practice.  Some of these have to do with the
different organising principles, cultures, and preferences of academia and the policy
world.

Widening the Concept of Contributing to Practice

We make the case for a widened concept of contributing to practice.  The roles in
which scholarly contributions can be produced goes beyond providing policy
analyses, acting as crisis manager, mediator, or commenting on current events and
policies.  Teaching and training present and future policymakers are equally
important channels for contributing to practice.  Though this point has been made
before (Hill, 1994; Smith, 1997: 509; Said, 1995; Wyn Jones, 1999), it is our
impression that the still dominating image is that of an expert lending princely
advice on how to act in a given situation.  Though taking part directly in a crisis
management process as analyst or decisionmaker are very significant avenues of
influencing practice, we would like to emphasise some of the more subtle channels.

One important bridge between the sphere of research and the sphere of practice is
through teaching and training of present and future operatives in the area.
University teachers meet and get to know a considerable number of
students/voters/future policymakers.  The impact a teacher might have on the
political commitments of students should not be underestimated.  When we have
the privilege to train civil and military leaders, as in the work at the National
Defence College, we have the opportunity to frame the mindsets and influence the
operational repertoires of future crisis managers of an entire country.  This is quite
different from formulating or implementing policy, or engaging in public debate.
Teaching and training imply a long-time perspective, quite different from the
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shortsightedness characterising the policy process.  While an actual crisis
management is carried out over a few days or even a few hours, research and
teaching requires months and years.  Being free of the responsibilities of doing
something to solve an acute problem, teachers and researchers have time for
reflection and perspective, things that are pure luxury during an actual crisis.

Scholars are seldom in a position to redirect policy or reallocate resources.
Academics turned policymakers, like Kissinger, are very rare.  Power as force or
coercion is therefore not available to most academics.  Through teaching and
training, however, they may shape the preferences and worldviews of their
audience.  This approximates to Steven Lukes’ third dimension of power - the
power to influence the minds of people - that is quite different from enforcing
policies against the will of others (Lukes, 1974).  This is about socialisation, or
trying to convince people, as opposed to persuasion and coercion.  Education is one
of the best channels for achieving this.

In our perspective, teaching and training are the primary vehicles for
communicating research to practitioners.  These channels avoid the indirect and
arbitrary nature that usually characterises interaction between scholars and
practitioners.  When scholars act as policy analysts, advisors, experts and
speechwriters, they might have a greater impact on the actual formulation and
implementation of policy in a given situation.  However, as argued above, the
influence is not only arbitrary and indirect, but also rarely based on scientific
research.  In teaching and training, the influence of the scholars is much more
substantial and also more systematically based on research - given that this is
what the scholars wants to contribute with.  The reason is that in teaching and
training it is the scholar who sets the norms rather than the policymaker, and the
culture of academe is more likely to dominate than the culture of politics.

Even when the situation is under control by the scholar as in teaching and
training, impact on practice is not guaranteed.  The type of knowledge and the way
it is communicated are also important.  A noteworthy example of scholarly
competence that can be communicated is conceptual clarification.  This can be
illustrated by the experience of Annika Björkdahl, a young doctoral candidate
writing a PhD thesis on conflict management and simultaneously working as an
official at the Foreign Ministry.  She told us that she had managed to influence the
official Swedish definition of conflict prevention, and that her proposal was based
on her own research and understanding of the academic literature on the subject.
In addition, she successfully contributed to making a ‘culture of conflict prevention’
a highlighted aspect of the official policy (Swedish Foreign Ministry, 1999).  Another
example is professor emeritus and then senior analyst Nils Andrén (2000).  He gave
an illustration from the early days of his career at the Defence Research
Establishment.  Once he had commented on a draft of a policy paper including
definitions of types of conflict, and successfully convinced the responsible people
that a ‘cold war’ is not a type of war - which the authors had been arguing - but
actually a peacetime condition.

The emphasis on conceptual clarification corresponds to the first of George’s three
criteria of ‘policy relevant’ research: conceptualization of strategies, generic
knowledge, and actor-specific behavioural models.  A conceptual model of strategies
provides a general understanding of the requirements for diagnosing strategic
problems.  It identifies the critical variables to be considered in policymaking, and
identifies the general logic of how strategies work in typified situations.  However, it
cannot predict specific outcomes in actual situations.  Generic knowledge is derived
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from systematic empirical observations and experience.  Importantly, generic
knowledge should take the form of conditional rather than probabilistic
generalizations, for policymaking must be adapted to particular situations rather
general probabilities.  Actor-specific behavioural models emphasize the
idiosyncrasies of particular actors that policymakers try to influence.  They replace
the superficial assumptions of general rationality that policymakers as well as
rational choice theorists attribute to other actors.  (George, 1993: 115-134, 137-38)

The three types of knowledge contribute more to the diagnosis of a problem, than to
the prescription of viable policies.  It is precisely this kind of situational analysis
that policymakers need and which scholars can contribute.  This is also what crisis
management research can provide, as will be discussed in the subsequent section.

Moreover, these types of knowledge are only an input to, and not a substitute for,
the judgements which policymakers have to employ when formulating and
implementing policies (George, 1993: 21, 116, 138-39).  In contrast to scholars,
policymakers cannot only consider the analytical rationality of a suggested policy,
but must also take into account political support, trade-offs, timing, and other
policymaking resources.  The emphasis on scholarly knowledge as input rather
than substitution is nicely captured in George’s model.

We will now combine these general notions and insights with experience from the
CM Europe project.  Reconstructing the history and experience of this ongoing
project illustrates special features of crisis management research and training as
well as general opportunities and obstacles of bridging theory and practice.  First,
however, the national context of the general relationship between academia and
policymaking will be briefly reviewed.

The National Context of Theory & Practice: Sweden in
Comparative Perspective

Scholars from US and British contexts heavily dominate the literature on the
relationship between academia and policymaking.1  The result of this is that some
of the observations made in this debate are presented as generalisations, while
actually being representative of very specific communities.  Therefore the
idiosyncrasies of national contexts must be highlighted - a prerequisite for
discussing the experience of crisis management research in Sweden.

The US represents one end of the scale, where scholars and policy-makers have
many personal contacts and institutionalized opportunities for going back and forth
between the two worlds.  The open, transparent and high-turnover nature of the US
governmental system has made it possible for many academics to practise what
they are theorizing about, and for practitioners to do research about what the have
been practising.  These individuals, often referred to as ‘in-and-outers’, are going
back and forth between, on the one hand, a university or an institute, and, on the
other hand, the White House, the State and Defense Departments (Rosenau and
Sapin, 1994: 126-27).  It is noteworthy that these meeting places and individuals to
a large extent are located in or nearby Washington DC.
                                                     
1 There are hardly any studies available of the relationship between academia and
policymaking in other countries.  On exception is the anthology edited by Girard, Eberwein
and Webb (1994), in which not only the US and Britain are examined, but also Germany,
France, Russia, Austria, the Netherlands and Sweden.
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In Britain the interaction between academics and practitioners is also relatively
frequent, though not to the same extent as in the USA.  A majority of British IR
scholars have personal contacts with foreign policy practitioners.  Most of them
meet with their counterparts on a regular basis, and quite a few feel they have had
an impact on British foreign policy.  At the same time, however, ‘mutually negative
images’ of academics and practitioners prevail in Britain, and the interaction
appears to be more valued by the scholars than the practitioners.  In addition, for
instance the Research and Analysis Department of the Foreign Office provides
policy-makers with an in-house capability, which might result in a feeling of self-
sufficiency.  Nevertheless, the general picture is one of relatively frequent
interaction between scholars and practitioners in Britain, particularly in or within
the vicinity of London (Webb, 1994b).

One important reason for the comparatively close relationship between academia
and policy-making in the USA and Britain is that both countries have very large
communities of IR scholars, and also a more diversified IR scholarship than in most
countries.  As Eberwein puts it: ‘The greater the internal differentiation and thus
the degree of specialization, the greater the frequency of exchange with
practitioners’ (Eberwein, 1994: 159).

The situation is radically different in other countries.  In France, the frequency of
interaction between academics and practitioners is almost negligible.  Girard
describes this with reference to the incompatibility of the traditional roles of state
elites and intellectuals in France (Girard, 1994b).  French practitioners, especially
the foreign policy-makers, have developed a particular elitist culture, the majority
of which have gone through the National School for Administration (the ENA).
Academics, on the other hand, have nurtured a traditional French intellectual role
as critics of authority.  The lack of interaction between scholars and practitioners is
even more apparent in Russia, although the reason here is mainly the weakness of
newborn academia in general and IR scholarship in particular (Tiulin, 1994).
Austria also shows a rather limited exchange between scholars and practitioners.
Though some contacts exist, these have hardly developed into the advisory or
expert functions that can be observed in other countries (Quendler, 1994).

Somewhere in between these two extremes we find the Nordic countries, Germany,
and the Netherlands.  In these countries there are many examples of both formal
and informal bridge building.  Advisory bodies, working groups and commissions of
inquiry consisting of both scholars and practitioners are quite common.  In
addition, institutes of international affairs and foreign policy think tanks are
important meeting places between the two worlds.  (Eberwein and Hörsch, 1994;
Everts, 1994; Nygren, 1994)

In Sweden, for example, a great many scholars from all over the country participate
as experts in public commissions of inquiry, as commentators in the media, and as
teachers and trainers of future decisionmakers.  Indeed, it could be seen as part of
Swedish academic culture to contribute to practice, particularly by providing expert
advice to public commissions of inquiry.  In contrast to the dominating position of
Washington DC and London in the US and British contexts, respectively, it is
hardly a controversial statement that Stockholm does not dominate the interaction
between academia and policymaking in Sweden.  Though we cannot provide
compelling evidence, we may at least give some illustrations.  Of this an example is
the Department of Political Science at Göteborg university, located on the Swedish
west coast.  Without doubt, the members of this department are some of the most
visible in the Swedish media (Bjereld, 2000; Eriksson, 2000).  In addition, several of



M22

Dr Johan Eriksson, Dr Eric K Stern & Professor Bengt Sundelius

24

them take on the role as experts in governmental commissions.  Of this merely one
example is Ulf Bjereld who at this time of writing participates in the governmental
commission on the intelligence service.  Another example is the Department of
Political at Lund University, located in the south of Sweden.  Prominent members of
this department, such as Lars-Göran Stenelo, Christopher Jönsson and Magnus
Jerneck, have contributed to several governmental commissions of inquiry.  In
addition, for several years Jönsson has been a member of the Foreign Ministry
board that appoints applicants to the diplomatic career.

These observations contradict Bertil Nygren’s analysis of the role perceptions of
Swedish academics with IR as their specialty (Nygren, 1994).  It is important to
address this, since Nygren is the only one who has published a fairly recent
account of this subject in the English language.  In his view, there is very huge gap
between scholars and practitioners.  He basis his conclusion on an awkward
illustration of the Swedish institute of International Affairs (SIIA) which in his view
has failed to build a bridge between theory and practice (Nygren, 1994: 105-107).
First, Nygren’s account of the SIIA is misleading.  He disregards the fact that
several institutional and individual links exist both between universities and the
SIIA, and between the SIIA and the policy world.  As an example of the former, an
ambitious research programme on foreign and security policy, funded by the
Foreign Ministry, has existed for some ten years, and has produced not only a long
series of research reports (including several doctoral dissertations), but has also
systematically communicated the results to the world of policy.  The latter has been
formalized through a consecutive series of seminars and workshops with
researchers as well as practitioners participating.  In addition, on a weekly basis
distinguished academics as well as prominent policymakers from all over the world
hold public lectures and engage in debates at the SIIA.  Whether this has made an
impact on actual policy is another question, but the SIIA is definitely a linking pin
between academia and the world of policy.

Second, Nygren makes the fatal mistake of generalizing about academia and
policymaking in Sweden by discussing only the SIIA.  That there are several other
channels of contact has already been indicated.  The following section on crisis
management research and training gives further insight into how scholarship and
practice are bridged in this country.

Bridging Gaps & Building Communities: The CM Europe
Project

Crises and crisis management have always fascinated students, scholars and
practitioners.  The classic exemplar of this genre is the Essence of Decision (1971,
1999) by Graham Allison.  The Cuba crisis inspired a group at Harvard to analyse
in depth this case of highly dramatic and in the end effective crisis management.  It
has been widely used as a text, also in Sweden.  Policy makers have drawn on the
analytical approaches of the volume to sort out the complex features of policy
making in high stakes situations.  Bureaucratic politics, organizational inertia and
balanced critical deliberations within small groups are different avenues of research
coming out of this book.  To the Swedish group the 1981 Whiskey on the Rocks
submarine crisis served as the point of inspiration for a major investment in the
study and training of crisis management eventually leading to a special centre at
the National Defence College.
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As we launched the CM Baltic/Europe programme in close collaboration with the
Swedish Agency for Civil Emergency Planning, our governmental partners and we
agreed upon four closely related goals:

1. To promote the development of crisis studies (as a multi-disciplinary academic
subfield) in Sweden.

2. To promote national and transnational dialogue between the scholarly and
practitioner communities in Europe.

3. To encourage scholars and practitioners from other European countries
(especially from the new democracies of Northern Europe) to document, analyse,
and share knowledge of their crisis experiences.

4. To promote confidence building and the development of a capacity for
political/operational collaboration among the governments of the region.

Let us discuss each of the goals and the steps taken thus far in their pursuit in
turn.

Developing Academic Crisis Studies in Sweden
As we began this program, relatively little work on civil crisis management was
being done at Swedish universities in the field, especially in political science - our
own home discipline.  In order to build networks among researchers and to reach
out to colleagues doing similar work in other disciplines, a number of conferences
and workshops were organized.  In particular, we found a small community of
scholars working on problems of crisis communication, risk perception/analysis,
and leadership.

In addition to our efforts to collaborate with several existing centres of excellence in
Sweden, we chose to focus on senior undergraduate and junior graduate students
as a pool of potential talent for building our subfield.  Over a period of several
years, we offered the best and brightest students we could find the opportunity to
participate in our collaborative research effort.  Candidates were asked to prepare
case research proposals (under our supervision and following guidelines given to
them).  The most promising candidates and proposals were given the opportunity to
participate in a two-day training workshop held at a conference facility near
Stockholm and subsequently to revise their proposals.  The revised proposals were
considered as application for modest 'stimulation grants'.  The recruits conducted
their research over a roughly six-month period stretching from the end of spring
term to the middle of the autumn term.  During this period the new research team
met frequently for seminars and had extensive opportunities to meet with the
project leaders for collective and individual advising.  At the end of the research
cycle, a few of the most outstanding case writers were offered an opportunity to
work on a part time basis for the programme as apprentice analysts and trainers.
As of early 2001, three such predominantly Swedish case research groups have
been run involving nearly forty such young talents.  Over a dozen outstanding
journeymen crisis analysts have been hired on a part or full time basis.  One PhD
has been completed with the support of the programme, four analysts have been
accepted to highly competitive doctoral programmes, and many more have
continued on to Masters studies or entry-level positions in the Swedish public
administration.

Promoting Dialogue Between the Two Cultures
Ironically, a scientific method - if it is the right method - can help to build bridges
to practice.  We are, of course, referring to the case research method.  Like us,
practitioners tend to reflect upon experience in terms of cases - which serve as
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precedents, sources of strategic and tactical inspiration/warning, and performance
benchmarks.  As is well known, practitioners vary in terms of their knowledge of
history and the degree of sophistication with which they draw upon it (Neustadt
and May, 1988; Vertzberger, 1990; Khong, 1992).  As a rule however, they tend to
have respect for this type of knowledge and are sympathetic to our own more
systematic efforts to collect and draw lessons from practical experience - to develop
a ‘case bank’ to be exploited for both scientific and policy relevant purposes.  In
doing case research, practitioners are a tremendous asset as sources of information
about cases and contexts under study.  We draw (not exclusively, of course) on
their guidance in finding documents, interpreting institutional practices, identifying
potential informants, and as participant observer interviewees.  This type of
situational information clearly corresponds to George’s notion of generic knowledge,
emphasising conditional rather than probabilistic generalisations.

As noted earlier, not only the type of knowledge but also the forms of
communication are important if contributing to practice is to be successful.  We
have experimented with forms of collaborative oral history projects - such as the
witness symposium in which participants are asked to engage in a collective
process of reconstructing and reflecting upon major cases.  Not only our choice of
method, but also our conceptualisation/operationalisation has stood us in good
stead.  Our approach to process tracing emphasizes reconstructing crisis decision
and communication problems as they appeared to participants.  Thus the
analytical narratives we produce tend to resonate with practitioners who have
grappled with acute problems such as those uncovered in our analyses.  This
approximates to what George refers to as conceptualisation of strategies and actor-
specific behavioural models, ie a framework diagnosing strategic problems, and an
emphasis of the idiosyncrasies of actors involved in actual cases.

Furthermore, the combination of case and problem-based approaches has another
virtue.  It lends itself to being used as a resource for developing active learning tools
such as teaching cases, role-playing exercises, and full-blown crisis simulations.
Researchers working within the CM Europe programme have organized a
substantial number of exercises with good result for practitioners at all levels (from
top level ministerial officials to local community leaders) and sectors (eg
Chancellory, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Defence, Ministry of Justice,
Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Industry, Minstry of Agriculture etc) of national
government.

Trainers using other means to develop training tools often grapple with the problem
that potential trainees find training scenarios or hypothetical cases contrived and
unrealistic.  The research-based approach we have adopted circumvents this
problem nicely.  Our training tools ‘feel real’ - because they are grounded in and
inspired by real contingencies identified in our research and in that of our
colleagues.  Again, this illustrates the importance of generic knowledge.  Our
experience suggests that Swedish and other European practitioners are
increasingly receptive to this kind of approach - which can provide them with
virtual experience and, perhaps even more importantly, with a point of departure
for qualified peer dialogue, reflection, and experience sharing.

Academics have an important role to play in such training exercises and seminars.
We can bring a broad perspective to bear and help to stimulate and lift the practical
dialogue.  However, a certain sensitivity is required.  Both academics and
practitioners must be sensitive to the starting points and vocabularies of the other.
Jargon must be explained; unnecessary abstractions must be avoided.  Necessary
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abstractions should be explained in a respectful manner and empirically
illustrated.  For academics, theorizing often becomes an end in of itself - a kind of
academic art form that brings intra-academic status and respect.  For
practitioners, theory, or generalized knowledge (George, 1993), is useful only if it
represents a tool or resource that can be applied to help them cope with the
practical problems already on the agenda.  Thus the relevance of theoretical
knowledge should not be assumed, but rather demonstrated in the sense that
theory helps to specify and points to possible solutions of recurring practical
problems.

Furthermore, let us point out that the experience-based knowledge of qualified
practitioners - while gathered in and communicated in a manner very different from
that of academic experts - is worthy of our respect.  We should be aware that we
have at least as much to learn from as to teach the world of practice.  Indeed, as
argued above, interaction between scholars and practitioners is often enriching
theory more than practice (Rosenau and Sapin, 1994: 131-33; Webb, 1994b: 90).
The intuitive notions and implicit/explicit vocabulary used by the skilled
practitioner is often insightful and a tremendous resource for researchers trying to
comprehend and conceptualise the world of practice.  The rules of thumb and
proto-generalizations of practitioners can often be easily translated into hypotheses
and propositions that can be evaluated through systematic scientific research.

Encouraging Others
From the outset, we considered our Swedish activities as a pilot case for a broader,
regional effort that was key part of our collaboration with our governmental
counterparts.  Essentially, we were charged with establishing a partnership for
research (the phrase was inspired by the NATO’s regional outreach activities under
the Partnership for Peace Programme).  The idea was to encourage scholars and
practitioners from around the region to step up their efforts to systematically
document, analyse and share information about their experiences of national crisis
management.  It was decided for a variety of reasons that Estonia would be the
target of our initial outreach efforts.  Both academic and policy-oriented networks
were mobilized.  Things moved slowly at first and some of the initial contacts
proved dead ends.  Ultimately, we were able to assemble a research team consisting
of nearly a dozen Estonian researchers and practitioners.  The group had close ties
to the historic Tartu University and included representatives from the Cabinet
Office, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of the Interior, and the Estonian
Television.  The collaborative research effort entailed a series of meetings in Tallinn
and Stockholm which discussed various theoretical, methodological, and practical
issues related to crisis studies.  The first collection of case studies including a
preliminary comparative analysis was published in 1999 (Stern and Nohrstedt,
1999).  The first research team was followed by a second, and a jointly organized
international conference - including a crisis simulation inspired in part by the
Estonian studies - was held in Tallinn during the fall of 2000.

Building upon the experience from the Estonian effort, similar groups have now
been established in Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovenia, Russia, Iceland, Finland,
and the United States, as well as Sweden.  By the end of 2000, nearly one hundred
case studies drawn from the experience of more than a dozen countries and
international organizations have been or are soon to be completed.  In order to
reach out on an even broader basis, the CM Europe Programme in collaboration
with like-minded scholars and practitioners elsewhere in the region (and
particularly in Holland) has helped to launch a pan-regional organization to
promote crisis studies: ECMA (The European Crisis Management Academy).  ECMA
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held its first biannual conference in The Hague in 1999 and is currently planning
its second major plenary meeting to be held in Stockholm in November 2001.

Building Confidence & Collaborative Potential in the Region
This was the final and most long-term goal of the CM Europe programme.  Our
national and international research meetings have provided opportunities for
researchers and practitioners to reflect upon their own experience and that of their
neighbours.  We have already learned much about each other and a wide range of
new networks have been formed.  Collaborators from countries with historic and
current political problems and conflicts have had many opportunities to get to
know each other and understand each other better.  As in so called track two
diplomacy workshops (Kelman, 2000), CM Europe programme researchers have
had the opportunity to meet in an informal and often 'off the record' fashion and
exchange thoughts, methods, and experiences.  Gradually, a common view of the
most important threats to the civil security of the region and elements of a common
risk and crisis management vocabulary are emerging.  While it is too soon to
declare that an epistemic community (Haas, 1992) has arisen, there are clear
indications that convergence is taking place.  Of course, our own efforts must be
placed in a much broader context of efforts by a range of regional organizations
such as the EU, NATO’s Partnership for Peace and EAPC, UN regional
organizations, and subregional organizations such as the Council of the Baltic Sea
States - with whom we have had a particularly close relationship.  Some modest
progress towards this ambitious goal has been achieved, but much more remains to
be done.

Conclusion

We have suggested that despite the cultural differences between academia and
policymaking, scholarship can contribute to practice under certain conditions.
First, the knowledge that is to be communicated must be of a certain type.
Theories based on highly abstract assumptions of rationality cannot provide much
insight.  Following George (1993), we argue that scholars may contribute primarily
conceptualisation of strategic problems, conditional generalizations based on
empirical observation and the experience of practitioners (generic knowledge), and
actor-specific behavioural models.  This is precisely what the crisis management
research of the CM Europe project provides.

Second, research must be communicated in certain ways if practitioners are to
listen.  Scholars must avoid unnecessary academic jargon.  They should illustrate
theories by drawing on the practitioner’s own experience.  In addition, a lesson
learned from the CM Europe project is that working closely together with
practitioners from the very early stages of a research project helps immensely in
bringing about policy relevant knowledge.  If practitioners are familiarized with the
research from the very beginning, their understanding of the advantages and limits
of research is improved.  Thus it is more likely that they appreciate and learn from
research.  In addition, by continuously drawing on the experience of practitioners,
theories and methods can be improved.  Interaction between theory and practice
works both ways.  This kind of communication obviously requires practical
arrangements such as continuous seminars, workshops and witness symposia with
participants from both academia and policymaking.

Third, the institutional setting of communicating research is pivotal for success.
The CM Europe project has enjoyed an extraordinary benign institutional context,
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with a dual base in the academic world and the governmental context.  The
development of special crisis management teaching and training programmes has
provided a unique opportunity for influencing the mindsets of practitioners.

The impact of research on practice can only be limited, indirect and somewhat
arbitrary.  But if these three conditions are met, the chance of improving the
knowledge base of policymaking is greatly enhanced.

The CM Europe project also shows that it is possible to manage many of the general
problems that are associated with bridging the gap between academia and
policymaking.  Let us recapitulate our discussion on the ‘historical’, ‘ideological’
and ‘professional’ problems.  The ‘historical problem’ of being engulfed by the
current agenda is not applicable, since all case studies are carried out after the
crises have ended.  Current or still ongoing crises are consciously avoided.  Many
case studies are about crises that happened ten or twenty years ago.

The ‘ideological’ problem implies that the scholar working closely together with
practitioners has to adhere to the major ideological premises of the latter, and even
that these values are smuggled into scholarship and hidden behind a neutral,
technical language.  Though one can never completely abandon this problem, an
important step is to be aware of it, and to articulate the premises of the research as
far as possible.  We acknowledge that our work not only legitimates but also
explicitly intends to enrich the practice of crisis management.  Indeed, this has
been argued throughout this paper.

Finally, the ‘professional’ problem implies that the greater the involvement in
policymaking, the greater the vulnerability to demands of loyalty and political
correctness.  To be honest, every research project that is funded by tax money is
vulnerable to political trends, biases and cuts.  But this problem is the same
whether the publicly funded researcher isolates herself in the ivory tower or works
closely together with practitioners.  Indeed, by interacting with practitioners, the
scholar is in a better position to influence the trends, biases and decisions by
which the publicly funded researcher has to abide.

In the final analysis, researchers must ensure they are working with rather than for
practitioners.  The basic prerequisite is that the scholar sets the research agenda,
formulates the questions, designs the methods and develops the theories.  Most
importantly, if the knowledge base of policy practice is to be improved, practitioners
should make room for the devil’s advocate.  Without opening up for the unorthodox,
the imaginative and the politically incorrect, policy practice soon becomes inflexible
and outdated.  Obviously, the policymaker does not enjoy the scholar’s luxury to
consider only the analytically rational but must also pay attention to the politically
viable.  Therefore 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.
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