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ABSTRACT 

Although the EU has become a leading multilateral actor in the field of security sector reform 
(SSR), it continues to face significant challenges that hinder its potential for delivery. In the 
run-up to the prospective adoption of an EU-wide strategic framework for supporting SSR, 
this study aims to shed light on the realities faced by SSR policy makers and practitioners. By 
looking at the EU’s SSR track record, as well its involvement in the complementary process of 
disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration (DDR), this study provides an assessment of 
the lessons learnt and highlights the ways forward for the EU as a security provider, 
particularly ahead of the launch of its maiden Global Strategy on Foreign and Security Policy 
(EUGS).  
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Executive summary 
At a time when fragile countries in the EU’s neighbourhood and beyond continue to succumb to 
erratic crises and recurrent bouts of instability, the Union is facing rising pressure to upend its role 
as a global security provider. Beyond the setbacks propelled by the latest financial crisis – notably 
the concerns over the stability of the euro area or the budgetary constraints faced by Member 
States – the institutional integrity of the EU has come under growing threat. The migratory crisis, 
the recent terrorist attacks on European soil or the looming Brexit referendum have no doubt 
prompted EU governments and citizens to become increasingly inward-looking in their policies 
and attitudes. As the European External Action Service (EEAS) – in consultation with all EU 
institutions, Members States and civil society – prepares to launch an EU Global Strategy on 
Foreign and Security Policy (EUGS), it remains fundamental to reiterate the Union’s important role 
as a leading intergovernmental actor in promoting peace, security and sustainable development at 
a global level. 

With a growing impetus to align its Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) with the 
internationally-endorsed idea that there cannot be development without security and vice versa, 
much of the EU’s broad security agenda has been increasingly adaptive and tailored to 
accommodate the realities of the security-development nexus. The reform of the security sector in 
conflict-prone or post-conflict countries is one of the EU’s flagship foreign policy endeavours. In 
this regard, the Union is actively seeking to combine CSDP with development cooperation 
instruments (DCI) in a synergetic manner. SSR is best understood as the process by which state 
security institutions are reformed to guarantee the delivery of security services and the 
establishment of the rule of law through strengthened local ownership and democratic 
accountability, and thus SSR has become a wide-ranging (and tangible) international policy 
practice carried out by major multilateral actors in an attempt to stabilise fragile countries and 
regions.  

Although the EU has become a reputable actor in the field of SSR, it has thus far been 
implementing it in a rather ad hoc and fragmented manner. Since the entry into force of the Lisbon 
Treaty and the new institutional configuration that it created, the EU has been consolidating and 
expanding the array of tools available for the enactment of its external action – so as to make it 
more consistent, effective and strategic. As a result, the widely endorsed comprehensive approach 
has stressed the need for a joint-up deployment of EU instruments and resources across the board, 
with Member States and EU actors sharing the responsibility for implementation. This welcomed 
overhaul has however taken time to materialise in practice, prompting the EU to rethink its external 
action strategy, most notably by developing common policy frameworks for CSDP activities. 
Consequently, following the 18 May 2015 Foreign Affairs Council meeting, the High Representative 
and the Commission were invited to elaborate an EU-wide strategic framework for SSR by mid2016, 
emphasising the need to bring CSDP and DCI tools together. 

In the run-up to the prospective launch of a new SSR strategic framework, this study aims to shed 
light on the realities faced by SSR policy makers and practitioners. With over a decade of 
experience, the EU has become an indisputable and resourceful leader in the field, but it continues 
to face significant challenges that hinder its potential for delivery. By taking a look at EU’s past SSR 
track record – notably in assisting third countries with the process involving the disarmament, 
demobilisation and reintegration (DDR) of ex-combatants – this study assesses the lessons learnt, 
provides tangible recommendations, and highlights the way forward for the EU as it seeks to adopt 
a common SSR strategy. These include:  
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• Diagnosing local dynamics. The EU must act with a full understanding of the local 
complexities surrounding its actions. Its SSR activities must be sensitive to the political, social 
and cultural conditions that shape local institutions and systems in order for the EU to be 
perceived as a legitimate actor willing to work in partnership with local stakeholders, rather 
than ‘imposing’ solutions.  

• Bottom-up approach. The EU must reinforce a bottom-up approach in the design and 
implementation of its mission goals, promoting the participation of host country authorities 
(at all levels of government) as well as local communities and grassroots civil society 
organisations (CSOs) to enhance the human security dimension approach to SSR. 

• Human security. EU-led SSR programmes tend to be state-centric; they overwhelmingly 
target state actors, to the detriment of non-state actors. In spite of the fact that the human 
security dimension is a priori fundamental, it is seldom applied in practice. Given that CSOs 
continue to be at the margins of SSR programmes, this often reduces the pressure to look 
beyond the state security and justice apparatus. This undermines the need to focus on the 
livelihoods dimension of SSR, as well as the justice and reconciliation aspect that is necessary 
to address grievances in post-conflict situations. 

• Fragmentation. SSR programmes tend to be implemented in a piecemeal manner. This 
often results in an unbalanced targeting of different subsets of the security and justice 
sectors. As budget limitations force SSR donors into inevitable trade-offs, a more balanced 
allocation of resources should guide programme implementation. 

• Incentive structures. Prevailing systems of patronage and other forms of corrupt practices 
make it hard to implement democratic governance principles. Often, measures taken to 
address corruption have an ephemeral effect. This calls for the enactment of incentive 
structures – be they economic payoffs, political pressure or cost-incurring sanctions – that 
can deter corrupt behaviour or dismantle the systems of patronage. This, however, would 
engender higher budgetary costs and induce carrying out politically sensitive actions, both 
seemingly elusive in the current context. 

• Political dialogue & local buy-in. Cooperation within SSR missions remains much 
dependent on the good will of the actors involved. A more systematic and complementary 
approach for cooperating with local partners should be incorporated in the prospective EU-
led framework to support the SSR. The 2009 Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) adopted 
by the Dutch and Burundian governments – requiring consistent political dialogue and local 
buy-in before and during the implementation phase – is an exemplary approach. 

• Systematic EU links. SSR efforts currently fall short of establishing systematic links between 
Brussels Headquarters, Heads of Mission and the EU Delegations. EEAS services and missions 
should be reinforced with personnel dealing with human resources and coordination 
between different agencies to ensure the coherence of EU action. The programming of the 
missions should thus include specific expertise on human resource coordination. 

• PFCAs. Political frameworks for crisis approach (PFCAs) have been in place since 2013 and 
are currently in use in Libya and Ukraine, among others. They constitute a relevant approach 
for devising a strategic framework in crisis management, since they provide the strategic 
guidance to crisis management missions and enumerate the different instruments at the EU’s 
disposal. They can also be a powerful instrument to avoid duplications between the EEAS, EU 
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Member States and the Commission on the basis of joint analyses and consultations so as to 
ensure internal and external coordination.  

• EU-led SSR Task Forces. SSR missions need to be equipped with a greater number of 
security experts and incorporate inter-service coordination support mechanisms that bring 
together EEAS and Commission staff to increase the coherence of EU actions. This can be 
achieved via the creation of ‘SSR thematic and inter-service task force’, which would help to 
recruit security experts and define the comprehensive approach of EU action in host 
countries, in order to hone the understanding of local dynamics and increase the dialogue 
with key local partners. 

• Avoiding duplication. At the highest political level, the External Action Group of 
Commissioners, led by HR/VP Mogherini, should ensure the overall coordination of the EU 
action. To break the institutional inertia is a difficult task, particularly regarding the 
Commission’s procedures in crisis management, and more coordination efforts are needed in 
this regard. The different timing of the EU institutions often translates into different 
perspectives of the mandate of each institution, so more efforts in coordination are required 
to avoid duplication. 

• Mission flexibility. The planning and implementation phase of the mission should take into 
account and have room for the problems that might emerge while implementing the mission 
and these needs should be accommodated in the planning phase of the mission, since the 
presence of spoilers and drivers of change requires constant adaptation to the evolving 
situation in host countries. ‘Flexibility’ in the operationalisation of SSR missions should thus 
be secured in both the planning and implementation phases. 

• Common timeframes. There is a discrepancy within the EU regarding the timing of EU 
missions. The Commission, the EEAS and the Member States expect the results of the 
missions to be achieved at different points in time. Member States expect quick results in 
CSDP, but also require that the missions are sustainable over time. Yet most of the missions 
require long-term reform processes, going beyond the quick results as listed in SSR.  

• Flexible procurement. Flexibility is the key for crisis management in post-conflict situations 
and need application in procurement and expenditure procedures, as well as in relation to 
local authorities. The procurement rules are currently bound by the financial regulations of 
the Commission, which are sometimes too strict and not suited for crisis management. ECHO 
has a more flexible approach (it relies on an exit clause from general Commission regulations 
precisely because it deals with crises), so ECHO-style of procurement should be brought to 
the Commission’s resources dedicated to crisis management. 

• EP oversight. The European Parliament can make use of its competences in the field of CFSP 
and CSDP by increasing its democratic oversight of SSR missions. Through hearings, debates 
(in AFET and SEDE) as well as through evaluation studies, it can contribute to enhance the 
comprehensive approach of SSR and ensure that more consistent links are made with the 
rest of external action tools and policies. This is particularly relevant in cases where the EU 
budget is concerned. A reappraisal of the SSR objectives should also be presented as an 
effort to increase transparency and accountability of the missions. 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 SSR: concept and practice 
The concept and practice of SSR is relatively new. It emerged (in part) from the need to develop a 
more comprehensive approach for addressing the continuum of crises that erupted in the post-
Cold War era. The concept SSR was coined just prior to the turn of the millennium and the 
implementation of SSR in third countries has been a mixed experience as donor governments and 
multilateral organisations have faced difficulties, both in defining its scope and in measuring its 
impact.  

In line with the growing acceptance that security and development are intrinsically interdependent 
(two sides of the same coin), SSR has gained prominence as a fundamental subset of the dubbed 
security-development nexus. As a result, the idea that a secure environment is conducive to 
prosperous development has been widely endorsed. In particular, the idea that a democratically 
governed and accountable security sector is a prerequisite for peace building in post-conflict 
settings has gained prominence. Indeed, the international experience in dealing with the 
multiplicity of crises across the globe has shed some light on the society-wide risks of a 
dysfunctional and politicised security sector.  

Recently exemplified by the 2015 military coup attempts in Burundi and Burkina Faso, security 
forces in fragile countries can oftentimes (and paradoxically) act as perpetrators of insecurity1. One 
of the responses has been the growing practice of reforming (or attempting to reform) the security 
sector in conflict-prone or post-conflict countries, particularly those in which the police, the armed 
forces – and even the judiciary – are identified as being a hindrance to the provision of security and 
delivery of justice.   

The very idea of reform is itself sometimes troubling, particularly in light of the criticism relating to 
the oft-imposed nature in which SSR programmes have been implemented by external agents. The 
local ownership has consequently been stressed as a fundamental prerogative for SSR, particularly 
as a means of minimising the resistance and frustration arising from the inevitable shift in the 
commanding structures across security institutions. This is particularly true for those that benefit 
from the status quo or who are able to profit from the rent-seeking activities that characterise 
politico-military systems of patronage.  

Indeed, when wealth is concentrated within the state and the allocation of its resources is decided 
by the executive, there are powerful incentives for the military to ally with the political class 
through (in)formal networks of patronage. Presidential guards are a case in point and in particular 
on the African continent, where they are notoriously known for prompting military coups, as 
evidenced in Mauritania (2008), Mali (2012) or Burkina Faso (2015), among others. The underlying 
idea is that their privileged status (both politically and economically) vis-à-vis other military 
factions creates conflicts of interest and is a source of instability whenever the interests of powerful 
military elite units are jeopardised2. 

 
1 For a theoretical approach, see JeanFrançois Daguzan, ‘Armées et sociétés dans le monde arabe : entre révolte et 
conservatisme’, in Stéphane Valter & JF Daguzan, Les Forces armées arabes et moyenorientales après les printemps arabes, 
ESKA, Paris, 2014, p. 5787. 
2 See ‘Understanding African armies’, EUISS Report no.7, April 2016 
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Consequently, the local buy-in and governance components of SSR have been gaining ground by 
way of ensuring that SSR programmes are implemented in conjunction with the local authorities 
and in such a manner that it respects the principles of democratic accountability and oversight. The 
SSR practice has therefore acquired a dimension that goes beyond the ‘train and equip’ mantra by 
seeking to address the governance aspect of the security sector, specifically oversight bodies and 
the judiciary. This has opened a Pandora’s box by way of blurring the scope of SSR to one that is 
enmeshed simultaneously with good governance, development practice and peace building. It is 
inherently multidimensional in nature and has therefore highlighted the need to implement it 
using a wide array of policy tools as well as requiring a long-term commitment – both in personnel 
(local and external) as well as in financial resources. 

A fundamental and crucial component (and precursor) of the SSR policy cycle is the process 
involving the disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration (DDR) of ex-combatants. The 
experiences in Mali, Aceh, Kosovo or Mozambique, for example, showcase the inherent difficulties 
encountered when armed forces are recurrently clashing with rebel militias. The need for DDR has 
therefore arisen as somewhat of a prerequisite for the implementation of sound SSR programmes, 
particularly as the divide between rebel armed groups and national armed forces is symptomatic of 
protracted conflicts – as evidenced in Sudan and South Sudan, Ethiopia or the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo (DRC). 

1.2 The EU’s experience with SSR  
From Africa to Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, the EU has been a prominent and 
internationally recognised actor in the field of SSR. Although member states like the United 
Kingdom (UK) and the Netherlands took the lead in launching and adopting national SSR agendas 
in countries like Sierra Leone or Burundi, the EU has been gaining ground as an intergovernmental 
SSR actor. With 14 out of the 17 (currently) active CSDP operations incorporating an SSR dimension 
(notably EUAM Ukraine, EUTM Somalia, EUSEC RDC or EUMAM RCA), the EU is evidently 
demonstrating a strong focus towards strengthening and reforming the security sectors of fragile 
states3. 

The EU holds a strong comparative advantage as an SSR actor, naturally due to its institutional 
setup that brings together 28 Member States, along with a wide-ranging set of instruments and 
financial means. Thanks in part to its resourcefulness and global reach (the EU currently has 139 
Delegations spread across the world), it has been able to design and implement its different SSR 
programmes with relative swiftness. Setting up camps has been one thing, while achieving 
practical results has been another.  

The combination of volatile security environments in poorly governed countries has made SSR a 
tall order for the EU. This has been particularly evident in missions like EUTM Mali, where EU 
training staff have often been the target of terrorist attacks. Also, in EU SSR Guinea-Bissau, where 
the lack of cooperation on behalf of the host country essentially prompted the early termination of 
the mission. In addition, the EU has often been criticised for leading SSR missions that are 
underfunded and, as a consequence, understaffed; as evidenced by the cases of EUPOL 
Afghanistan and EUPOL Georgia.  

 
3 Tardy, T. ‘Tackling the challenges of SSR’ EUISS Alert no. 14, April 2015 



EU-led SSR and DDR cases: lessons learnt and ways forward 
 

9 

Principally deriving from an alleged lack of financial commitment on behalf of Member States, the 
EU’s SSR track record so far has been rather discouraging. Ranging from the meagre eight EU staff 
deployed for EU SSR Guinea-Bissau to an estimated fifty in EUSEC RDC, it sheds light on the light-
touch approach that has been adopted, particularly considering the number and size of the host 
armed forces. Although, EUTM Somalia and EUTM Mali host approximately 200 and 500 EU training 
staff respectively, the numbers remain insufficient and showcase that effective SSR will remain 
elusive so long human resources remain disparate when compared with the task at hand. This is 
however   not the case across the board and there is a certain degree of variance in staffing and 
resourcing depending on the country or region in operation. EULEX Kosovo for example, has staff 
strength upward of 2,500. This figure, however, takes into account the fact that it is a joint venture 
where third parties that have signed Framework Participation Agreements (FPAs) with the EU have 
joined the mission staffing and financing bandwagon, notably the US, Canada and Turkey. 

On the financial side, SSR activities are funded via multiple instruments. The main ones are the 
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) budget, the European Development Fund (EDF), the 
Instruments contributing to Peace and Stability (IcSP) and the European Instrument for Democracy 
and Human Rights. As development funds face some restrictions, especially under Official 
Development Aid (ODA) regulation guidelines, with regards to financing of military activities, with 
most of the financing for SSR missions coming from the CSDP budget (itself a subset of CFSP) or 
through contributions of participating Member States, the annual budgets tend to vary a lot. For 
example, from an estimated EUR 940 000 for EUBAM Rafah, through to EUR 5.6 million for EU SSR 
Guinea-Bissau, EUR 19.7 million for EUTM Somalia, EUR 27.7 million for EUTM Mali, and all the way 
up to EUR 90 million for EULEX Kosovo4. This is a clear indication that budgets are not necessarily 
tailored to country size but rather to the geostrategic importance of host nations or their political 
relevance to EU Member States. 

In parallel, some ventures have been carried out bilaterally by Member States. The Netherlands-
Burundi Security Sector Development (SSD) programme, for example, stands out as a flagship case 
study on how consistent political dialogue and progressive local buy-in can lead to positive 
results5. Through an agreed-upon memorandum of understanding, a phased and flexible 
programming structure – as well as a sufficiently long lifespan of eight years – the venture was 
considered to be one where the timeframe and resourcefulness was matched with ambition and 
the operating environment, respectively. It stands out as a rare case in which the ex post external 
evaluation of the programme was optimistic about its impact – even if Burundi is presently 
entrenched in political paralysis and recurrent bouts of violence as a result of Nkurunziza’s 
attempts to extend his mandate. 

1.3 The SSR-DDR linkage  
As the Union faces a multiplicity of challenges in preventing and responding to crises within its 
neighbourhood and beyond, SSR stands out as an elusive practice. As a lengthy process requiring a 
significant commitment of personnel and funds, assisting third countries in strengthening the 
governance of their security sector remains a tall order and for this particular reason, the need for a 
common EU SSR policy has become ever so pressing.  

 
4 All figures obtained from respective mission factsheets on the EEAS website 
5 See Bell, N. ‘Putting governance at the heart of security sector reform’, Clingendael Institute, April 2014 
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As highlighted in the December 2015 European Commission’s Joint Communication on the 
elements for an EU-wide strategic framework for supporting SSR, several challenges continue to 
obstruct the way forward in EU-led SSR activities. These range from an insufficient application of 
the comprehensive approach to a lack of local ownership and sustained political dialogue with 
partner countries. The EU still needs to take stock of these challenges and infer lessons learnt. , In 
parallel, given the complementarity that exists between SSR and DDR, it is becoming increasingly 
evident that an encompassing SSR framework should acknowledge the mutually reinforcing links 
with DDR. As a result, the absence of a linkage between SSR and DDR in the Commission’s 
December 2015 Joint Communication might be an indication of the fragmented and ad hoc way in 
which EU SSR programmes have been implemented thus far, in essence attempting to reform a 
sector without acknowledging how fractured it may be.   

DDR refers to the process whereby former combatants are disarmed and discharged from 
(principally) armed rebel groups and are subsequently integrated into the national armed forces. 
As a result, it is oftentimes considered a precursor to SSR (or even a subset of the SSR policy cycle) 
because no viable reform can be undertaken so long as the integrity of regular armed forces are 
being threatened by nongovernmental militarised groups. Ever since the approval of the ‘EU 
concept for support to DDR’ by the European Commission and the Council of the European Union 
in December 2006, the success of DDR programmes have been tied to their integration into a 
broader SSR process.  

Indeed, the disarmament and disbandment of non-state armed groups, as well as their 
reintegration can be made viable if and only if the state and its security institutions are sufficiently 
empowered to create an environment that is conducive to DDR. In Mali, for example, numerous 
DDR attempts have been made (notably the 1994 ‘Flammes de la Paix’) which have been UN-led 
and internationally funded initiatives. These initiatives have fundamentally failed to deliver results 
in Mali, due to the prevalence of a dysfunctional state and protracted (as well as recurrently violent) 
clashes between the central government and northern communities.  

The EU has long been supporting DDR initiatives as a donor entity through the EDF. From assisting 
DDR programmes in Guatemala and Colombia, it also engaged in supporting DDR initiatives in 
Mozambique, Sierra Leone, Ivory Coast and Bosnia-Herzegovina. It wasn’t until 2005 that the EU led 
its own civilian operation in supervising the disarmament process in Indonesia via its Aceh 
Monitoring Mission (AMM). Since then, the EU has been principally supporting UN and/or Member 
State-led DDR initiatives while at the same time placing greater focus on the SSR component of 
CSDP missions.  

Given the mutual complementarity between DDR and SSR, the time is ripe to ponder the extent to 
which the EU wants to integrate DDR into the EU-wide strategic framework in support for SSR. It 
might well prove beneficial as the Union seeks to streamline and harmonise the work carried out 
by EU agencies in the field of conflict management and peace building.   

Primarily for this reason, it is important to run through the EU’s track record as a means to highlight 
the challenges that have arisen within the broad SSR framework – but also the more limited one of 
DDR. The objective would be to draw on such challenges so as to provide a non-exhaustive list of 
lessons learnt on which tangible recommendations can be formulated. These could serve as 
guiding references on which the Commission, the EEAS, the Parliament and the Council can rely on 
to consolidate the prospective joint-up EU-wide SSR policy framework.  
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2 EU crisis management: context and evolution 
2.1 The EU as a crisis manager 
SSR is the central aspect of EU crisis management and peace-building efforts. Ever since the 
creation of the CFSP, the Union has been attempting to translate its foreign policy goals into 
tangible operational results. The CFSP has provided the EU with a wide range of policy tools and 
instruments, but the common defence and security component has usually been one of its weakest 
dimensions. Since the setup of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) in the Amsterdam 
Treaty of 1999, the evolution of the EU’s role in the international system has been defined by a 
continued sense of ‘work in progress’6. Yet the raison d’être of the ESDP (now revamped as CSDP) is 
the capacity of the Union to back its diplomatic efforts with action on the ground. Since the 
inception of the ESDP, the EU has been implementing civil and military missions in a variety of 
forms: as a peace broker (i.e. in Mali); a security guarantor (i.e. in CAR); a border manager (i.e. in 
Libya), and as a trainer and reformer of police and military forces (i.e. EUTM Somalia, EUPOL 
Afghanistan) – among others7.  

However, as tasks under the umbrella of ESDP (now CSDP) have widened in scope, major 
challenges have also arisen. While some relate to the Union’s defence policy per se, others refer to 
the Union’s capacity to turn goals into deeds. The first debate usually refers to the capacity of the 
EU to act as an independent global actor, separate from the United States and beyond the remit of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO). The debate, however, is ridden by profound 
divisions among Member States with regards to the appropriateness of such autonomy in defence 
matters. Nevertheless, it also touches upon discussions on the health of the transatlantic 
relationship and the political ambition of both the United States (US) and the EU in responding to 
contemporary crisis situations8. The key objective in this regard is the progressive consolidation of 
an autonomous defence policy (i.e. CSDP) that falls in line with the Lisbon Treaty’s objectives.  

Today the success of EU is not measured in terms of the number of missions launched, but rather 
as the qualitative contribution of the EU in stabilising conflict-ridden countries and regions, notably 
in cooperation with other intergovernmental organisations such as the UN, the Organisation for 
Security Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the African Union (AU). Success of EU therefore entails 
acting in a coherent manner with regards to the various policies falling under the EU’s external 
action (comprehensive approach) and in coordination with the efforts of other international actors. 
In addition, EU’s success also entails an ability to be able to qualitatively assess the extent to which 
a CSDP mission has been able to deliver on its underlying objectives. 

The second debate refers to the role that the Union plays in global affairs, including the different 
conceptions of EU ‘actorness’: i.e. its ‘ability to function actively and deliberately in relation to other 
actors in the international system’9. Since the first attributions of the EU as a ‘civilian power’, 
concerns were already raised regarding the idea that soft power had its limitations. This assertion 
derived from the arguably valid realisation that civilian action had to be complemented with 
military means, either autonomously or in coordination with EU Member States and/or other 
international actors. The Lisbon Treaty has also acted as a crucial milestone to assess the role of the 

 
6 Jolyon Howorth, Security and Defence Policy in the European Union, Palgrave Macmillan, London, 2014. 
7 Steven Blockmans (ed.), The European Union and Crisis Management, T.M.C. Asser Press, The Hague, 2008, pp.35. 
8 Sven Biscop, Peace Without Money, War Without Americans, Ashgate, Surrey, 2015.  
9 Karen E. Smith, European Union Foreign Policy in a Changing World, Policy Press, Cambridge, 2008, p.25.  
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Union in security and defence policies. By departing away from the discussions on the unborn 
European Constitution, the Lisbon Treaty has served to streamline the Union’s decision-making 
structure: aimed at enhancing the consistency and coherence of the Union’s external action.  

These provisions should be read as a parallel evolution in the EU’s understanding of the 
international security realm, being increasingly considered more convoluted and influenced by the 
internal-external security nexus, rather than being read in isolation. The inevitable consequence is 
the growing realisation that foreign policy strategies must bring together – and utilise 
simultaneously – security, defence, development, humanitarian assistance, energy tools and 
policies, to name a few. 

So today, a relevant actor in the international arena is the one that is able to articulate a 
comprehensive approach to crisis management and goes beyond the restricted visions of 
international security. In a sense, crisis management should be understood in a comprehensive 
manner, not only due to the number of institutional EU actors with responsibilities in developing 
security and defence policies but also regarding the nature of the policies involved10. The current 
challenges facing EU-led efforts in SSR thus fall within the abovementioned debates. Unpacking 
them requires a careful study on at least three different levels: EU external action within the CSDP 
framework, its actions in the field of SSR, and the situation in the countries where the EU operates. 

2.2 EU external action: CSDP  
The Lisbon Treaty provides for a more coherent framework of external action, including (in its Title 
V) the provisions of the Union’s CFSP alongside the traditional external relations policies – in the 
hands of the European Commission. The provisions on CFSP (and hence CSDP) are the object of 
specific treatment in the Treaty on the European Union, while external relations policies are further 
developed in the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union.  

The Lisbon Treaty is a step in the right direction for a more coherent external action, bringing 
together the policies of the (former) first and second pillar. The setup of the Union’s external action 
is complemented with a series of institutional reforms aimed at operationalising coherence, such 
as the position of the HR/VP and the EEAS. Crisis management structures such as the Crisis 
Management and Planning Directorate (CMPD) and the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability 
(CPCC) are now part of the EEAS. They serve to facilitate the interaction with regional directorates 
and other services of the European Commission (thanks to the Vice-President hat of the HR/VP).  

The reforms of the Lisbon Treaty came at a time when several CSDP missions and operations were 
being consolidated, with the resulting lessons learnt assisting in the evaluation of the challenges 
for the post-Lisbon era. These lessons have included, among others, the difficulty to deal with 
internal and external security linkages affecting crisis management, and enlarging the scope of EU 
action beyond a purely CSDP-based approach to crisis management11. In a sense, these challenges 
still continue six years after the Lisbon Treaty came into force. Despite the coordination efforts to 
enhance coherence between external relation policies (such as development, neighbourhood 
policies or humanitarian aid) and CFSP/CSDP, these two still exist in parallel universes. A 
comprehensive approach to crisis management has not yet been attained, as conceptual, 

 
10 Nicoletta Pirozzi, The EU’s Comprehensive Approach to Crisis Management, DCAF, EU Crisis Management Papers Series, 
June 2013 in http://www.dcaf.ch/Publications/TheEUsComprehensiveApproachtoCrisisManagement  
11 Steven Blockmans and Ramses A. Wessel, The European Union and Crisis Management: Will the Lisbon Treaty Make the EU 
More Effective?, CLEER Working Papers, 2009 in http://www.asser.nl/upload/documents/9212009_14424clee091full.pdf  

http://www.dcaf.ch/Publications/The-EU-s-Comprehensive-Approach-to-Crisis-Management
http://www.asser.nl/upload/documents/9212009_14424clee09-1full.pdf
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institutional and operational obstacles still prevail12. The political, civilian, development and 
military tools in crisis management theatres are not sufficiently integrated and still respond to the 
proceedings (including inter-institutional competition) of the former pillar structure13. 

In 2013, a study published by the European Parliament mentioned: ‘While this bodes well for the 
attainment of a comprehensive approach, the analysis of SSR from the perspective of CSDP 
missions also reveals a different set of priorities between the member states and EEAS structures, 
alongside recurrent challenges when it comes to launching and conducting CSDP missions.’ (…) 
‘Attaining a comprehensive approach, therefore, depends on the extent to which EU instruments 
and policies can complement member states and their bilateral and CSDP commitments to SSR.’14  

With regards to the particular challenges to CSDP, it is still complicated to design and 
operationalise integrated missions for crisis management. The complex security dimensions of 
international crises and the involvement of a wide range of internal and external actors would 
require the simultaneous use of a wide range of tools at the EU’s disposal. However, these tools 
(including police, military and judiciary actors) are part and parcel of the former pillar structure. If 
during the pre-Lisbon era cross-pillar coordination was particularly challenging15, the current 
Treaty on EU still lacks formal and informal institutionalisation practices that might lead to a more 
comprehensive approach to crisis management16. Thus, despite the increased power of Brussels-
based institutions, CSDP is still ruled by intergovernmental procedures. The combination of these 
procedures (and its results) with supranational instruments such as the EDF, the DCI or the 
European Neighbourhood Instrument, to name a few, is still a work in progress17. 

 
12 Pirozzi, N., 2013, op. cit. 
13 Pirozzi, N., 2013, op. cit. 
14 European Parliament, Assessing the EU’s Approach to Security Sector Reform (SSR), 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/etudes/join/2013/433837/EXPOSEDE_ET%282013%29433837_EN.pdf, 
p. 27 
15 Blockmans, S. (ed.), 2008, op. cit. 
16 Nicoletta Pirozzi, EU Crisis Management after Lisbon. A New Model to Address Security Challenges in the 21st Century?, 
Insertia, Cambridge, 2015. 
17 Pirozzi, N., 2015, op. cit., p.33.   

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/etudes/join/2013/433837/EXPO-SEDE_ET%282013%29433837_EN.pdf
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3 EU-led SSR: track record and challenges 
3.1 The need for an EU-wide policy framework 
To this day, the EU has adopted two concepts for the development of SSR policies: the 2005 EU 
Concept for ESDP support to SSR18 and A Concept for European Community Support for SSR, published 
one year after19. Both these concepts are part of the pre-Lisbon institutional and functional 
distribution of SSR tasks between the Council and the Commission. While the first concept points 
at CFSP and ESDP strategic guidance in the field of SSR and crisis management at large, the second 
elaborates on the Commission’s experience and desired contribution to this area of policy action.  

Both these documents refer to the need to coordinate efforts for the benefit of EU’s effectiveness 
and coherence, but in reality they represent a fractured approach to SSR when viewed from a post-
Lisbon perspective. The two concept papers were brought under a common framework in 2006 
but this is no substitute for a joint-up, single overarching SSR concept that can guide all EU action 
in the planning, implementation and evaluation of SSR. Only then will the EU be able to leave 
behind the silo mentalities that have permeated SSR initiatives to date20.  

Given that SSR is becoming an increasingly utilised policy practice within the field of peace 
building in fragile environments, the need for an EU-wide SSR policy framework is ever so pressing. 
Although prompted by the 18 May 2015 FAC meeting, a comprehensive approach to SSR has been 
in the making for years. The 2003 European Security Strategy, for example, explicitly mentions SSR 
as an important component of the EU’s overall security framework, highlighting that it forms part 
of the EU’s broader work in institution-building processes21. This has led the EU to implement CSDP 
missions with a distinctive SSR component, particularly in relation to capacity building of the police 
forces, border guards and the military. Examples range across regional and country missions in the 
Balkans (Kosovo and Bosnia-Herzegovina) Asia (Aceh), Africa (DRC, Guinea-Bissau, Mali, Somalia) 
and the Middle East (Occupied Palestinian Territories).  

Given the trans-regional reach of its SSR programmes, the EU has become a primary actor in this 
field. As the leading development aid partner in the world, it is well positioned – from a 
comparative advantage perspective – to continue promulgating SSR initiatives. For instance, the 
recent Re-examination of the Neighbourhood Policy puts emphasis twice on SSR as strong tool: 

‘There will be a new focus on stepping up work with our partners on security sector reform, conflict 
prevention, counterterrorism and anti-radicalisation policies, in full compliance with international 
human rights law.’ 

‘Security Sector Reform: The EU intends to step up outreach to partner countries' authorities that 
deal with matters related to security. Interested partner countries should be supported in their 
reform of the civilian and military security. Such cooperation may include strategic and policy 

 
18 Council of the European Union, EU Concept for ESDP support to Security Sector Reform, 13 October 2005, in 
http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%2012566%202005%20REV%204  
19 European Commission, A Concept for European Community Support for Security Sector Reform, COM(2006) 253 final, 24 
May 2006, in http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2006:0253:FIN:EN:PDF  
20 A good example of inter-institutional coordination is the EU Concept for Support to DDR, jointly approved by the 
Commission and the Council in 2006.  
21 See Dursun-Ozkanca & Vandemoortele (2012) ‘The EU and SSR: current practices and challenges of implementation’, 
European Security, Vol. 21, No. 2, June 2012 

http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%2012566%202005%20REV%204
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:2006:0253:FIN:EN:PDF
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advice, institution and capacity building activities, dialogue with civil society, and support for 
community security programmes.’22  

As a crosscutting endeavour, the EU has aligned its SSR agenda with the renowned OECD-DAC 
guidelines on SSR, most notably the ones relating to local ownership, political dialogue, funding 
sustainability and exhaustive (pre-implementation) diagnosis of the local political and security 
environment. In practice, however, there has been a disparity that has emanated from the 
fragmented manner in which the EU operationalises its SSR programmes. 

3.2 EU-led SSR: the track record 
In the case of the EU’s SSR efforts in the DRC, Kosovo or the Occupied Palestinian Territories (OPT), 
studies have found that one of the key hindrances to the success of the programme was the 
externally-imposed reform procedure23. Resistance to the programmes resulted from the lack of 
ownership prior to (and during) the implementation of the reform process. The lack of local buy-in 
has remained a challenge throughout subsequent missions, notably as a result of a lack of political 
dialogue between the SSR implementer and the host country.  

This has been rectified in ventures such as the one between the governments of the Netherlands 
and Burundi, whom in 2009 signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) to agree on all the 
facets and procedures of their joint SSR programme. This minimised the risk of frustration and 
resistance arising out of a lack of communication on sensitive political issues, particularly those 
pertaining to changes in the higher echelons of the military command.  

 The lack of local ownership has not characterised all missions, for example Aceh (AMM) is heralded 
as one of the missions in which the EU successfully managed to incorporate locally-grounded 
informal justice systems into its SSR activities. Indeed, the community-based policing mechanism 
was praised as a way in which the EU effectively managed to address the issue of democratic 
legitimacy deficit from a local perspective. It essentially contributed to easing tensions between 
the police and the Acehnese citizens during the immediate post-conflict period, during which the 
EU allocated a total of EUR 30 million for justice programs, local governance reform, electoral 
monitoring and disarmament of ex-combatants24. 

The lack of funding sustainability has been one of the driving challenges throughout the EU’s SSR 
experience. With SSR being a decade-long process, there has often been a mismatch between 
long-term needs and short-term commitments. This has been exacerbated by the fact that Member 
States’ interest in a particular SSR programme might waver as a result of exogenous circumstance, 
essentially making the funding aspect a rather frail one. The limited mandate and significant lack of 
financial resources has been outlined as one of the major shortfalls of the EUPOL mission in 
Afghanistan. It is often used as a case study showcasing that the financial and material 
commitments were inappropriate for the task at hand, thereby reflecting poor levels of pre-
implementation feasibility assessments25. With a mission budget of EUR 43.7 million, questions can 
be raised as to how fitting this financial commitment is when we compare it with the estimated 
EUR 77 million budget for EULEX Kosovo (see Annex 1). 
 
22 P. 3 & p. 13, Brussels, 18. 11. 2015, JOIN (2015) 50 final 
23 See DursunOzkanca & Vandemoortele (2012) for some examples 
24 See Tholens, S. (2012) ‘Which and whose authority? EU support to security governance in Aceh’, European Security, Vol. 
21, No.2 
25 See Larrive, M.H.A. (2012) ‘From speeches to actions: EU involvement in the war in Afghanistan through the EUPOL 
Afghanistan Mission’ European Security, Vol. 21 no. 2 
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Finally, the EU training mission in Mali sheds some light on the importance of taking into account 
local dynamics that – if unaddressed – could seriously hamper the mission. This is quintessential 
given the fact that training local armed forces in situations of active conflict can create numerous 
tensions. For the case of EUTM Mali, the recruiting of over 40 local interpreters at the inception of 
the mission was driven by the lessons learnt from EUTM Somalia. The decision of the EU to address 
the complaints arising from language problems came from the threat of mutiny as a result of 
dissatisfaction on behalf of the Somali trainees – who were being trained by Ugandan armed 
forces. This led the mission to hire several ethnic Somali servicemen from Kenya to act as mentors 
and translators. According to an external evaluation, this led to the bolstering of trainees’ morale26. 

As can be seen from a non-exhaustive review of some of the challenges confronted by the EU in its 
different SSR ventures, it is clear that there is much room for improvement. This is, in essence, the 
driving force behind the EU’s impetus to adopt a common (EU-wide) SSR policy framework. The 
fragmented and ad hoc nature in which most SSR initiatives have been launched (the deployment 
of EUTM Mali, for example, was deemed to be too rushed, albeit in response to an urging situation) 
has recalled the need to bring SSR programmes under the comprehensive approach.  

3.3 Challenges for EU-led SSR: a typology 
The EU’s experience with SSR has thus far given rise to a series of evident and prevailing challenges 
that have been explored in the literature devoted to evaluating the impact and effectiveness of SSR 
programmes. What follows is a list of ten major challenges27 that CSDP missions face in the field of 
SSR and which can be taken as points of reference for the elaboration of policy recommendations: 

1. External intervention. The attempt by an external actor to reform the security sector of a 
host nation is an extremely sensitive political issue. It essentially touches upon the issue of 
sovereignty within and across national state institutions, thereby raising questions of how 
best to intervene without jeopardising a nation’s sovereign prerogatives, which could 
otherwise spark internal resistance. 

2. Internal resistance. Whenever the SSR interventions would be driven by top-down 
approaches, these will create an inherent resistance on behalf of local actors, notably those 
benefitting from the status quo. Consequently, SSR can trigger a degree of local 
reprehension that could be counterproductive whenever external actors do not engage 
sufficiently in political dialogue with local authorities on the design and implementation of 
SSR programmes.  

3. Local ownership. The lack of local-buy in before and during the implementation of an SSR 
programme continues to linger as a primary hindrance to the success of SSR initiatives. Given 
the looming possibility of ‘SSR spoilers’, it remains quintessential for intervening actors to 
involve the host nation authorities (at all levels) throughout the whole SSR process. In 
addition, in order to guarantee greater public endorsement, SSR ventures should consider 
granting a greater role to civil society organisations (CSOs), particularly in the oversight of 
the reform of the justice and security institutions.  

4. Human security. EU-led SSR programmes tend to be state-centric in the sense that they 
overwhelmingly target state actors, in detriment of non-state actors. In spite of the fact that 

 
26 See Oksamytna, K. (2011) ‘The EU training mission in Somalia: lessons learnt for SSR’, IAI working papers 11|16 
27 From Tardy, T. (2016) ‘Tackling the challenges of SSR’, EUISS Alert no. 14 
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the human security dimension is a priori fundamental, it is seldom applied in practice. 
Indeed, given that CSOs continue to be at the margins of SSR programmes, it often reduces 
the pressure to look beyond the state security and justice apparatus. This undermines the 
need to focus on the livelihoods dimension of SSR, as well as the justice and reconciliation 
aspect that is necessary to address grievances in post-conflict situations. 

5. Fragmentation. Mostly, the SSR programmes tend to be implemented in a piecemeal 
manner. This often results in an unbalanced targeting of different subsets of the security and 
justice sectors. Although budget limitations also force SSR donors into inevitable trade-offs, a 
more balanced allocation of resources should guide programme implementation. This 
entails a holistic approach to tackling efforts at various levels – be it criminal justice, police 
reform or anticorruption efforts. Indeed, addressing police reform might be futile if 
corruption within the police forces remains unaddressed, whilst an overall neglect of reform 
in the penitentiary system would undermine the sustainability of an SSR programme as a 
whole.  

6. Strategic framework. SSR is a subset of a wider crisis management and peace-building 
framework. It is therefore necessary for SSR initiatives to be guided under an overarching 
strategic framework of stabilisation. Consequently, SSR programmes would benefit from 
integrating practices that are inherent of the broader EU security-development nexus 
agenda. This entails coordinating between different instruments, be it the CSDP or DCI. 

7. Incentive structures. The prevailing systems of patronage and other forms of corrupt 
practices make it hard to implement democratic governance principles. Often, measures 
taken to address corruption have an ephemeral effect. Indeed, efforts at bolstering the 
salaries of civil servants or police forces as a means to reduce corrupt behaviour has not 
produced tangible results, mainly because funding tends to phase-out in the later years of 
SSR programmes. Moreover, the difficulties encountered in targeting higher-ranked officials 
– notably efforts to protect judges or witnesses against violent harassment – continue to 
undermine anti-impunity efforts. This calls for the enactment of incentive structures – be it 
the economic payoffs, political pressure or cost-incurring sanctions – that can deter corrupt 
behaviour or dismantle the systems of patronage. All this entails higher budgetary costs and 
carrying out politically sensitive actions, both seemingly elusive in the current context. 

8. Mission lifespan. SSR also suffers from the prevailing dichotomy that exists between goals 
and capacities. Experience has shown that the overall timeline for overhaul of security and 
justice sectors is a decade-long process. It has therefore evidenced a gap between short-
term commitments and long term needs. In most of the EU SSR ventures this far, the realistic 
degree of commitment has oftentimes exceeded the available financial and political capital 
of the EU and its member states. Indeed, fading interest and resources – as evidenced with 
EUPOL Afghanistan – have had a negative impact on the sustainability of the mission and the 
achievement of its goals.  

9. Institutional capacity. SSR activities continue to suffer from a lack of a proper EU capacity, 
that is, a full-blown coordinating mechanism linking CSDP operations and EU delegations 
with headquarters in Brussels. A consolidated EU institutional capacity would need to 
include, at the minimum, the following three components: a team of conflict analysts 
dedicated to diagnosing the local dynamics and needs; a focal point group coordinating the 
branches involved (CSDP, Justice & Home Affairs and Development aid); and an external 
agency dedicated to the monitoring and evaluation of the SSR programme so as to highlight 
an exhaustive list of recommendations based on lessons learnt. 
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4 Cooperation/confusion on the ground examples: the 
SSR/DDR labyrinth 

Every SSR and even DDR process involves a specific type of configuration. The requirement for 
emergency or strategic considerations, as well as own interests creates a specific landscape. Also, 
‘Coordination’, when it exists, is difficult and often labourious. This is the reason why the launch of 
operations is more confusing than the exit strategy. The figures on the various operations in Annex 
1 provide an overall viewpoint of the multiplicity of actors involved. 

The examples of Bosnia and Libya are telling in this respect. A plethora of international and 
bilateral actors have been involved in SSR and DDR-related activities in Bosnia, including the EU 
(Council and Commission, individual Member States, FRONTEX, EUROPOL), NATO, OSCE, World 
Bank, the Council of Europe, the US Department of Justice’s International Criminal Investigative 
Training Assistance Program (ICITAP) – as well as range of NGOs. There have been examples both 
of cooperation among several of these actors as well as autonomous action on similar areas of 
intervention. Within such a ‘crowded’ field of action, issues of coordination are bound to develop. 
Notwithstanding this inevitability, this section sheds light on issues that could have been 
prevented or where greater attention could have been paid to avoid duplication, competition and, 
in the worst case, contradictory goals.  

Since the EU took the lead on policing and military matters, certain coordination problems can be 
highlighted: (1) between the EU and other international actors, and (2) within the EU ‘family’. In 
terms of the former, for both EUPM and EUFOR Althea, the EU took over responsibilities from 
existing missions by the UN and NATO, respectively. In the case of the UN Mission in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina and the International Police Task Force (UNMIBH/IPTF), there were a few controversies 
during the transfer of responsibility, and focused primarily around issues of information sharing28. 

In the case of EUFOR Althea, the NATO-led Stabilisation Force (SFOR) mission ended in June 2004, 
with the EU taking over the responsibility to maintain a safe and secure environment via EUFOR 
Althea. Coordination had been of the utmost importance in this case because the EU mission had 
relied on the use of NATO assets and capabilities (‘Berlin-plus arrangements’)29. The transfer of 
responsibilities, and the planning of EUFOR Althea, suffered from political delays and was made 
complicated by the fact that despite the end of SFOR, NATO remained in the country with ill-
equipped headquarters and decided to go beyond its agreed role in defence reform in order to 
engage in counterterrorism and war crimes issues30.  

In terms of coordination within the EU ‘family’, the fact that ‘different EU actors were deployed at 
different times and with different rationales’31 was at the genesis of the problem even if the 
common goal shared by all EU actors was to contribute to the preparation of Bosnia for the 
Stabilisation and Association process. An important case in point is the negative impact that the 
increasing association between the police restructuring process (2004-2008) initiated by the Office 
of the High Representative and the Commission’s enlargement process had on parallel EUPM 
efforts to develop police capacity in accordance with its focus on local ownership (discussed in the 

 
28 Information collected through fieldwork to Bosnia in 2009 and 2011.  
29 European Union External Action, January 2015, op. cit. 
30 Ana Juncos, EU Foreign and Security Policy in Bosnia. The Politics of Coherence and Effectiveness, Manchester 
University Press, pp. 147155.  
31 Ibid., p. 131. 
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previous section). It diverted attention and resources away from these other aspects of EUPM’s 
mandate. These contributed to the mission’s goals through a bottom-up approach to the 
development of collaboration among police forces in Bosnia, as well as covering areas intrinsic to 
the development of democratic policing. This was in line with the goal of completing the work that 
the UNMIBH/IPTF left unfinished upon its departure from Bosnia32.  

The problems of coordination between the EU civilian and military actors arose from the very 
beginning, with EUPM-EUFOR Althea. Frictions over the fight against organised crime presented a 
very clear example. Their mandates and powers were very different: EUPM was a nonexecutive 
mission with a long-term capacity-building approach, whereas EUFOR Althea was an executive 
mission with a short-term focus on preventing a return to violent conflict. In practice, differing 
interpretations of how their mandates should be implemented led to criticisms that EUFOR Althea 
was undermining EUPM’s long-term approach of building policing capacity to fight organised 
crime on the basis of local ownership. This situation was resolved with the September 2005 
agreement between EUPM, EUFOR Althea and EUSR on Seven Principles for Coordination and 
General Guidelines for Increased Cooperation between EUPM-EUFOR and EUSR. The agreement 
stipulated that EUPM would take the lead under the political coordination of the EUSR33. 

In Libya, in addition to the bilateral programmes and initiatives just described, the EU had engaged 
with other international partners in advancing the DDR/SSR agenda. Thus far, the UN had assumed 
the leading responsibility in the peace-building and institution-building process since the end of 
the civil war in Libya, as well as in setting the bases for any feasible DDR and SSR strategy. 
Additionally, the EU had accepted and compromised to help in advancing this agenda set by the 
Libyan Political Agreement signed in Skhirat in December 201534, which appeals to the 
construction of a specific national security institutional structure setting the goals for any future 
SSR effort.  

NATO had also assumed responsibility in providing advice to the Libyan authorities on SSR and 
defence and security institution building, following the request expressed by the Libyan Prime 
Minister in October 2013. Importantly, NATO’s Secretary General stated that the organisation ‘will 
continue to conduct the advisory work in full coordination with the efforts of other national and 
international actors, including the United Nations Support Mission to Libya (UNSMIL) and the 
European Border Assistance Mission (EUBAM)’35. 

Lastly, some member states (Germany, Italy, Sweden, France, Finland and Belgium) are also 
channelling DDR/SSR cooperation through the Transitional Demobilization and Reintegration 
Program (TDRP) of the World Bank. The TDRP has cooperated in the past with the African Union 
Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Resource and Research Centre and its Capacity 
Building Programme in providing some capacity-building sessions for the Libyan Programme for 

 
32 Gemma Collantes-Celador, ‘Becoming ‘European’ through police reform: a successful strategy in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina?’, Crime, law and social change, 51 (2) 2009, pp. 231242., op. cit., pp.239240. 
33 Gemma Collantes-Celador and Ana Juncos, ‘Security Sector Reform in the Western Balkans: The Challenge of 
Coherence and Effectiveness’, in Magnus Ekengren and Greg Simons (eds.), The Politics of Security Sector Reform: 
Challenges and Opportunities for the EU’s Global Role, Ashgate, Farnham, 2011, pp.142144.  
34 European External Action Service, Joint Statement on Libya, 19 October 2015, in 
http://eeas.europa.eu/statementseeas/2015/151019_04_en.htm. 
35 ‘NATO reaffirms commitment to assist Libya at Rome Conference’, NATO news, 6 March 2014, in 
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_107855.htm?selectedLocale=en   

http://eeas.europa.eu/statements-eeas/2015/151019_04_en.htm
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_107855.htm?selectedLocale=en
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Reintegration and Development (formerly called the Warriors Affairs Commission) in May 201436. 
Additionally, the EU and its member states are indirectly contributing to a World Bank-led initiative 
aimed at improving the economic situation of Libya and enhancing job creation.  

These two examples indicate that SSR/DDR has thus far been overwhelmingly an ad hoc process. It 
is mainly the result of the urgency required to respond to crisis situation but also due to the 
pressure from the global public or the prerogatives of geoeconomic interests. The discrepancies 
between the EU and other players and among European services working together – often arise 
due to the need to act swiftly, thereby prioritising quick action over careful planning. This is one of 
the main reasons why creating a coherent, comprehensive and coordinated framework within the 
EU is so crucial.  

 
36 African Union, Press Release: The African Union and partners conduct Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration 
briefing with Libyan authorities, 7 May 2014, in http://www.peaceau.org/uploads/auc-com-ddr-libya-07-05-2014.pdf  

http://www.peaceau.org/uploads/auc-com-ddr-libya-07-05-2014.pdf
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5 Lessons learnt and policy recommendations 
The various operations conducted by EU have given way to a considerable amount of analysis and 
literature (see bibliography). Whatever is the pressing necessity to continue to develop and 
improve such practices, the main revolving lessons learnt voiced by academia and external 
evaluators for the actors that have been engaged in SSR and DDR activities are the following:  
 
On the political level 

• Weak visibility of the EU’s presence in security-related initiatives despite the number and 
variety of programmes that have either been EU-led or EU-supported; 

• Either lengthy decision-making procedures for implementation or rushed interventions that 
have both undermined the effectiveness and impact of programmes; 

• A frail system of financing, particularly the progressive phase-out of finds in the later phase of 
programmes; 

• Poor coordination and political dialogue existing between the host nation authorities and 
the EU or its implementing member states; 

• Fragmented chain of command and goals between civil and military sectors within the EU; 

• Lack of systematic procedures of coordination between EU and others actors (other states 
involved or alternative international organizations); 

• Operations lacking linkages to broader crisis-management/peace-building aims or goals. 

On the ground 

• Lack of local ownership; 

• Resistance and hostility by key local actors benefitting from status quo; 

• Insufficient political dialogue with local authorities in the pre-implementation phase 

• Fragmented targeting of different subsets of the security and justice sectors 

• Difficulties in assessing and evaluating impact of programmes; particularly on the 
quantitative basis. 

 

Consequently, a variety of recommendations can be formulated: 

A broader definition of SSR 

• SSR should be regarded as a subset of CSDP crisis management activities at large. 
Consequently, CSDP measures in the field of SSR must be understood as elements of a 
broader foreign policy strategy. They cannot be an end in themselves but, in line with the 
objectives of the Lisbon Treaty, must be understood as part of a comprehensive and long-
term approach to conflict resolution and the EU’s overall external action. 

• In a similar vein, CSDP cannot be devoted to SSR only, since a wide array of instruments are 
needed for the stabilisation of crisis situations. The most prominent shortcoming in SSR 
practice today is the insufficient application of the comprehensive approach and the lack of 
coherence between EU development aid and CSDP instruments. 
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• SSR programmes also lack relevant diagnostic analysis in the area of convoluted dynamics of 
the security and justice sectors. This underlines the need to bolster financial and human 
resources available to the field staff responsible for the implementation and evaluation of 
these programmes.  

• Most missions reveal an insufficient application of the principles of human security. SSR 
should thus be more tailored to the needs of individuals, not only institutions (for instance by 
reducing the focus on procurement for the security sector and enlarging the scope to cover 
the needs of individuals). 

Local ownership 

• The EU must act with a full understanding of the local complexities surrounding its actions. 
Its SSR activities must be sensitive to the political, social and cultural conditions that shape 
local institutions and systems in order for the EU to be perceived as a legitimate actor willing 
to work in partnership with local stakeholders, rather than ‘imposing’ solutions.  

• In addition, the EU must reinforce a bottom-up approach in the definition and the 
implementation of its mission goals, promoting the participation of local communities and 
grassroots CSOs. 

• To enhance the effectiveness of SSR programmes, the EU needs to enhance local buy-in both 
at the political and operational level. Since SSR seeks to overhaul the functioning of the state 
institutions, it has become extremely politicised. Indeed, there is currently a wide gap 
between the political messages expressed by ministers and other high-ranking politicians of 
the host country and the day-to-day implementation of the SSR programmes.  

• Cooperation with SSR missions remains too dependent on the good will of the actors 
involved, so a more systematic approach to cooperation with local partners should be put in 
place in the current revision of the EU-led SSR framework. The MoU approach between the 
Dutch and Burundian governments is a good example. 

Countering the lack of coordination 

• CSDP carries political weight and requires EU Member States’ involvement. The advantage of 
CSDP missions is that, if Member States have a sense of ownership, their buy-in is larger than 
in Commission-driven policies. However, in order to be effective, SSR missions need to exert 
political pressure on the institutions of the host country and sometimes Member States are 
more reluctant to exercise political pressure than EU institutions. A fair balance between the 
main roles of the states in the missions, the political pressure in the host country and the buy-
in of all EU actors concerned needs to be found. A clear guidance mechanism is required to 
be given to define how the EU institutions and the Member States will comply with the 
objectives of the missions. 

• Political frameworks for crisis approach (PFCAs) have been in place since 2013 and are 
currently in use in Libya and Ukraine, among others. They are accepted documents by 
Member States but are sometimes perceived as too CSDP-driven by other institutions such as 
the Commission.  

• The PFCA’s are also relevant tools for devising a strategic framework in crisis management, 
since they provide the strategic guidance to crisis management missions and enumerate the 
different instruments at the EU’s disposal, their complementarities, coordination, etc. The 
PFCA’s can also be a powerful instrument to avoid duplications between the EEAS, EU 
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Member States and the Commission on the basis of joint analyses and consultations so as to 
ensure internal and external coordination.  

• However, there is still room for improvement and for a more systematic use of PFCAs. They 
can be a more useful tool to devise EU action in the host country, as well as driving the 
analytical and operational framework in order to ensure internal and external coordination.  

• Clear guidance should be provided in terms of the objectives of the missions, the measures 
undertaken, the recommendations on the actions (CSDP, among others), etc. Joint leadership 
and authority to follow up on the PFCAs is also needed. If need be, PFCAs could be 
substituted by country strategies if there is a need for greater ownership by all EU 
institutions, but the tool should be replicated in all crisis management missions. 

• Coordination is needed between the EU and the Member States, as well as between the 
different instruments at the EU’s disposal. Currently, there is no joint mechanism for 
concerted action in crisis management, which would be an indispensable tool for mapping 
who does what and who leads whom?  

• In Iraq, Member States ended up performing different tasks with no overall coordination and 
while some were focusing on the training of police forces, there was not enough attention   
for the reform of the judiciary. This renders the EU’s activity very fragmented and ineffective, 
so better coordination is needed to achieve the desired comprehensive approach in crisis 
management.  

• A good example is the current initiative of the Deputy Secretary General of the EEAS, Pedro 
Serrano, who has tasked his services to coordinate the action done in Iraq in the areas of 
development, the Instruments contributing to peace and stability (IcSP), SSR, Commission 
programmes, and counterterrorism activities of the Council, among others. 

• Coordination also needs to happen with external partners. In Somalia, the coordination 
efforts with the UN brought about good results. In Iraq, on the contrary, coalitions took place 
between EU Member States, the EU and Russia, but without a lack of clear framework for 
concerted international action in crisis management.  

• There is a need for a more systematic approach to coordination with external partners. 
Coordination of the dialogue with host countries should be the most important requirement 
(also including coordination between the EU missions and the rest of EU action in host 
countries). Only then can a division of tasks among key partners be envisaged.  

• Currently, there is no clear organizational chart on who is in charge of coordinating EU 
activities in other host countries. Up until now, efforts of coordination by geographical desks 
have come out of ad hoc initiatives, but these should be formally established.  

• In addition, SSR efforts currently fall short of establishing systematic links between the Heads 
of Mission and the EU Delegations. EEAS services and missions should be reinforced with 
personnel, dealing with human resources and coordination between services to ensure the 
coherence of EU action. The programming of the missions should thus include specific 
expertise on Human Resources coordination. 

• Further coordination between CSDP and Commission initiatives should be put in place. 
Planning documents need to be reinforced and they should include a clear assessment of the 
environment where the mission takes place, the actions of EU institutions and other external 
actors, measures to avoid duplications.  
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• A joint coordination framework should be provided by the geographical desks of the EEAS. 
Given that the EEAS is charged with developing the political direction of EU foreign policy, 
leadership, implementation and coordination of actions in host countries, the coordination 
should be undertaken by the EEAS after definition of the broad strategic objectives in the 
Council.  

• The geographical desks (together with the EEAS leadership) should receive inputs from the 
different EU institutions and services (including the CMPD and Commission instruments such 
as the IcSP) and should be reinforced with specific expertise on security and defence matters. 
A clear definition of responsibilities within the EEAS in crisis management (CPSS, CMPD, and 
EUMS) in a structured (not ad hoc) manner is also needed. The current revision of an EU-led 
SSR framework should be complemented with sound analysis and sense of direction 
regarding the leadership of the EU’s missions. 

• Thematic support and inter-service programming are required. SSR missions need to 
incorporate inter-service coordination support mechanisms that enable bringing together 
EEAS and Commission staff to increase the coherence of EU actions (SSR missions need to be 
comprehensive at the EU level first). This can be achieved via the creation of ‘SSR thematic 
and inter-service task forces’, which would help to define the comprehensive approach of EU 
action in host countries and increase the dialogue with key partners. 

• At the highest political level, the External Action Group of Commissioners, led by HR/VP 
Mogherini, should ensure the overall coordination of the EU action. Breaking the institutional 
inertia is a difficult task, particularly regarding the Commission’s procedures in crisis 
management, but more coordination efforts are needed in this regard. The different timing 
of the EU institutions often translates into different perspectives of the mandate of each 
institution, so more efforts in coordination should be put forward to avoid duplication. 

• All in all, the considerable diversity of SSR (and DDR) actions could benefit from the creation 
of a 'single wicket’ for the EU. The lack of coordination (and sometimes of knowledge) among 
EU institutions presses for the need to create focal point division for the management of SSR 
activities within the EU.  

• This ‘single wicket’ could be located at the EEAS directly under the Deputy Secretary General 
for CSDP and Crisis Response or the Director of Security Policy and Conflict Prevention. 
Correspondents from the various DG or services should be put together to insure the liaison 
and contribute to the elaboration of a comprehensive dynamic.  

• Such a common unit would break the institutional inertia, fragmentation risks and harmonise 
the Member States initiatives. On the vertical side, another step would be to reinforce the 
connection between Brussels, the Heads of missions and the EU Delegations by defining the 
hierarchical chain of command. 

Realistic resourcing and timing  

The EU needs to critically assess the feasibility of its objectives in the field of SSR against the means 
at its disposal. Guaranteeing basic equipment for missions should be a prerequisite, so a careful 
assessment of EU capacity to operate should be included in all planning stages.  

Constant dialogue between Member States and donors should be aimed at avoiding the prevailing 
shortfalls in SSR programmes, both in terms of personnel and resources. As the EU has witnessed, 
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shortages might translate into a lack of commitment towards the mission which, in turn, increases 
the chances for sudden disruption. 

• The interest of the mission often lies in the human expertise and the equipment provided, 
but better links between the two are needed. The capacity building in support of security 
and development (CBSD) initiative is working in this regard, but there is a need to better 
refine the methodology of the initiative and the budget dedicated for human expertise and 
the equipment provided.  

• A clear example is provided by the missions dedicated to training police officers: if no human 
resources management is put in place in the host country (beyond the training of the 
officers), the sustainability of the mission is endangered, since long term changes demand 
long-term commitments. This is also the case for the equipment provided, which needs to be 
maintained over time. 

• The planning and implementation of the missions should take into account the problems 
that emerge when developing the missions, since the presence of spoilers and drivers of 
change requires constant adaptation to the situation in host countries. Flexibility in the 
operationalisation of SSR missions should thus be secured at the planning and 
implementation phases. 

• The EEAS needs to reinforce its capabilities in intelligence gathering. Before embarking on a 
new SSR mission, the EU needs to compile sufficient intelligence regarding the political and 
security situation on the ground as a necessary step for better planning and implementation 
of the mission.  

• The EU must acknowledge that certain security conditions (primarily in terms of absence of 
violence and a credible conflict resolution strategy) are to be met first to ensure the viability 
of its operations.  

• Likewise, the assessment of the local conditions must include a careful study of local 
capacities in order to reinforce (not substitute) them. This is particularly relevant for existing 
power holders in the security sector, which must not perceive the EU’s action as an 
imposition from the outside. 

• SSR has to be perceived as a long-term process. It often deals with aspects broader than the 
reform of the security sector, including the fight against corruption or the need for political 
unity in the country where the EU operates, so the immediate security needs should be 
balanced with long-term objectives. SSR missions touch upon core interests of the State and 
institutional policies and must therefore have a long-term perspective for achieving 
comprehensive reform. 

• There is a discrepancy within the EU regarding the timing of EU missions. The Commission, 
the EEAS and Member States expect the results of the missions to be achieved at different 
times. Member States expect quick results in CSDP, but also require that the missions are 
sustainable over time. Yet most of the missions require long-term reform processes, going 
beyond the quick results stated in SSR.  

• In addition, short-term measures are not sustainable if they are not absorbed by the final 
addressees of the mission. Long-term processes require that political pressure be exerted on 
local authorities to fully comply with the goals of the mission.  



Policy Department, Directorate-General for External Policies 
 

26 

• This is reinforced by the fact that current planning cycles of the programmes of action differ 
between the Commission (long-term approach) and Member States or the EEAS (short term 
crisis management). Whereas the EEAS uses a typical planning period of 1 year, the 
Commission works on the basis of an 8-year period (following a development logic, except 
for IcSP). This situation is often perceived with regards to planning, instruments available and 
financial frameworks. So even if the overall objectives are the same, the operationalization of 
the instruments follows different logics and timings. There is a need thus for better 
coordination and adequacy of the planning timetables of the missions, aiming at a unified 
timeframe. 

Enhancing the flexibility of missions 

• Flexibility is the key word for crisis management in post-conflict situations and needs to 
apply in procurement, expenditure and relations with local authorities. The procurement 
rules are currently bound to the financial regulations of the Commission, which are 
sometimes too strict and not suited for crisis management.  

• ECHO has a more flexible approach (it counts on an exit clause from general Commission 
regulations precisely because it deals with crisis), so ECHO-style procurement should be 
brought to the Commission’s resources dedicated to crisis management. 

• In CSDP, procurement often suffers from administrative constraints, which has an impact on 
the effectiveness of the missions, their deployment capabilities and the relations with host 
countries.  

• SSR missions should include a long-term incremental and flexible approach. There needs to 
be a better balance between the long-term objectives (often based on institutional reforms) 
with short-term results. 

• A multicultural approach has to be developed. It often appears that SSR practices are used as 
a generic erga omnes toolbox without taking into consideration the cultural/tradition aspects 
of various countries. An appropriately tailored policy is required. For example, the 
suppression of the gendarmerie (for its military nature) in Congo and Burundi has arguably 
increased insecurity in both countries. 

Recommendations for the European Parliament  

• The EP can make use of its competences in the field of CFSP and CSDP by increasing its 
democratic oversight of SSR missions. Through hearings, debates (in AFET and SEDE) as well 
as through evaluation studies, it can contribute to enhancing the comprehensive approach 
of SSR and ensure that more consistent links are made with the rest of external action tools 
and policies.  

• This is particularly relevant in cases where the EU budget is concerned. A reappraisal of the 
SSR objectives should also be presented as an effort to increase transparency and 
accountability of the missions. 
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List of Acronyms 
African Peace Facility APF 

African Union AU 

African Union Mission to Somalia AMISOM 

African Union-United Nations hybrid operation in Darfur UNAMID 

Ahlu Sunna Waljama'a ASWJ 

Bosnia and Herzegovina BiH 

Bihanga Training Centre BTC 

Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability CPCC 

Common Security and Defence Policy CSDP 

Countering improvised explosive devices CIED 

Crisis Management and Planning Directorate CMPD 

Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration DDR 

European External Action Service EEAS 

European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument ENPI 

European Security and Defence Policy ESDP 

European Security Strategy ESS 

European Union  EU 

EU Aviation Security Mission EUAVSEC 

EU Border Assistance Mission to Libya EUBAM Libya 

European Union Force Althea EUFOR Althea 

European Union Force Concordia in the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia 

EUFOR 
Concordia/fYROM 

EU police advisory team EUPAT 

EU Military Advisory Mission EUMAM CAR 

EU mission in support of the Security Sector Reform in Guinea-Bissau 
EU SSR Guinea-
Bissau 

European Union Maritime Capacity Building Mission in the Horn of Africa EUCAP Nestor 

European Union Naval Force Somalia EUNAVFOR 

European Union Police Mission in the former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia  

EUPOL Proxima 

European Union Rule of Law Mission in Kosovo EULEX Kosovo 

European Union Security Sector Reform Mission in the Democratic Republic 
of the Congo 

EUSEC RD Congo 
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European Union Training Mission Somalia EUTM Somalia 

European Union Police Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina EUPM 

European Training Foundation ETF 

Fighting in built-up areas FIBUA 

Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia fYROM 

General Framework Agreement for Peace GFAP 

General Purpose Force GPF 

Gross Domestic Product GDP 

High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy and 
Vice-President of the European Commission 

HR/VP 

Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance IPA 

Integration Border Management  IBM 

Intergovernmental Authority on Development IGAD 

International Criminal Investigate Training Assistance Program ICITAP 

International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia ICTY 

International Crisis Group ICG 

International Management Group IMG 

International Security Assistance Force  ISAF 

Joint Security Committee JSC 

Somali Ministry of Defence SMoD 

Non-Commissioned Officers NCOs 

Non-Governmental Organisations NGO 

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation NATO 

Office of the High Representative/EU Special Representative OHR/EUSR 

Organisation of the Islamic Conference OIC 

Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe  OSCE 

Private Military and Security Companies  PMSC 

Public Administration Capacity-Building Facility PAF 

Security Sector Reform SSR 

Somalia National Forces SNF 

Stabilisation Force SFOR 

Technical and Vocational Education and Training Delivery and Development TVET 

Transitional Demobilization and Reintegration Program TDRP 

Transitional Federal Government TFG 
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Treaty on EU TEU 

Uganda People’s Defence Forces UPDF 

UN Assistance Mission for Somalia UNSOM 

UN Mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina and the International Police Task 
Force  

UNMIBH/IPTF 

United Nations UN 

United Nations Political Office for Somalia UNPOS 

United Nations Support Mission in Libya UNSMIL 

United States US 
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Annex I – SSR DDR Programmes 
Figure 1. Legal Bases European Union on-going Civilian Missions (as of March 2016) 
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Figure 2. European Union Police Support Afghanistan 

 

 

Figure 3. European Union Rule of Law – Kosovo  
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Figure 4. European Union Advisory Mission for Civilian Security Sector – Ukraine 

 

Figure 5. European Union Advisor & Assistance Mission – Security Sector Reform– DRC 
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Figure 6. European Union Coordination Palestinian Police Support – Palestinian Territories 

 

 

Figure 7. European Union Border Assistance Mission – Ukraine & Moldova 
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Figure 8. European Union Border Assistance Mission – Libya  

 

 

Figure 9. European Union Border Assistance Mission – Rafah Crossing Point 

 



EU-led SSR and DDR cases: lessons learnt and ways forward 
 

37 

Figure 10. European Union Naval Force – ‘Operation Sophia’ 

Phases 1 & 2A 

 

 

Figure 11. European Union Naval Force – ‘Operation Sophia’ 

Phases 2B & 3 

 



Policy Department, Directorate-General for External Policies 
 

38 

 




