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Abstract

Why and how do security institutions evolve? How has the European Union security
architecture changed so rapidly over the past ten years, without member states
agreeing on a common vision of European integration in this field? This paper
engages the current debate on the evolution of the European Union’s Common
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) by investigating the role of knowledge and ideas
in influencing further European integration. Current explanations – whether realist,
functionalist or liberal – are underdetermining, since they don’t fully account for the
process of almost permanent expansion and reform that institutions and procedures
underpinning CSDP have undergone over the last ten years. I argue that these theories
need to be complemented by a new approach merging constructivism and sociological
institutionalism emphasizing the role of “knowledge” as a key intervening variable
between structure and agency. Accordingly, my research demonstrates that national
and transnational networks of experts have fostered institutional and policy learning
by promoting new principled and causal beliefs, leading to new values and strategic
prescriptions. From an empirical standpoint, this research focuses on the development
of the EU approach to crisis management, with specific focus on the rise of civilian
crisis management (CCM) and security sector reform (SSR). Since a more integrated
approach to security merging military and non-military tools has tremendously
affected the current shape and activities of CSDP, locating its intellectual cradle and
understanding how new security norms were diffused is pivotal to gain a clearer idea
of the institutions that handle security matters in today’s Europe. While structural
conditions after the end of the Cold War underpin the way the EU conducts crisis
management, the way communities of experts responded to these conditions and
redefined the EU security interests is essential in explaining change at the institutional
and policy levels.

Keywords: European Union, Common Security and Defence Policy, Crisis
Management, Institutional Learning, Epistemic Communities.

3

Introduction

The goal of this paper is to account for the emergence of the EU involvement
in crisis management and to address the challenges arising from its implementation. I
argue that the EU has learned to become a more efficient security provider in order to
enhance its capabilities and to better address changing security threats characterising
the post Cold-War period.
What does learning mean? Security challenges are, by definition, subject to
change, and so are security institutions and policies created to address them. Policymakers are always confronted with the difficult task of making sense of this evolution
by assessing and tackling increasingly complex and diverse risks. The complexity of
security challenges requires states to rely on international institutions and multilateral
forms of security governance to confront common threats. The Common Security and
Defence Policy (CSDP)i constitutes an institutionalized attempt on the part of EU
member states to address new challenges to European security, drawing from the
experience of the Balkan crises in the 1990s. Therefore, approaches focusing on the
dynamics of institutions-building, institutional change and on role of institutional
structures in shaping policies and behaviours (falling under the umbrella of
“institutionalism”) are potentially well-suited to contribute to explain the nature and
functioning of CSDP (Menon 2011). However, international security institutions in
general, and the EU ones in particular (Giegerich 2006, 24), have generated limited
literature compared to other areas. Moreover, despite a rising attention paid by
researchers and policy-makers on the security policies of the EU in the last ten years,
theoretical studies of CSDP lag behind its empirical developments. In other words,
while there is no lack of detailed empirical investigations, theoretical approaches to
CSDP are much less common and overall difficult to mainstream (Birckerton,
Irondelle and Menon 2011, 2).
It is true that CSDP has evolved rapidly and somehow unexpectedly, from its
creation at the Cologne European Council in 1999 onwards. Unprecedented
institutional developments cropped up across three dimensions: first, the building-up
of institutions and the consequent process of institutional reform, leading to the
implementation of existing structures and the creation of new pivotal ones (Howorth
2007); the emergence of a European strategic debate, leading to the adoption of the
European Security Strategy (2003) and to the report on the implementation of the
European Security Strategy as of December 2008; and finally the operational
experience gained by ESDP missions from 2003 onward (Grevi 2009). In March
2003, in fact, the EU launched its first military operation (EUFOR Concordia, in the
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia) using NATO assets under the “Berlin Plus
agreement”, and the first autonomous ESDP military deployment came about only a
few months later, in May 2003, with the launch of Operation Artemis in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (RDC). Since then, the EU engaged in more than
25 operations, thus becoming a significant actor in crisis management and conflict
prevention in many regions of the world (Western Balkans, Africa, Middle East,
Caucasus, Asia). Besides military operations, the EU’s civilian commitment to crisis
management embraced a broad span including police, rule of law, assistance,
planning, monitoring and border missions.ii
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Over the past ten years, the EU has therefore created and consolidated the
instruments to project stability and peace over its borders.iii As noted by Agnieszka
Nowak, the EU involvement in crisis management and peace operations has become
one of the most challenging tasks of EU external action (Nowak 2006, 9 - 10).
Against this backdrop, the question arises as to what theoretical framework
can best capture the factors driving such process of institutional and policy
innovation, given the almost continual adaptation of EU security and defence policies
contrasting with institutional claims that institutions tend to be “relatively stable” over
time (Menon 2011, 87; Duffield 2007). Why and how did member states choose to
deepen their security cooperation within the EU institutional setting? The question
also arises as to how can the rise of new security thinking emphasizing non-military
tools of the EU crisis management toolbox be explained.
Knowledge matters
To solve this puzzle, this paper explores the role of ideational factors and the
interaction between the changing structure of the international system (after the Cold
War) and policy-makers’ responses to these changes. Accordingly, a new policy
consensus based on the definition of “human security” emerged in the mid-1990s and
redefined states’ interests and their attitudes towards security cooperation and crisis
management. New ideas, or shared causal beliefs about security, arising from
processes of policy innovation, emulation and experience, permeated through the EU
policy-making becoming dominant and consensual, and hence resulting into
observable policy and institutional evolution by learning.
This paper focuses specifically on two case studies: security sector reform
(SSR) and civilian crisis management (CCM). The conceptual evolution of SSR and
CCM, as well as the challenges arising from their implementation, are the object of
this study.
To understand how these new concepts became dominant and consensual
among political actors, this article applies an epistemic communities approach (Haas
E. 1990) to institutional learning. In a wide range of policy areas, knowledge, broadly
defined as new ideas, information, expertise and understanding about a subject is
required by policy-makers in order to take decisions. As such, knowledge may also
serve as a driving factor leading to institutional or policy change. The same logic also
applies to international security cooperation, where the increasingly technical and
complex nature of threats demands for a significant involvement of experts in the
decision-making process leading to security decisions. As a result, international
security institutions – CSDP is no exception – provide member states with the
necessary expertise to address complex issues they are willing to cooperate on.
In the field of European security cooperation, expertise-based networks of
professionals, or epistemic communities, both inside and outside institutions, have
emerged and exerted influence in shaping policy formulation and institutional
development. As demonstrated by Emmanuel Adler and Peter Haas in other policy
areas, these communities of experts play a pivotal role in the transfer and diffusion of
knowledge by promoting a) policy innovation; b) policy diffusion; c) policy selection
and d) policy evolution as learning (Adler and Haas P. 1992).
However, epistemic communities’ role in shaping security policies has been
largely neglected, leading to the persistence of two gaps in the literature as yet. First,
within the wide literature on endogenous processes of institutional change, no
extensive study has thus far investigated the role of transnational networks of experts
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in shaping European security decisionsiv and in particular their explanatory power visà-vis competing explanations of institutional and policy change (Jones 2006; Smith
M.E. 2004; Mérand 2008; Meyer 2006; Gross 2009; Menon 2009; Giegerich 2006;
Howorth 2007). Second, theories of IR have failed – if they attempted at all – to
explain why and how particular types of knowledge, ideas or norms are selected and
other are discardedv.
As a matter of fact, the end of the Cold War and the enormous amount of
foreign policy change witnessed at the time actually pushed scholars to investigate
how experts had influenced national foreign and security policy-making, with a
number of publications produced throughout the 1980s and 1990svi. Another stream
of publications uses epistemic communities to explain international cooperation and
institutional change in technical areas such as environment, food aid regime or central
banks (Haas P. 1990; McNamara 1999; Hopkins 1992; Drake and Nicolaidis 1992).
However, the concept of epistemic community has not been employed to investigate
change in critical cases such as international security institutions (i.e. NATO, the EU
or OSCE) as it dramatically and incrementally set off after the fall of the Berlin Wall.
This paper applies the epistemic communities framework to study the emergence
of a new security thinking about SSR and CCM that have influenced how the EU
security architecture looks like, in terms of conceptual, institutional and policy
development.
The establishment of a policy framework on SSR and CCM has been driven by
epistemic communities, bringing their expertise into the EU decision-making. These
expertise-based networks have mainstreamed a new security thinking based on the
paradigm of “human security” and on the integration between security, development
and good governance, thus leading to the promotion of a new approach to EU crisis
management. Both the conceptualization of SSR and CCM are, in this regard, key
policy innovations that contributed substantially to the EU commitment as a security
provider, by stressing the need for a holistic approach to security aimed at ensuring
effective crisis management, conflict resolution and post-conflict reconstruction.
The empirical analysis supporting my theoretical argument is based on experts
and elites interviews carried out between March and June 2011 in Brussels, Geneva
and London, with officers from the Council Secretariat, the European Commission
and member states as well as experts from leading European think tanks and NGOs.

I.

Epistemic communities and learning: the framework of analysis

What is “expertise” and why should it matter in international relations? John
G. Ruggie introduced the concept of “epistemic communities” in a special issue of
International Organization (1975) co-edited with Ernst B. Haas (Ruggie 1975).
According to Ruggie, processes of institutionalizationvii involve not only the grid
through which behaviour is acted out, “but also the epistemes through which political
relationships are visualized” (Ruggie 1975, 569). Ruggie borrowed the term epistemes
from Michel Foucault (Foucault 1970), and came to define “epistemic communities”
as “a dominant way of looking at social reality, a set of shared symbols and
references, mutual expectations and a mutual predictability of intention” (Ruggie
1975, 570). Ernst B. Haas later articulated the idea of epistemic communities as
“professionals who share a commitment to a common causal model and a common set
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of political values (Haas E. 1990, 41). A more precise conceptualization was finally
given by Peter Haas, who defines the concept as follows:
An epistemic community is a network of professionals from a variety of disciplines
and backgrounds. They have (1) a shared set of normative and principled beliefs,
which provide a value-based rationale for the social action of community members;
(2) shared causal beliefs, which are derived from their analysis of practices leading
or contributing to a central set of problems in their domain and which the serve as the
basis for elucidating the multiple linkages between possible policy actions and
desired outcomes; (3) shared notions of validity – that is, intersubjective, internally
defined criteria for weighing and validating knowledge in the domain of their
expertise; and (4) a common policy enterprise – that is, a set of common practices
associated with a set of problems to which their professional competence is directed,
presumably out of the conviction that human welfare will be enhanced as a
consequence (Haas P. 1992).
The emergence of epistemic communities is therefore related to the
increasingly complex and technical natures of the issues decision-makers need to
address. Accordingly, complexity and uncertainty push decision-makers to seek the
advice of experts, which hence contribute to the way interests are formulated and
decisions are taken.
Epistemic communities have provided an important stimulus to research
aimed at explaining how policies are crafted according to knowledge flows wielded
by transnational networks. In fact, they allow researchers to identify the missing link
between political objectives, technical knowledge and the formation of interests. This
has profound consequences for the study of international relations. In the current
international society characterized by globalization and interdependence, knowledge
and ideas must spread across state boundaries in order to be recognized by the wider
international community. As a consequence, networks of experts cannot be conceived
as belonging to single national communities separated one from each other. Epistemic
communities are transnational precisely because their expertise and their “vision” is
carried over from the national levels into the international (global or regional) arena.
Rejecting simple notions of causality, in When Knowledge is Power (1990) Ernst B.
Haas maintains that international organizations are created to solve problems that
require collaborative action (among states) for solution; therefore, “the knowledge
available about “the problem” at issue influences the way decision-makers define the
interests at stake in the solution to the problem; (…) when knowledge become
consensual, we ought to expect politicians to use it in helping them to define their
interests” (Haas E. 1990, 9 – 12).
But how do these networks exert influence on policy-making and how do they
produce policy evolution? Although the relationship between an epistemic community
and a policy-maker is complex and operates at multiple levels, Emmanuel Adler and
Peter M. Haas have identified four steps (Adler and Haas P. 1992). First, epistemic
communities act as policy innovators by identifying the nature of the issue-area and
framing the context in which new data and ideas are interpreted. By framing the
context, experts guide policymakers in the choice of the appropriate norms, tools or
institutions within which to manage problems. State interests are therefore a
consequence of how issues are framed by experts setting the standards of policy
innovation.
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Second, epistemic communities diffuse their policy recommendations
transnationally, through communication and socialization processes. New knowledge
is shared and exchanged across research groups, national governments and
international organizations through different channels (conferences, meetings,
transnational research networks). This process of policy diffusion fulfils two purposes.
On the one hand, it allows innovation to become consensual among members of the
community and translate into an effective policy advice. On the other hand, it pushes
government and institutions (who participate in the process) to redefine their
expectations, reach common understanding and coordinate their behaviour
accordingly.
Third, policy selection mechanisms intervene to select certain advice and
discard others. Domestic political factors prove important in policymakers’
solicitation and use of knowledge provided by epistemic communities. Several other
factors, however, can hinder or facilitate policy selection, such as timing, regime
structure, culture or the consensus among community members themselves as well as
the content on the innovation and the way it relates to the mainstream.
Finally, policy persistence refers to the continuation of consensual knowledge
about an issue within the members of an epistemic community, to determine how long
it will remain influential. The degree of consensus among community members is
certainly one of the key factors affecting policy persistence.
This four-step process involving innovation, diffusion, selection and
persistence is therefore understood as the core dynamics leading to policy evolution.
In a world characterized by increasing interdependence and complexity, conceptual
innovations are diffused nationally, transnationally and internationally by epistemic
communities and pave the way for new international practices or institutions.
Socialization plays a key role in fostering the diffusion and a shared understanding of
the issue among members of the community and policy-makers.
Epistemic communities are, therefore, a fundamental source of institutional learning,
to the extent that they produce permanent changes in the epistemological assumptions
and interpretations that help framing and structuring collective understanding and
action (Adler and Crawford 1991).
According to Ernst Haas, “an international organization learns is a shorthand
way to say that the clusters of bureaucratic units within governments and
organizations agree on a new way of conceptualizing a problem” (Haas E. 1990). The
notion of “learning” is, to use Jack Levy’s famous expression, a “conceptual
minefield (…), difficult to define, isolate, measure, and apply empirically” (Levy
1994). Following the early works of Deutsch and Heclo (Deutsch 1963; Heclo 1974),
the literature has evolved and provided a myriad of definitions and approaches that
cannot be congregated in the same formula or channelled through core tenetsviii.
This paper adopts an epistemic community approach to learning, drawing
from both constructivism and sociological institutionalism. This approach suggests
that shared knowledge and expertise, conveyed by epistemic communities into the EU
decision making, drive CSDP, since they determine policy and institutional changeix.
Epistemic learning can be defined as a two-stage process by which epistemic
communities develop and diffuse new principled or causal beliefs into the decisionmaking, resulting in goals, means or instruments-related institutional change. Goals
refer to the ultimate purpose of the institution, its ends, values or strategic
prescriptions underlying the institution’s means of action. Means refer to the
organizational structures, programmes and policies that are set out to achieve the
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institution’s goals. Finally, instruments are material and non-material resources
(capabilities) available to achieve the institution’s goals through its means.
Epistemic learning has four main characteristics: it is informal, collective,
consensual/networked and constrained. Informal means that epistemic communities
stimulate institutional change by means of an informal method of institutional reform,
and hence it does not originate in formal negotiations or bargaining processes (Smith
M.E. 2004). Collective signifies that learning is not individual (Levy 1994), but it is
assumed that bureaucratic entities and organizations can learn through socialization
processes (Haas E. 1990; Adler and Haas P. 1992; Cross 2007). Moreover, learning is
also consensual/networked, in the sense that the creation of transnational networks of
experts, professionals and policy-makers sharing the same principled and causal
beliefs, and the interaction within these networks is vital to carry through the learning
process (Risse-Kappen 1994; Schout and Jordan 2005). Networking takes place at
two levels. First, within the epistemic community itself, allowing experts to exchange
their ideas during transnational conferences or workshops. As a result of this process,
knowledge becomes shared. Second, networking occurs between the epistemic
community and the decision-making arena, through channels (or policy networks) that
enable new ideas to be diffused. As a result, knowledge becomes consensual. Finally,
epistemic learning is constrained: its effectiveness highly depends on a set of
intervening variables (Risse-Kappen 1994) facilitating or hampering the diffusion and
institutionalizations of knowledge. These are divided into organizational (i.e.
communication or coordination-related issues within and between institutions such as
the Council Secretariat and the Commission), political (i.e. presence of national
constituencies supporting or not the diffusion of specific sets of ideas), and cultural
(i.e. civilian vs military approach to crisis management).

II.

The “EU way” to crisis management: conceptual origins

The process conceptualization and consolidation of the EU approach to crisis
management have been influenced by three factors. First, a structural change in the
nature and scale of conflicts characterising the post Cold-War period. Second, the
emergence of human security as a new security thinking linking security to
development and good governance. Third, the consequences of the traumatic
experience of the conflicts in the Western Balkans, which eventually reinforced the
need for a more coherent and integrated approach to security including civilian and
military aspects.
Since the end of the Cold War, the concept of security has substantially widened
and deepened. Systemic factors have led to the proliferation of failing states and
intrastate war, entailing the progressive blurring of the boundaries between external
and internal security. Declining military expenditures and downsizing state armies
(SIPRI 2006) also played an important role in opening a window of opportunity for a
change to the old notion of “security”. As a result, a “new thinking” regarding
security emerged during the 1990s (Barbé 1995). This new thinking suggested a new
paradigm in the development discourse, stressing that security and stability, including
the transformation of ineffective, inefficient and corrupt security forces, would
become a necessary pre-requisite for development and aid delivery (Abrahamsen and
Williams 2006). Accordingly, non-military security issues (i.e. political, economic,
judicial and societal aspects) would be integrated in the new global security agenda,
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with important implications on international organizations’ approach to crisis
management (Hanggi and Tanner 2005).
The international community soon adopted the concept of a comprehensive
approach merging civilian and military means in the conduct of crisis management
and peacekeeping operations. The endorsement of the United Nations Development
Program (UNDP) notion of “human security”, encompassing the broader and nonmilitary nature of security concerns,x spurred the affirmation of the “securitydevelopment nexus” (Williams 2002; Chandler 2007) as the absolute protagonist of
the peace-building discourse. The increasing role of the development community in
security matters would hence result in the rise of comprehensive security programmes
aimed at tackling a wide range of activities within the broader security sector. As
development and security actors began to collaborate in the same theatres, a hybrid
sphere of intervention called “post-conflict peace-building” emerged, the point being
no longer to manage conflict but to address its root causes.
European donor states headed by the United Kingdom and under the institutional
umbrella of the EU, were the first to embrace the concept, with significant
implications on their development and security policies (Sabiote 2010). Moreover, in
Europe, the enlargement of Euro-Atlantic institutions as well as the “baptism by fire”
(Ginsberg 2001) for the EU in the Western Balkans dramatically accelerated the
development and diffusion of this new thinking.
The EU and NATO’s support to the transition from authoritarian rule in Eastern
Europe and demonstrated that good governance in the rule of law and defence sectors
were crucial for consolidating democracy and sustainable economic and social
development. The central link between development and security came to be a
particular truism in the Balkans as well (Spence and Fluri 2007). The EU’s southerneastern neighbourhood, pretty much like the eastern, was composed of states having
serious deficits in security, development and democracy, with regime types ranging
from new but weak democracies to regimes with authoritarian features and limited
political participation (Hanggi and Tanner 2005). The challenge for the EU was then
twofold. First, to prevent conflicts in the Balkans from undermining its own security;
second, to ensure that stabilization mechanisms (i.e. the Stability Pact for South
Eastern Europe) work and the EU’s transformational power (stabilization through
integration) be effective.
Against this backdrop, in the early 2000s, two new strands influence the European
security discourse, although at very different degrees. On the one hand, the presence
in some national capitals (in particular, Finland, Sweden, Ireland, Austria, but also
Italy, France and Spain) of civilian networks pushing for the development of a nonmilitary approach to crisis management within the EUxi. On the other hand, the
proliferation of national and cross-national communities supporting a new approach
to development assistance based on the security-good governance-development
nexus. Accordingly, the conceptual roots of SSR/CCM arise from both a
developmentalization of donor countries’ security discourse (or increasing influence
of the development community in security affairs), so as to emphasize transparency,
comprehensiveness and a system-wide approach to the establishment of good
governance, starting from the security sector; and also from a securitization of
development assistance to make aid and state building more effective on the long
term, by integrating the conflict-peace-development agenda and reduce the threats
associated with state failures.
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III. Knowledge matters: epistemic communities and EU security cooperation

This last section presents the preliminary findings of my empirical research and
shows evidence of epistemic communities’ impact on the emergence of SSR and
CCM in the EU security discourse.
Epistemic communities, human security and the emergence of Security Sector Reform
(SSR)
Since the early 2000s, the EU has constantly increased its focus on SSR as part of
its foreign-security policy interface. This process is to be understood as part of the
evolving goals and means for EU security resulting from its growing fields of
competences and the changes occurring in its security environment. The EU has
progressively internalized the SSR discourse and practice as part of the security-good
governance-development paradigm. These concepts have become the key elements
justifying EU interventions and ESDP operations (Sabiote 2010). As of September
2011, three EU civilian missions fall explicitly into the SSR field (EUSSR GuineaBissau, EUTM Somalia, EUSEC RD Congo)xii while other 14 missions out of 27 are
partially related or fully cover SSR aspects such as rule of law, police and assistance.
The SSR approach is by definition holistic, in that it assumes that security has to
take into account all the institutions and actors that play a role in a country’s security.
SSR instruments impact on a wide range of sectors: police reform, judicial assistance,
border training, and can entail post-conflict situations measures such as Disarmament,
Demobilization and Reintegration (DDR) or Combating Small Arms and Light
Weapons (SALW).
For this reason, while it is acknowledged that some generic and general features
are common to any type of involvement in SSR, many different sub-approaches have
arisen and were developed by the several external actors engaged in SSR. These
include state and non-state actors, ONGs and civil society organizations, but in the
last ten years intergovernmental organizations have tended to play a leading role in
conceptualizing and implementing the SSR agenda (DCAF, 2009).
Therefore, the concept of SSR has been shaped by a variety of policy experiences.
Organizations tend to approach SSR from either a development (i.e. World Bank),
security (i.e. OSCE, NATO, EU), or democratic perspective (i.e. Council of Europe);
have a global (i.e. UN, EU, OSCE), regional (i.e. African Union, Council of Europe)
or sub-regional focus (i.e. ECOWAS); maybe active in field activities, such as
capacity building and technical assistance (i.e. Council of Europe), norm development
(i.e. OECD) or both (i.e. EU, OSCE); can operate in different country contexts, such
as post-conflict (i.e. EU, NATO, OSCE), transition countries (i.e. Council of Europe),
developing countries (i.e. OECD, ECOWAS, World Bank). Although the overarching
principle and framework of SSR remains the same, each organization has experienced
SSR programmes in different ways, depending on their specific concerns (problemsolving), capabilities or geographical scope.
The European Security Strategy (2003) underlines the importance of SSR in
improving the EU’s capabilities for peace support activities and in achieving its
strategic objectives in third countries. However, it was not until the “EU Concept for
ESDP Support to Security Sector Reform” had been released (Council of the EU
2005) that the operationalization and effective integration of the concept came into
being. The document underlines the importance of SSR in “…putting fragile states

11

back on their feet…enhancing good governance, fostering democracy and promoting
local and regional stability”. The Council’s concept was followed by the
Commission’s Concept for European Community Support for Security Sector Reform
of the European Community (May 2006), stating that “SSR is an important part of
conflict prevention, peace-building and democratisation…SSR concerns reform of
both the bodies which provide security to citizens and the state institutions
responsible for management and oversight of those bodies”. A month later, in a
Council of Ministers decision of 12 June 2006, the EU adopted a “Policy framework
for Security Sector Reform”xiii aiming to pull together the Commission’s related
activities and doctrines with the military route available to execute and support SSR
through the common security and defence policy (Ekengren and Simons 2011).
Therefore, both the Commission and the Council have rapidly become major players
in SSR,xiv in a period that coincides with the rapid expansion of the EU’s crisis
management structures and activities (Grevi 2009). The Council concept, in
particular, stresses the need to adopt a co-ordinated, holistic and tailored approach to
SSR due to the different European institutions involved in the domain. It also
emphasizes, in accordance with the OECD-DAC report, the importance of local
ownership the creation of the conditions for political control as the main aim for SSR
missions.
How was EU SSR conceptualized and diffused? The notion of security sector
reform is linked to security sector governance. The two concepts stream directly from
the security-development-good governance nexus and are defined as follows:
Security Sector Governance (SSG) refers to the structures, processes, values and
attitudes that shape decisions about security and their implementation.
Security Sector Reform (SSR) aims to enhance SSG through the effective and efficient
delivery of security under conditions of democratic oversight and control. SSR offers
a framework for conceptualising which actors and factors are relevant to security in a
given environment as well as a methodology for optimising the use of available
security resources. By emphasising the need to take a comprehensive approach to the
security sector, SSR can also help integrate a broad variety of actors and processesxv.
The rise of Security Sector Reform in the EU was experts-driven. It largely
relied on the OECD DAC Guidelines for Security Sector Reform (2004), xvi which
served as a vehicle for the “multilateralization” of the EU variant of SSR (Albrecht,
Setepputat and Andersen 2010). Nonetheless, its conceptual foundations are rooted in
a policy consensus that emerged gradually among national think tankers, political
actors, pressure groups, research centers and NGOs. I stress the emphasis on these
expertise-based networks because in the mid-2000s, when the concept started to enter
the security discourse, many European governments did not have an explicit SSR
policy position (including big member states, such as France, or major donors, such as
Denmark), but a common European approach on SSR emerged nonetheless.
Following Adler and Haas’ model, the boost for policy innovation largely
came from national inputs, and from major aid donors in particular, drawing from
experiential learning or policy failure. The United Kingdom were in the frontline of
this development. The UK advanced the SSR agenda first at the national level, then
through the OECD DAC forum and, subsequently, within the EU, at a crucial stage
where civilian crisis management principles were gaining ground.
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The vision for SSR as a new instrument for the foreign/security policy of
donor countries was laid out by Clare Short, UK Secretary of State for International
Development, through a policy statement in March 1999. Clare Short understanding
of future SSR activities reflected a government-wide consensus on a new rationale for
increasing foreign-security-development policies coordination as a result of recent
experiences in difficult developing countries such as Cambodia or Sierra Leone.
The UK Department for International Development (DFID) played a key role
in spreading a new thinking bridging development assistance and security policies.xvii
The United Kingdom’s role as a promoter/pioneer of SSR relied on a tight network of
expert communities, tasked with assisting the wider process of change affecting
DFID’s humanitarian policies, procedures and organizational structures. This started
with the creation, in April 1998, of the Conflict and Humanitarian Affairs Department
(CHAD). CHAD replaced the Emergency Aid Department and its action was aimed at
monitoring and providing advice to DFID on conflict prevention, peace-building,
human rights, migration, as well as to “liaise with government departments and
conflict departments of other governments, NGOs and academic groups”xviii. It was
within CHAD institutional framework that SSR policies started to be addressed as a
tool to increase effective implementation of the security-development nexus. Shortly
after the creation of CHAD, DFID commissioned a number of research projects to
further develop the SSR agenda. Among these projects, a highly influential paper
written by Nicole Ball for Saferworld and funded by DFID, titled “Spreading Good
Practices in Security Sector Reform: Policy Options for the British Government”
(Ball 1998) was published in March 1998 and hugely impacted on the definition of an
UK approach to SSR.
This ultimately led to the establishment of the Conflict, Security and
Development Group (CSDG) at King’s College London, to examine policy challenges
associated with the linkage between security-development and good governance, and
namely to provide support to the UK’s government policy development in the field of
SSR and conflict prevention. Neither DFID, nor the Ministry of Defence (MoD) had
in fact the capacity/expertise to deal with the emerging SSR/good governance agenda
and needed to rely on external advice to set up a coherent policy framework.
Therefore, already in the first semester 2000, DFID commissioned CSDG to
produce a set of security-sector assistance guidelines identifying the ways in which
development assistance can help countries strengthen their security sector governance
and pointing out the ways in which DFID itself, the Foreign and Commonwealth
Office (FCO) and the MoD could work effectively together in this regard
(Hendrickson 2000). As a result, by investing substantial funds in networks such as
GSDG, DFID promoted knowledge sharing and gathered expertise on SSR that
subsequently would feed back into DFID and trigger policy development.
The Global Facilitation Network for Security Sector Reform (GFN-SSR) was
also a DFID-funded initiative. Initially hosted by Cranfield University and now
managed by the University of Birmingham, GFN occupies a prominent position in
promoting SSR conceptualization. The “epistemic” mission of the GFN is stated in
the network’s principal aims: to “promote a better understanding of security and
justice sector reform through the provision of information, advice and expertise to
practitioners, academics and policymakers through the world”. The Foreign and
Commonwealth Office (FCO) also defined the objective of the network as “to provide
knowledge management and network facilitation services to an international network
of SSR practitioners”. The network was funded by the UK Government’s Department
for International Development (DFID) and led by the University of Birmingham’s
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International Development Department (IDD) and the Centre for the Studies of
Security and Diplomacy (CSSD).
As part of the broader question of the “constraining” conditions facilitating or
hampering the emergence of epistemic communities, the case of the DFID and of the
GFN provide evidence of the role of national constituencies in promoting the
formation of consensual knowledge to be spread transnationally. As suggested by
Jennifer Sugden, there is an overwhelming agreement that the UK is a leader in the
field of SSR, and in this regard the DFID is described as the “Godfather of SSR”,
exerting a significant influence on OECD DAC and UNDP in the promotion of SSR
(Sugden 2006).
The Netherlands also became involved in the development of SSR as a means
to enhance civil-military cooperation, in particular through the establishment in 2004
of a SSR Team located in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and composed of one expert
from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and one from the Ministry of Defence. The team
was tasked of identifying specific SSR activities the country could be involved in,
such as training, policy support and the provision of material/infrastructures (Ball and
Hendrickson 2005). In January 2005, a development advisor was seconded to the
Ministry of Defence after a pool of some 30 military SSR specialists was created
within the Ministry of Defence. The pool also included highly qualified staff in the
field of policy, judicial issues, finance, logistics etc. Germany also started promoting
an holistic approach to SSR, although more focused on internal security structures
(Albrecht, Stepputat and Andersen 2010). Another interesting case is Slovakia, which
during its presidency of the United Nations Security Council, in 2007, organized a
wide thematic debate on security sector reform, co-hosted by the United Nations
Office at Geneva (UNOG) and the DCAF. The Netherlands and Denmark also
provided a cradle for SSR initial conceptualization.
The process of SSR policy diffusion and persistence within the EU
institutional framework (CSDP/Commission) sees international organizations-related
networks come into play in addition to existing national constituencies. The Geneva
Centre for the Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF) were in the frontline of
this development, being outsourced by the EU the task of fashioning a SSR concept
through knowledge sharing, networking, training and activities fostering a
transnational understanding of the issue.xix Outsourcing here means the existence of a
convergence between the EU’s need to develop a policy framework from scratch and
and other actors (DCAF) with the goal, mandate and capacity to fill such gap
providing the right input at the right time.xx Evidence from the first round of
interviews with experts and EU officers in Brussels and Geneva confirms that
policymakers drafting the Concept for ESDP support to Security Sector Reform,
adopted by the Council of the EU in November 2005, drew largely on the policy
recommendations advanced by the Chaillot Paper n.80 published by the EU Institute
for Security Studies and DCAF in July 2005 and co-edited by Heiner Hanggi and
Fred Tannerxxi. Further conceptual development of SSR was also fostered by experts
communities through networking and training activities between 2006 and 2009,
promoted by “pool” of member states favourable to the new approach and exploiting
the rotating presidency of the Council of the EU to shape the security agenda (Austria
and Finland, holding the Council presidency in the first and second semester 2006,
provide a good example of this since. Both states are largely committed to nonmilitary crisis management and took advantage of the 6 months presidency to shape
the SSR concept).xxii
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The Development Assistance Committee (DAC) of the Organization for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), and in particular its Conflict
Prevention and Development Co-operation Network (CPDC)xxiii also constituted a
leading cross-national epistemic community. As a matter of fact, the UK (and DFID
in particular) significantly increased its contribution to the OECD DAC in the early
2000s in order to shape the international agenda and influence other states’ positions
vis-a’-vis SSR. This resulted in the expansion of the OECD-DAC’s CPDC and in the
recruitment of new consultants that could further develop the SSR concept and
influence other states.
Chaired by the DFID’s Senior SSR adviser, the CPDC’s contribution has been
particularly crucial to forge a common, transnational understanding of the securitydevelopment nexus by means of its handbooks.xxiv It led the coordination of a team of
consultants (including members of the CSDG) that produced a conceptual framework
for OECD’s initial engagement with SSR (2000), a global survey on SSR covering
110 developing and transition countries (2004) and a policy report on SSR and
Governance (edited by Nicole Ball and Dylan Hendrickson) that served as the basis
for the OECD-CAD 2004 Guidelinesxxv. The CPDC’s mission was not only to achieve
a clearer understanding of SSR and provide guidelines for policy implementations,
but also and most importantly to coordinate and bring together SSR people from
different background and organizations.
This process was therefore characterized by intense socialization, with EU
member states’ representatives and Commission/Council officials seconded to the
OECD being influenced as a resultxxvi. Evidence of this influence is reflected in the
European Commission’s 2004 annual report on development aid and external
assistance, which promotes an explicitly “holistic approach to governance, peace,
security and development”xxvii according to the OECD guidelines. This greatly
promoted the creation and diffusion of human security-related norms within the EU.
The European approach to SSR would then become focused on its
comprehensiveness, as it emphasizes the necessity of approaching overlapping fields
of security, law enforcement and justice simultaneously in a coherent manner, and
thus engaging non-state actors but also changing the way EU member states think
about security.
In this regard, the Europeanization of France’s position on SSR is also an
interesting case, since it demonstrates the power of knowledge to shape the security
agenda of a big member state. The French government were initially very sceptical
about an approach that would imply bridging the “unbridgeable” gap between the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (et notamment l’Aide au développement et gouvernance
démocratique) and the Ministry of Defense. The French involvement in SSR came
directly as a result the influence of OECD DAC experts on French policy-makers.xxviii
France released its first official document on the French approach to SSR, following
the OECD DAC guidelines, as late as August 2008, to “board the train before it
leaves” as reported by French official.xxix
Policy persistence of the EU approach to SSR is understood as a combination
between persistent networking, knowledge sharing and cross-fertilization activity by
the emerging “SSR epistemic community” (including all the actors and individuals
previously involved in the policy innovation and policy diffusion process) and the
“presidency factor” allowing some EU member states favourable to the development
of non-military tools for crisis management to push forwards the SSR agenda. In this
regard, the period between 2002 and 2006 was particularly favourable to the
development of a prioritization of the EU SSR approach, the rotating presidency

15

being held by major donors such as Denmark (second semester 2002), Netherlands
(second semester 2004), UK (second semester 2005) or by countries supporting the
development of non-military crisis management tools such as Ireland (first semester
2004), Austria (first semester 2006) and Finland (second semester 2006). A
conference on SSR in the Western Balkans held in Vienna and organized by the
Austrian presidency of the EU (in association with DCAF and the EU Institute for
Security Studies) on February 2006 took forward the work done by the previous
British presidency to further mainstream SSR conceptual basis, coherence and
coordination among different institutional, governmental and non-governmental
actorsxxx.
Finally, on the implementation side, policy evolution as learning is perhaps
the aspect of EU SSR that is most problematic. Notwithstanding the efforts to achieve
a coherent conceptualization of what SSR is and how it fits into different and
sometimes conflicting agendas (security-development), SSR seems to remain in the
mind of policymakers and EU officials as a fuzzy concept, difficult to implement and
to assess. As a result, processes conceptualization and implementation continue to
occur at the same time, with the latter influencing the former by means of a “learning
by doing” dynamic. Again, the EU relied on external centres/organizations to achieve
this goal. The International Security Sector Advisory Team (ISSAT) and the
Association for Security Sector Reform Education and Training (ASSET), both
created in 2008 within DCAF, were in the frontline of this development, promoting
training, education and networking activities to foster a transnational understanding of
the issue and facilitate coordination among different actors and organizations on the
ground.xxxi As this volume of European Security shows, experts and members of the
SSR epistemic community continue playing a fundamental role in ensuring policy
evolution of SSR practices as a “learning by doing” process. The debate surrounding
the setting up of an EU SSR mission in Libya suggests that the SSR concept and its
implementation, despite changing patterns across organizations, persists as a policy
innovation in the EU.
To conclude, evidence from my research indicates that EU SSR is a case of
epistemic learning whereby structural changes affecting the international system
triggered the creation of a consensus among policymakers on a new way to address
security concerns rooted in the notion of human security. SSR conceptualization was
channelled through national and transnational epistemic communities, fostering its
evolution by means of networking, knowledge sharing, training and learning by doing
activities. Both individuals and organizations that can be considered as members of
the “SSR epistemic community” continue shaping the policy agenda: OECD-DAC,
GFN SSR, DCAF, CSDG served as the main institutional and non-institutional fora
through which professionals committed to advancing the SSR agenda (experts,
academics, policy-makers, political actors) convened to pave the way for establishing
a consensual and coordinated approach in view of establishing a common policy
framework. National inputs, provided by the UK DFID or by the Netherlands, was a
key factor supporting the emergence of policy innovation and its diffusion by
providing the necessary resources for the new episteme to develop. Challenges to SSR
implementation have arisen from the convergence (sometimes problematic) of
different ways to look at SSR, that is whether from a development or from a security
perspective, with the integration of different and often competing organizational
cultures (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Defence, Development actors).
Accordingly, whereas the presence of national constituencies has facilitated the
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creation of a consensus within the emerging SSR epistemic community, the
persistence of differences in terms of organizational cultures has hampered a
successful policy evolution as a learning by doing process. The latter issue, however,
goes beyond the scope of this chapter.
Epistemic communities and civilian crisis management (CCM)
Civilian crisis management is a non-military toolbox of both the CSDP and the
European Commission’s external relations, conceived to fulfil their ambitions to
effectively respond to crisis situations. It is important to note that the EU’s CCM is
not limited to CSDP. The concept has a broader span involving also external action
instruments within the first pillar (European Commission), in particular the Stability
Pact and development aidxxxii. The need to use “civilian and military means to
respond coherently to the whole spectrum of crisis management tasks”xxxiii implies
that the EU as a whole shall address security concerns in its neighbourhood (and
beyond) in a more holistic manner. In other words, conceiving the “civilian”
dimension of crisis management within the slender borders of CSDP would neglect
important variables that have affected its progressive conceptualization and,
consequently, consolidation within the EU as an international actor. It is also
important to emphasize that the “EU way” to civilian crisis management is a very
peculiar one, with no parallel structures or policies existing in other international
organizations. Accordingly, the EU developed its own concepts on civilian crisis
management in a way that is not related to other international actors. Finally, the
notion of “comprehensive approach” embeds the whole problématique of civilmilitary coordination arising from the development of civilian capabilities.
Since the very beginning of its security and defence policy, the EU has been involved
in the development of CCM under the legal framework of Article 17.2 of the Treaty
of the European Union (TEU): “Questions referred to in this Article shall include
humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping tasks and tasks of combat forces in
crisis management, including peacemaking”.
Unlike NATO or the OSCE, the EU has clearly declared its ambition to develop both
military and civilian capabilities to support its comprehensive approach to crisis
management. Therefore, besides the adoption of a Civil-Military Co-operation
(CIMIC) concept to ensure coordination with external actors (IGOs and NGOs) in
EU-led operations, the EU developed a specific Civil-Military Coordination concept
(CMCO)xxxiv to ensure effective internal coordination “of the actions of all relevant
EU actors involved in the planning and subsequent implementation of the EU’s
response to the crisis”xxxv. EU member states committed to the establishment of EU
civilian capabilities at the Feira European Council meeting in 2000, focusing on
police, civilian administration, rule of law and civil protection. The following
European Council meetings at Goteborg (June 2001), Laeken (December 2001) and
Seville (June 2002) further developed the civil-military coordination on its conceptual
and practical aspects. Since then, institutional and operational progress in EU civilian
crisis management has been remarkably fast, especially when compared to other areas
of the EU foreign and security policy. As early as 2000, the Committee for the
Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management (CIVCOM) was established so support the
Political and Security Committee (PSC) on the civilian dimension of ESDP. The
Civilian/Military Cell (Civ/Mil Cell) was created within the EUMS as a planning
body proposed to enhance the capacity to deliver early warning, situation assessment
and strategic planning for conflict prevention and post-conflict stabilisation, with
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particular emphasis on management of the civilian/military interfacexxxvi. The Civilian
Headline Goal 2008, setting out EU’s civilian ambitions and capability development,
were adopted by the Brussels European Council on 17 December 2004. An important
institutional innovation was also the establishment of the Civilian Planning and
Conduct Capability (CPCC) in 2007, a 70+ civilian experts staffed structure serving
as a headquarters for EU civilian mission by providing planning and operational
support. On the operational side, the vast majority of ESDP missions carried out so
far – and with considerably longer time line than military ones – are civilian, with
missions in the Western Balkans (EU Police Missions –EUPM- in Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Operation Proxima in FYROM) pioneering the launch of civilian
operations in other regions (Central Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, Middle East).
What have been the drivers of this rapid conceptual and operational development? As
noted by Renata Dwanxxxvii, the idea of an EU non-military crisis management
capability did not receive sustained attention and resources by neither any of the big
member states (France, Germany, UK, Italy, Spain), nor from EU institutions (the
European Commission being suspicious of yet another intergovernmental
development in an area close to its sphere of influence). Furthermore, political and
media attention at the time was fixed on the development of military capabilities more
than civilian onesxxxviii, as the Kosovo experience led member states to give a high
priority to military capacity buildingxxxix to prevent future impasse. The paradox here
is that EU member states drew “military” lessons from the Bosnian and Kosovo
experience, but they ended up developing civilian tools for crisis management. How
was this all possible? Who boosted this process, and how?
When ESDP was launched in 1998, and the first institutional structured created in
2000-2001, military expertise was located in national headquarters and the strategic
studies community of experts and professionals was composed of a few individuals in
French, British and Italian think-tanks that inspired the national debates, but did no
think “European”xl. As for non-military crisis management, expertise and resources
were located at the national level in some member states, often gained through service
in other international organizations (such as the UN), and that hence were able to
provide the “know how” and the capabilities to develop civilian crisis management.
Therefore, soon after the launch of ESDP, and despite the fact that the word
“military” was in the limelight, EU member states realized that they had accumulated
considerable experience and resources in areas such as “civilian police, humanitarian
assistance, administrative and legal rehabilitation, search and rescue, electoral and
human rights monitoring, judicial assistance etc”xli. Two inventories released by the
Council Secretariat, upon recommendation of the European Council of Cologne and
on the basis of the information provided by delegations, listed the civilian tools
available to the Union and to the member statesxlii. The table below shows the list of
pre-existing structures, instruments and expertise of civil police in some of the EU
member states:
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Table 1: Non-military crisis management tools available in EU member states
(1999)xliii.
CIVIL POLICE
DK
(COP275+332)
- Denmark participates in civilian police missions implemented by the UN,
OSCE, WEU, as well as other multilateral and bilateral operations. Denmark
at present participates in international missions with approximately 80 police
officers (of whom 68 are deployed in various missions in the Balkans - IPTF,
UNIP, ECMM, PMG, and MAPE). 50 of these officers are permanently at the
disposal for international operations and are registered with the UN Stand-by
arrangement system.
ES
(MAD 371)
- At present, 42 members of the Spanish national police and 188 members of
Guardia Civil are serving in missions under NNUU, NATO, OSCE, and
WEU. Tasks involve monitoring of human rights violations, local police
forces, refugee/displaced persons movements, as well as control and police
tasks of refugee camps, borders and embargoes.
IR
(DUB 136)
- Irish police have a long tradition of service as civpols in UN missions and
have participated in a number of OSCE and EU missions. Coreu DUB109
sets out the position regarding the training of police officers in Ireland for
such missions.
IT
(ROM 287)
- Italy has a territorial police, a state police and a custom police, which are
autonomous forces that can and have been employed in crisis management. A
school of advanced police studies offers two "stages" yearly to form around
70 international police trainers. This facility is at the disposal of international
organisations (i.a. the EU).

NL
(HAG 563)
- A total of around 70 military police officers from the Netherlands are currently
deployed in various crisis regions, mainly in Bosnia-Herzegovina in IPTF, and
some in Albania (MAPE).
- A group of civil police officers has been deployed on an ad hoc basis in crisis
regions (e.g. forensic experts assisting the Rwanda Tribunal or the ICTY).
- The Government is currently looking into ways to enhance its capacity to
deploy civil police in crisis regions to assist in the establishment of structures for
democratic policing as an integral part of peace building.
AUS
(VIE 358)
- Long-standing experience for forces for international (especially UN) missions;
for training: see coreu VIE 350/99.
P
(LIS 417)
- National civil police force (Polícia de Segurança Pública - PSP - depending on
the Ministry of Internal Affairs) has been participating in international police
missions (monitoring human rights and local police forces, refugee/displaced
movements) humanitarian assistance to refugees, local police training, police
counselling and consulting, voters registration and election monitoring.
FIN
(DS 18/99)

19

- A rostrum of trained civilian police (CIVPOL) available. 110 trained experts in
reserve. 16 civilian police at the moment in field operations (UN, OSCE, and
WEU).
SW
(STO 399)
- Currently about 180 Swedish police in international missions: 148 in UN,
OSCE or WEU missions (IPTF, UNMIK, UNAMET, PMG, and MAPE).
Before departure, training at the Swedish Armed Forces International Command
(SWEDINT). Also bilateral missions (e.g. support for legal sector in Central and
Eastern Europe).
- Responsibility currently shared between National Police Force and Swedish
Armed Forces. Government proposal forthcoming that National Police Board
takes a collective responsibility for all international police activity and creates a
Foreign Force within the Police Force.

These inventories served as the basis for the Action Plan for non military crisis
management of the EU adopted by the Helsinki Councilxliv, and designed to
coordinate regular updates of inventories, run a database to maintain and share
information on assets, capabilities and expertise and identify concrete targets,
weaknesses and strong points by taking into account lessons learned, training
standards and best practicesxlv. The Action Plan, in turn, paved the way for the work
undertaken by the Portuguese Presidency on the development of ESDP civilian
capabilities. This largely relied on a study “drawing on experience from recent and
current crises, on the expertise of the Member States and on the results of the seminar
on civilian crisis management in Lisbon on 3-4 April 2000”, and “carried out to
define concrete targets in the area of civilian aspects of crisis managementxlvi. The
study concluded that four priority areas should constitute the bulk of EU civilian crisis
management: police, rule of law, civilian administration and civil protection, and gave
priority to the development of rapid reaction response capabilities “fully taking into
account, and building upon, existing experiences, instruments and resources”xlvii.
Capacity building, institutional build up and conceptual development begun shortly
afterwards and heavily relied on the expertise made available by member states, as
well as on the supporting role of emerging expertise-based networks. Rule of law and
civilian police assumed a leading role in improving EU crisis response capabilities.
The Santa Maria da Feira European Council set the targets for the police: 5.000 police
officers available for international police missions, with 1.000 of them deployable
within 30 days. The Gothenburg Council later adopted a Police Action Plan to further
develop the planning capacity of police operations at the strategic level. The presence
in some of the member states of specialised police forces ready to be deployedxlviii
facilitated the task of capacity building. The Gothenburg Council also set up the
targets in the area of the rule of law, with a commitment to 200 experts to train,
advice and in some cases carry out executive tasks when local structures are failing or
inexistent. Conceptual and institutional development followed up, facilitated and
pushed by those member states that were already disposing of expertise in the civilian
aspects of crisis management. In 2002, the Danish EU presidency promoted a
comprehensive approach to crisis management to address the need for effective
coordination of all the actions of all EU actors involved in the planning of crisis
management missionsxlix. The work on the creation of CMCO (civil military
coordination) constituted a landmark development as it led to the adoption of a
template for an EU Crisis Management Conceptl and opened the way for operational
and institutional progress. This process was driven by experts in national capitals and
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pushed by the “presidency factor”, allowing individual member states favourable to
CCM to shape the security agenda. In this regard, the period between 2002 and 2006
was particularly “favourable” to the development of a comprehensive approach, the
rotating presidency being held by Denmark (2002, II), Greece (2003, I), Italy, (2003,
II), Ireland (2004, I), Netherlands (2004, II), Luxembourg (2005, I), United Kingdom
(2005, II), Austria (2006, I) and Finland (2006, II).
The conceptualization of the EU approach – i.e. the building up of a consensual
knowledge on civilian crisis management - went in parallel with the capacity building.
It involved knowledge sharing and socialization among experts external to EU
institutions as well as ESDP officers and national decision-makers and, last but not
least, other international organizations and NGOsli. The purpose of this intense
networking and cross-fertilization among actors coming from different backgrounds
(the military, diplomatic circles, development experts) was to understand how
European institutions could use crisis management tools, to share these approaches
and to mobilize political support for CCM and to implement CCMlii. In particular, the
conceptual workliii has been crucial due to the initial confusion over the definition and
the boundaries of “civilian” crisis management and civil-military relations, and over
how the EU should develop its policy frameworkliv.
An emerging policy framework also created the need of new experts to support it and
contribute to its development. Accordingly, new seconded and contracted experts (in
particular from new member states, after the 2004 Enlargement) joined the
Directorate for civilian crisis management (DG E IX) of the General Secretariat of the
Council as well as other new born structures such as the Committee on civilian
aspects of crisis management (CIVCOM) supporting the PSC or the CivMil Celllv.
The establishment of civilian crisis management was therefore not just a matter of
capabilities, but originated in the development and institutionalization of new
expertise and know how located at the national level. Indeed, according to an EU
official, intense interaction and socialization among civilian experts did occur after
the Civcom and the CivMil Cell were put in placelvi. The outcomes of this process,
however, reveal a mixed picture. At the operational level, socialization through
training and networking brought some results, especially in terms of “learning by
doing” from CSDP missions. At the conceptual / strategic level, the EU civilian crisis
management lagged - and still lags – behind, and institutional factors (i.e. inter
institutional rivalries and lack of communication between civilian and military
experts) prevented the EU from achieving a coherent integration between civilian and
military crisis management tools and conceptslvii.
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Conclusion
The purpose of this paper was to investigate the rise and development of EU security
sector reform and civilian crisis management. It emphasized the role of epistemic
communities in introducing conceptual innovations into CSDP as a learning process.
Since this is still an early stage research, it is hard to draw exhaustive conclusions and
to provide a comprehensive assessment of how knowledge and expertise shaped the
institutionalization of SSR and CCM.
Preliminary evidence suggests that national and transnational epistemic communities
did contribute to policy change and institutional evolution of CSDP. Both made it
possible to introduce a “new security thinking” within the EU, or new way to deal
with crisis management by non-military means, although in different ways and with
different outcomes. Further empirical research will go through the process of
institutional learning so as to better specify the conditions under which these networks
influenced EU security cooperation: it will therefore assess the impact of political,
organizational and cultural factors in affecting the diffusion of knowledge.
Findings are expected to shed light on the contradictory features of CSDP and on the
problems of coherence and consistence of the EU’s role as a security provider. These
are to be understood as a ideational problems, thus relating to the development of a
coherent vision, or episteme, about the EU approach to crisis management. If
epistemes are compartmentalized or can’t become consensual, institutions will not be
enabled to effectively adopt a holistic policy framework to address security issues.
Accordingly, this paper makes the point that a fuller understanding of CSDP must
take into account and trace back its epistemological evolution – and map the actors
involved in the creation of the epistemes.
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