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Abstract

This article explores why international actors gsssuch high importance to coherence. It
argues that the assumptions on which the prinaptherence is based are flawed, and that
the empirical and theoretical evidence indicated there is much less room for coherence
than generally acknowledged in the policy debateretommends that the international
community should lower its expectations and adophae realistic polices. The current
approach tends to put pressure on all partnergidéptaa maximal approach to coherence,
regardless of their relations to each other andoffexational context. Coherence should not
be understood as an effort aimed equally at all,should all partners be expected to achieve
the same level of unity of effort. Coherence shordther be understood as a scale of
relationships, and the most appropriate and realestel of coherence that can be achieved
will depend on the exact constellation of organareg in an interdependent relationship in
that specific operational context. This article eo$f a typology of the range of likely
relationships, as well as an explanation of theucirstances that may determine the level of
coherence that can be realistically expected teeldey depending on the context and the
nature of the relationships among the partners.
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of colleagues who have commented on earlier versidhis article, in particular Helge Luras, lver Beumann,
Benjamin de Carvalho and Randi Solhjell. Thanke &dsthe anonymous peer reviewers and the edibors f
insightful comments and suggestions.
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Pursuing coherence is now accepted as a core gjéctall international peace and stability
operations. Policy statements at the highest leagdign strategic importance to a
comprehensive approach, and it is often preserdettheakey to successful operations. For
instance, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, in his very stetement as NATO Secretary General,
declared: ‘we need a comprehensive approach, toread interaction between our military
efforts and our endeavours with regard to civiloretruction? Similarly, British Prime
Minister Gordon Brown, referring to Afghanistan,shargued that what is needed is a
‘comprehensive approach including better governaecenomic development such as a
single financing mechanism, and when necessaryoppipte military pressuré.’Already in
2001 the UN Security Council stated that it ‘reaffs that the quest for peace requires a
comprehensive, concerted and determined approaah atidresses the root causes of
conflicts, including their economic and social dimi®ns’?

This article is aimed at improving our understagdiof why coherence has become so
important and how it is perceived to be linked tission success. Consideration will also be
given to the limits of coherence: how much coheeeran one realistically expect to achieve,
and what factors would influence its limits? OQurealtive here is to move the coherence
debate beyond politically correct calls for everrenooherence. We argue for more realistic
expectations, informed by an improved awarenegtefimits on coherence. More realistic
expectations should ultimately result in more &t and effective operations, by avoiding
the waste of unnecessary energy and time in pusewherence beyond reasonable
expectations. Introducing more realistic expectetiof what coherence can, and cannot, offer
should also reduce the risk of the whole cohereingetive losing credibility due to
unrealistically high expectations and subsequesgphointments.

In order to position coherence in the internatiopehce and stability operations field, this
article frames coherence within the context of themprehensive approach. The
comprehensive approach is defined as a procesd atrfacilitating system-wide coherence
across the security, governance, development aliticglodimensions of international peace
and stability operations.

The first section explores how the quest for a a@in@nsive approach has become an integral
part of contemporary peace and stability operatidnsthe second section, coherence is
analysed, and what it is we expect coherence teaehvhen we speak of more efficient and
effective operations. In the third section we ttorthe limitations of coherence; and in the
fourth and concluding section we indicate what doazdnstitute a more realistic approach to
coherence and how such an approach might bestdratmmalized.

The Emergence of the Comprehensive Approach Concept

The comprehensive approach concept should be uaddrs the context of an increasingly
complex and interdependent international confli@nagement system. The scope of the

2 First NATO Press Conference, 3 August 2008://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/opinions_56#itfh,

accessed on 14 September 2009.

3 Gordon Brown Welcomes Pakistan’s President to Dog/iSitreet, Downing Street Press Release 28 August
2009 http://ukingeorgia.fco.gov.uk/en/newsroom/?view=I8&=20783367 accessed on 14 September 2009.
4 Security Council addresses comprehensive appraapkdce-buildingPress Release SC/7014, 20 February
2001.
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crises faced by the international community is rofté such a scale that no single agency,
government or international organization can marthgen alone. A wide range of agencies,
governmental and non-governmental, and regional iaternational organizations have
developed specialized capacities to manage vagspscts of these complex crisis systems.
However, the lack of coherence among these divarsgnational and local actors has
resulted in inter-agency rivalry, working at cross-purposesmpetition for funding,
duplication of effort and sub-optimal economiessoéle, among other things. This lack of
coherence is one of the factors often cited asribring to the poor success rate and lack of
sustainability of international peace and stabibtyerations. Research indicates that 25 to
50% of all peace processes may relapse withinyiaaes>

In order to address these shortcomings, and irttampt to improve the overall success rate
of these missions, various agencies, governmemtoaganizations have developednostly
independently of each othera range of concepts, models and tools aimed atnemita
overall coherence. All these initiatives have ailsimaim: to achieve greater harmonization
and synchronization among the activities of theerimnational and local actors, as well as
across the analysis, planning, implementation aatlation phases of the programme cycle.

The African Union, the European Union, the NortHaAtic Treaty Organization and the
United Nations have each developed specific appexmcaimed at fostering greater
coherence. Several countries have also startedraxghwvays in which to improve coherence
across government departments: these national-leutedtives have become known as a
‘whole-of-government’ approach. The United Natigtsnds out as having developed perhaps
the most sophisticated system to date. Its coherentiative was first referred to as
‘integrated missions’, but later refined as thetégrated approach’. This term refers to a
specific type of operational process and designereshthe planning and coordination
processes of the different elements of the UN fammié integrated into a single country-level
UN system when it undertakes complex peacebuildiisgions’

A Note of Guidance by Kofi Annan on integrated nuss, in Annan’s former capacity as
UN Secretary-General, establishes the integratediom concept as the guiding principle for
future post-conflict complex operations. It statiest: ‘Integration is the guiding principle for
the design and implementation of complex UN operatiin post-conflict situations and for
linking the different dimensions of peacebuildingolftical, development, humanitarian,
human rights, rule of law, social and security asgento a coherent support stratefy.’

Current UN Secretary-General Ban Ki Moon’s Guidahlmge on integration introduces the
notion of the integrated approach. This differsnfrthe integrated mission concept in not
requiring structural integration, although provigliior it where appropriate. Instead, the
integrated approach refers to a strategic partietsttween the UN peacekeeping operation

® Paul Collier et al. estimate a relapse figure@¥5but his has been questioned by Astri Suhrkel ragid
Samset, who argue for a figure closer to 25%. e @ollier et al. Breaking the Conflict Trap: Civil Wars and
Development PolicjWashington, DC: The World Bank, 2003) and Astrh&e and Ingrid Samset, ‘What's in a
Figure? Estimating Recurrence of Civil Wdriternational Peacekeepingol.14, no.2, 2007, pp. 195 — 203.

® Cedric de Coninglhe United Nations and the Comprehensive Appr¢@dpenhagen: Danish Institute for
International Studies, 2008), p. 14.

" United NationsNote of Guidance on Integrated Missipissued by the Secretary-General on 9 December
2005, paragraph 4. See also the Reviset® of Guidance on Integrated Misssplated 17 January 2006, and
released under a Note from the Secretary-Gener@lf@bruary 2006, paragraph 4.
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and the UN Country Team that ensures that all comapis of the UN system operate in a
coherent and mutually supportive manner, and iseckmllaboration with other partnérs.

The EU and NATO have both adopted the compreheragipeoach concept to describe their
respective initiatives to pursue coherefde EU’s European Security Strategy, adopted in
2003, stresses that the Union must ‘pursue coh@aidies’ - ‘bring together the different
tools and capabilities of EU policy, such as Euespassistance programmes, the European
Development Fund and the Member States’ militarg anivilian capabilities’. It also
underlines the importance of ‘working with partriei®. major powers and organizatiotis.
Concretely, in connection with what is now called Common Security and Defence Policy
(CSDP)* the EU has been developing its crisis managenmaahilities in the wake of the
Cold War, the Balkan crises, the 9/11 attacks i@ tnited States and the subsequent
operations in Afghanistan. Much of the focus isveeak, failed or failing states, which are
considered a potential breeding ground and expofténreats to Europe, such as terrorism,
organized crime and trafficking. To coordinate ¥iagious EU instruments in field operations,
a civilian-military coordination (CMCO) process hasen established, but thus far its impact
has been limitedf The EU has developed a sophisticated crisis managecagability,
including military, police and civilian capacitielsyt it has not yet deployed these capacities
together in one integrated operation. Until noveythave been deployed in parallel missions
in military or police missions alongside other Etégences in the same countries, such as
election monitoring missions, development and hutagan missions, and
political/diplomatic council and commission repnesgion. Internal institutional divisions,
the pillar divide and the lengthy ratification pess of the Lisbon Treaty are among the
factors that thus far have prevented a more coh&®n despite the huge potentials in the
military, political and economic sectarSNonetheless, progress has been significant oeer th
last decade. The Lisbon Treaty has now been mhtiiad efforts are being made to improve
planning and coordination despite the obstatfes.

NATO has made explicit reference to the importamicea comprehensive approach to respond
to the challenges in Afghanistan and elsewherési2006 Riga Summit and 2008 Bucharest
Summit Declarations’ NATO is essentially a military alliance and carplg only as such.

As it is incapable of achieving a system-wide dffec its own, NATO'’s role is limited to
participating in a larger comprehensive approadte Gomprehensive approach has been the
subject of substantial internal discussions betwiensummits, where it was stressed that
NATO shall not compete with the UN and EU, and tihahall not develop its own civilian

8 Decision Number 2008/24 — Integratidbecisions of the Secretary-General, 25 June Eligy Committee,
United Nations.

° For an exploration of the attempts by the UN, BM,TO and AU to cooperation on the strategic lesek
Kristin M. Haugevik,New Partners New PossibilitieSecurity in Practice No. 6 (Oslo: Norwegian Inggtof
International Affairs (NUPI), 2008).

19 SeeEuropean Security Strategy

http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/justice doge security/fight against terrorism/r00004_en,htm
accessed 12 March 2010.

" previously called the European Security and Defdtalicy (ESDP)

2 Eva GrossEU and the Comprehensive Approd€lopenhagen: DIIS Danish Institute for Internationa
Studies, 2008)

13 |bid. p. 26.

4 The recently established Crisis Management anahitlg Directorate (CMPD) could be an example. Sere P
Martin Norheim-MartinsenMatching Ambition with Institutional Innovation: 8iEU’s Comprehensive
Approach and Civil-Military organisatiofOslo: Norwegian Defence Research Establishm@9QR

15 SeeRiga Summit Declaratiomttp://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2006/p06-150e.hamdBucharest Summit
Declaration,http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2008/p08-049e.himtcessed 24 September 2009.
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capabilities. Instead, it will pursue the comprediea approach in coordination with other
organizations® As a result, the Bucharest Declaration clearlyestahat NATO should be
regarded solely as a contributor to the comprekenapproach of the wider international
community}’ Beyond these declarations, NATO is still strugglimith the practical
challenges — as a when NATO, with its InternatioBalcurity Assistance Force (ISAF)
operation in Afghanistan, feels itself forced tketan certain civilian tasks in the absence of
civilian actors in the field. Despite having deye#d a comprehensive approach action plan,
and although NATO has taken initiatives to streagtits relationship with the UN, EU and
others, both at headquarters level and in the fiBlastina and Kabul), NATO remains in
‘slow progress’ when it comes to developing itstdbution to a comprehensive approath.
On the other hand, the day-to-day challenges inhafgstan are a constant reminder for
NATO that a military operation cannot achieve peaoe stability on its own. The
introduction of the Provincial Reconstruction Tea(RRTs) in ISAF, where civilian actors
are embedded in these otherwise military units, beayegarded as an attempt to remedy this.
However, the PRTs have been too few, too small armbmpanied by their own set of
challenges (see below). Hence, they cannot be saidepresent a solution to the
comprehensive approach challenge for NATO.

At the national level, many governments, predonelyain the West, have developed a
whole-of-government approach to their internatieraagements. This typically entails some
form of systematic process aimed at ensuring thatdifferent ministries or departments
engaged in its international peace and stabilitgrajions do so in a coherent manner. The
original Canadian 3D conceptreferring to the relationship between defence etigpment
and diplomacy- is the signature example of the whole-of-governnagproach. However,
today most proponents of the whole-of-governmemtr@gch, including Canada, engage not
only the three ministries mentioned, but also tgtycthe office of the prime minister or
president, as well as the ministries responsihigufstice, police, correctional services, home
affairs and finance.

Some countries, among them Canada, the UK and 8% bave developed an institutional
approach to coherence and have established detligalis, typically housed in their foreign
ministries, to manage their whole-of-governmentteys. Others, such as the Netherlands,
Norway and Sweden, have developed a process appriygically based on a white-paper
level requirement for policy integration, backedlmpa series of meetings at the ministerial
and technical level® They generally have an in-country level processval, designed
around the ambassador, to ensure operational cualeeramong the various government
agencies with a presence on the ground. One noneWieand non-Afghanistan inspired
example is the establishment of the National Offmethe Coordination of Peace Missions
(NOCPM) in South Africa, following the adoption tfie White Paper on South African
Participation in International Peace Missions iridder 19987

16 See Peter Viggo Jacobs&ATO's Comprehensive Approach to Crisis Responseadipns — A Work in
Slow Progres¢Copenhagen: DIIS Danish Institute for Internatidgtudies, 2008), p. 11.

" Bucharest Summit Declaration, paragraph 11.

18 JacobserATOs Comprehensive Approach to Crisis Responseafes.

19 Kristiina Rintakoski and Mikko Autti (eds.f;omprehensive Approach — Trends Challenges andiitgs
for Cooperation and Crisis Prevention Managemérglsinki: Ministry of Defence, Seminar Publicatjon
2008); Cedric de Coning, Helge Luras, Niels NagglBahia and Stale UlrikseNprway’s Whole-of-
Government Approach and its Engagement with Afgit@am{Oslo: NUPI, 2009).

%0 Cedric de Coning, ‘The White Paper on SA Partigguein Peace Missions: A Unique BeginninGonflict
Trends no. 2, April 1999, Durban: ACCORD.
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Most Western countries that have adopted a whebmeérnment approach have done so
over the past decade, and in most cases this gewelt has been largely shaped by their
engagement in Irag and especially in AfghaniétaMany of them are responsible for, or
participate in, a PRT in Afghanistan. The AfghaaimsPRT model is an attempt to apply the
whole-of-government model to a nationally deployedtity, consisting of a military
component responsible for security-related tasleyeldpment advisors responsible for
development projects, political advisors respomsibl engagement with local authorities and
political analysis, and police and/or judicial agtvis, including in some cases correctional
service officers, responsible for rule of law asise. There is no commonly agreed PRT
model or structure. Each lead nation has develdpenvn model, and the degree of whole-
of-government integration differs significantly. 8K PRT in Helmand province is headed
by a senior civilian; others are led by the miltawith hardly any civilians at all. In general,
civilians are a small minority in the PRTs. Cooation between the PRTs and the ISAF HQ,
although better than a few years ago, is limited] as a result there are significant regional
differences in terms of scope, resources and appes®

As is clear from this overview, the comprehensiypraach means different things for

different organizations and individual countrief©ieTUN'’s integrated approach is primarily

concerned with the security-development nexusth coherence between the peace, security,
development and humanitarian elements of the UNlyaimhe EU comprehensive approach

is primarily concerned with the civil-military realanship among the elements of its crisis

management approach, i.e. the military, rule of, l@notection and conflict management

aspects. The NATO comprehensive approach concem at addressing the relationship

between NATO and the other internal actors engdgethe same theatre. The various

national whole-of-government approaches are prignaoncerned with coherence amongst
the government departments and agencies of thdispsintry.

Implicit rationale of the comprehensive approach

The presentation above also indicates that whiégettare numerous practical challenges
associated with building coherence, most of theractalso share an implicit theoretical
assumption. There appears to be consensus that pad stability operations will be more
efficient and effective, and thus have a more megol impact, when the different actors
engaged have a common strategy, based on a comnmumstanding of the problem, a
common theory of change, and an agreed synchropiaadfor implementing and evaluating
such a strategy There is thus an assumed cause-and-effect redhipivetween coherence,
effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability, anigd rationale is extended from the national to
the international context, or vice versa.

More specifically, policy-makers appear to baseddléfor coherence on the assumption that
inconsistent policies and fragmented programmesilerat higher risk of duplication,

2L Stewart Patrick and Kaysie Brow@reater than the Sum of its Parts: Assessing ‘Whbl@overnment’
Approaches Toward Fragile Statédew York: International Peace Academy, 2007).

22 Oskari EronenPRT Models in Afghanistan — Approaches to Civilifsliy Integration(Helsinki: CMC Crisis
Management Centre, 2008); Touko Piiparinen, ‘A @laEMindsets? An Insider’'s Account of Provincial
Reconstruction Teamdnternational Peacekeepingol.14, no.1, 2007, pp. 143-157.

% Karsten Friis and Pia Jarmyr (ed€hmprehensive Approach: Challenges and Opportumiti€c€omplex
Crisis Managemen&ecurity in Practice No. 11 (Oslo: NUPI, 2008); €lailsson, Cecilia Hull, Markus
Derblom and Robert Egnelfontextualising the Comprehensive Approach. Then&tds of a Comprehensive
Intervention(Stockholm: Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI)).
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inefficient spending, lower quality of service,fditilty in meeting goals and, ultimately, of a
reduced capacity for deliveff.Consequently, the policy community has come teelelthat
by improving coherence one will also improve théicancy” of operations, and more
efficient operations would translate into more efifes®® and more sustainaBfeoperations.

The logic is that the greater the coherence actieweong the different parts of the system,
the more meaningful, effective and sustainableitmgact is likely to be. While this may
appear to be merely common sense, such assumptiemseem to overlook a number of
deeper impediments to enhanced coherence. All hbgeamentioned actors tend to take a
relatively ‘technical’ approach to the problem, reébing for organizational and systemic
solutions to the challenges of coherefite.

We will argue that there are also other, more deepbted hurdles to achieving coherence,
and that these concern conflicting values, primspdnd mandates. In turn they could be
grounded in conflicting ideologies, identities, ahes of change or politics and they cannot
be resolved simply through improved organizatianabsures, coordination bodies or weekly
meetings. Some might be better managed throughutapelitically informed processes,
while others are probably insurmountable. Ignorapicéhese deeper challenges is likely to
limit the success of coherence-building efforts.réonportantly, it may also lead to failed
expectations, creating new tensions between thereaitand the internal actors.

Before exploring these challenges, however, we wiled to understand what the
comprehensive approach meansall the potential modalities, levels of interaati@and
relationship associated with a comprehensive agprdg@nly when these have been mapped
out can we gain a better understanding of what resice is meant to achieve, and how this
takes place.

Understanding Coherence?

Here we will define ‘coherence’ as the effort toedt the wide range of activities undertaken
in the political, development, governance and sgcdimensions of international peace and

2 OECD, ‘Policy Coherence: Vital for Global Develognt’, OECD Observer2003 http://www.oecd.org
accessed 10 May 2009.

% According to th@DECD Glossary of Key Termigfficiency’ is 'a measure of how economically resces and
inputs (funds, expertise, time, etc.) are convetbesults’. ‘Economy’ in this context refers teetabsence of
waste for a given output: ‘an activity is econorhiwhen the costs of the scarce resources usedxpm@i the
minimum needed to achieve planned objectiv@&CD Glossary of Key Term2002, pp. 20 — 21,
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/29/21/2754804,.pdtessed 1 December 2009.

% Effectiveness refers to ‘the extent to which aglepment intervention’s objectives were achievedire
expected to be achieved, taking into account tiedditive importance OECD Glossary of Key Termg. 20.

27 Sustainability is defined by the OECD as ‘the @mmtion of benefits from a development interventidter
major development assistance has been compl@&LD Glossary of Key Terms, 36.

% Robert Egnell puts forward a similar argument freeoretical position. He calls for amegratedcivil-
military organization, arguing it would enhance doat and effectiveness. However, he ignores theniad
deeper conflicts, such as diverging mandates, winigke such integration unrealistic. Robert Egrigmplex
Peace Operations and Civil-Military Relations. Wimg the PeacéLondon: Routledge, 2009).
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stability operations towards common strategic dbjes?® Coherence is pursued because it is
assumed to generate increased levels of efficiandyeffectiveness.

As we saw in the previous section, coherence cgoubgied among a broad range of actors,
across various dimensions, and at various levdis.|&vels, dimensions and actors often get
mixed up and cause confusion. We propose a commssiee approach model that
distinguishes between four levels of coherencesandlypes of relationships. The four levels
of coherence are: intra-agency coherence, wholgweérnment coherence, inter-agency
coherence and international-local coherence:

« Intra-agency coherenceonsistency’ among the policies and actions of an individual
agency, including the internal consistency of acHje policy or programme.
Examples could be the internal coherence of a tnynig foreign affairs, or an agency
such as the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (URHC

* Whole-of-government coherenasonsistency among the policies and actions of the
different government agencies of a country, e.goragnthe ministries of defence,
foreign affairs and international development dasise of the UK.

* Inter-agency, coherenceconsistency among the policies pursued by theowari
international actors in a given country contexiimanization§". An example could be
NATO-EU-UN coherence in the previous Kosovo pikgstem.

* International-local coherenceconsistency between and among the policies of the
internal and external actors, in other words thet In@tion and international actors, in
a given country context (alignmefft) Examples here could be an agreed national
strategic framework between the international comitgiand host government, such
as the Poverty Reduction Strategy of Liberia.

This categorization is not meant to suggest thaemnce is pursued exclusively at one or
another level quite the contrary, actors are likely to pursukerence at all four of the levels
where they are active. For instance, an actorthkeForeign Ministry of the Netherlands will
be concerned with coherence in connection with ptdicies towards, for instance
Afghanistan, and is likely to pursue coherencehatdame time: firstly, among the various

2 For alternative definitions, see for instai@ECD Policy Brief: Policy Coherence: Vital for Global
Development’, where policy coherence is defined .athe systematic promotion of mutual reinforcindipp
actions across government departments and agemegting synergies towards achieving the agreed
objectives’,OECD Policy BriefJuly 2003 p.2.

%0 :Consistency’ in this context is not necessartlyieal, i.e. doing like under like circumstancestwiespect to
any one rule or norm, and avoiding double standdnd$ead it refers to one agency, governmentystesn not
working at cross-purposes with itself in a moreegahsense. This does not imply that there is nonréor
differences and debate during the policy formutatod review processbut once a policy or intervention has
been agreed on, it needs to be implemented inaughy that all the different elements of the agency
government or system contribute to the overall abje in a complementary fashion. We are grateful
Ramesh Thakur of the Centre for International Goaece Innovation for pointing out this differeneenfail
correspondence, 15 May 2007).

3L ‘Harmonization’ in this context refers to the hamization between donor approaches. NoteRibme
Declaration on Harmonizatioof 25 February 2003. Sd#tp://www.aidharmonization.or@ccessed on 12 May
2009.

32:plignment’ is a development concept referringhe alignment between the interests of internatidoaors
and the needs and priorities of the recipientseNothis context thParis Declaration on Aid Effectiveness,

2 March 2005. Sebttp://www.oecd.orgaccessed on 12 May 2009.
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units within the Foreign Ministry; secondly, in ahale-of-government context with other
government agencies; thirdly, in the inter-agenmytext among donors or as a member state
of NATO, the EU, and the UN; and lastly, in theeimtal/external coherence context in its
bilateral relations with Afghanistan and its pagation in collective efforts at international-
local coherence, such as international donor centws. Hence, the degree to which a
specific international state actor can be consttlewebe more or less coherent will be a factor
of all four levels of coherence.

In addition, we propose a comprehensive approackhemthat provides for a range of
relationships that represent differing degreesadfecence, depending on the context within
which these relationships emerge. Pursuing a camepsave approach need not imply that all
the actors involved must have the same degreehafrence towards each other, or towards an
agreed common strategy. Although the context isiatio shaping the climate within which
relationships function, there are also many othetdrs that determine relationshipsuch as
perceived roles and responsibilities, legitimacyeddility and mandates. The types of
relationships that influence the degree of coherghat can potentially be achieved can be
represented on a scale ranging from unity to coitiget

* Actors are United Actors voluntarily agree to established a unif&ducture and
undertake joint action directed by a unified leatigy and command arrangement, e.g.
a multi-national military coalition. This level @oherent action will typically require
an agreed strategic vision and specific aims anedctbes formulated in an official
mandate and/or campaign plan. In the military cantlis is often termed ‘unity of
purpose’. Unity of purpose is a prerequisite foityiof effort. This level of coherence
will require a unified organizational structure ki high degree of discipline and
clear command and control arrangements that deteramd direct joint assessments,
joint planning, joint implementation and joint mtring and evaluation. However, in
the real world, such level of coherence is rarevbeh independent agents. It is thus
likely to occur only in certain unigue circumstaa@nd cannot be sustained for long.
Examples include the US-led multi-national coalitithat undertook the 1991 Gulf
War (Operation Desert Storm) and the Australian-lediltinational coalition
‘INTERFET’ that stabilized East Timor in 1999.

* Actors are IntegratedActors agree to seek ways to integrate their @ggres and
activities, but without giving up their individuatlentities or their right to take
independent decisions about the allocation of nessu In other words, the individual
agencies come together to undertake joint assessn@int planning, and even some
degree of joint implementation and monitoring amdplementation, but they
implement separately, each using its own resousoelsown organizational means.
The UN'’s integrated approach model would be a adgample, with the UN Mission
in Liberia (UNMIL) perhaps representing an examptethe successful end of the
scale.

» Actors Cooperate Actors with complementary and/or overlapping nmeted and
objectives may choose to cooperate, including jantcollaborative action. They
retain their organizational independence, but alng to go rather far in organizing
activities together with others, although such rageanents are typically temporary,
context-specific and may need to be renegotiatedaocase-by-case basis. The
collaboration between the EU and the UN in Chad thedCentral African Republic
(CAR) may exemplify this kind of opportunistic, graatic and ad-hoc cooperation.
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» Actors CoordinateThis would describe an activity aimed at shaiimigrmation and
acting on that information with a view to avoidiagnflict, duplication or overlap, so
as to ensure a more coherent overall undertakirtgkés place between independent
actors with different mandates, or between those véguire strong organizational
independence but who nonetheless share some siméeagsts or strategic vision, and
thus see the need for a degree of coordination ettibrs. Typically, there will often
be a network of coordination mechanisms — some mensely connected than others,
some operating in hierarchies at various levelsvéen the same actors, whilst others
are only loosely connected. An example of a stan@irrangement in this category
would be the UN humanitarian coordination systeng pre-arranged and agreed, but
allows for maximum independence and voluntary pgdtion. Another example
could be the pillar structure used by the UN, NAED, and OSCE in Kosovo. An ad
hoc arrangement would be the coordination betweitarg and humanitarian actors
in a natural disaster like an earthquake or a migmd. The difference between
coordination and cooperation is that, in the latggegory, coordination results in joint
action, whilst in the former it results in independ or separate action. In both cases,
the behaviour of the agents has changed as a gtk coordination that has taken
place, but ‘cooperation’ implies that they havectesd agreement on and actually
implemented joint action.

» Actors CoexistThis would describe the relationship between ractioat are forced to
interact but that have very limited ambitions canagg coordination — for example,
neutral humanitarian actors who wish to maintaieirtidistance to other, more
political, actors in the field. It could also deber a relationship involving sceptical or
even opposing political and military forces: thegymot be directly hostile but could
resist activities that threaten to interfere inittephere of interest. A certain amount
of communication and de-conflicting may take plaaewell as some opportunistic or
pragmatic cooperation, but the normal state ofr ttetationship can be categorized as
coexistence. For instance, humanitarian and myjlitators operating alongside each
other in a complex emergency may, under normaligistances, follow a policy of
deliberately maintaining separate identities; bbewthe humanitarian agencies come
under direct attack they may seek shelter in mylittompounds, or be evacuated
under military protection.

» Actors CompeteThis category would describe the relationship amaetgrs that have
competing values, visions and strategies. It maryekample, describe the relationship
between an NGO committed to non-violence and arnational military force with a
mandate to use force; or it can refer to groups$ fwditically, or even violently,
oppose the presence of an international operatidimeir country

We have proposed a comprehensive approach modethwitfollowing characteristics:

(a) Four levels of coherence: (i) intra-agency cohesen@i) whole-of-government
coherence, (iii) inter-agency coherence, and (itgrnational-local coherence

(b) Six different types of relationships: (i) actore amited, (ii) actors are integrated, (iii)
actors cooperate, (iv) actors coordinate, (v) actoexist, and (vi) actors compete.

10
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Taken together, these characteristics form a coitgposderstanding of coherence in the
context of international peace and stability operst. There may be many other
characteristics that could be considered as wedl.dauld use various combinations of these
characteristics to explore the inter-linkages amthegn, or to develop typologies that may be
useful in further analysing the complex range datrenships that may exist among actors
involved in a peace-and-stability operation.

For instance, comparing the four levels of cohezemdgth the six different types of
relationships, we can distinguish among 24 diffetgpes of coherence (s@able ). Some
are obviously more realistic than others, and, #@b any model, there are real-world cases
that would straddle some of these typologies. Meat-world models will move between
them in the course of the lifetime of a missiont Fstance this model could be used to trace
improvement, or deterioration, in coherence amorgpexific set of actors over time. Such
frameworks can assist us in gaining a better utalelshg of the complexity of the
comprehensive approach.

11



Journal of International Peacekeeping 15 (2011) 243-272

Table 1: Comprehensive Approach Matrix that Compdrevels of Coherence and Types of

Relationships

Intra-agency Whole-of- I nter-agency Internal-External
government
ActorsareUnited | Various sections of| Various Canadian | Members of the International
the Swedish government coalition Operation | agencies and
Foreign Ministry agencies Desert Storm, 1991| national IEC work

Gulf War

together to organize
elections in DRC in
2006

Actorsare Various UK Stabilisation UN Peacekeeping | Liberia 2009:
Integrated components of a | Unit, or Canadian | mission and UN International
UN Peacekeeping | Stabilization and Country Team in, | agencies and local
mission Reconstruction e.g. Liberia, 2009 | actors agree to use
Task Force PRS as common
(START) framework and
action plan
ActorsCooperate | DPKO and OCHA | Civilian and Afghanistan Bonn- | EULEX and the
(both UN military pillars of process 2003; Kosovo
Secretariat) work | USA PRT in UN-EU cooperation| government, 2009

together on UN
Protection of
Civilians guidelines

Afghanistan, 2008

in Chad, 2008

ActorsCoordinate | DPKO and OCHA | Civilian and Humanitarian UN and Sudanese
in the field military pillars of cluster approach to| Independent
Norwegian PRT in | coordination; Electoral
Afghanistan, 2008 | Kosovo UNMIK Commission in
pillars; April 2010
Bosnia Peace elections
Implementation
Council (PIC)
Actors Coexist Various parts of EU| DFID and MOD Humanitarian UNAMID and

in Chad in 2008

fail to agree on
common evaluation
criteria for UK PRT
in Afghanistan,

community and
MONUC in Eastern
DRC, 2009

Government of
Sudan in Darfur,
2008

2008
Actors Compete Various sections of| US State Humanitarian Taliban and
a ministry compete | Department, US agencies and ISAF/UNAMA,;
for funding Department of UNMIL disagree on| Government of
Defense and CIA inl movement of IDPs | Chad and

Afghanistan, 2007

from Monrovia,
2005

MINURCAT, 2010

3 See USAIDhttp://afghanistan.usaid.gov/en/Page.PRT.aspkUS GOAnttp://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-

09-86R accessed 3 March 2010.
34 See Piiparinen, note 21 above.
% Ahmed RashidDescent into Chaos: The United States and the Faidfi Nation Building in Pakistan,
Afghanistan, and Central As{@&ew York:Viking Adult, 2008)
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This section has explored coherence and proposemimgrehensive approach model with
various levels of coherence and types of relatimsshrhis mapping can help us to better
understand the categorizations and typologies thay develop in the comprehensive
approach context, from a coherence perspective. eMery the challenges facing the
comprehensive approach are far more complex themre structural differences outlined
above. In the next section the focus is on thetéimf coherence. An analysis of the limits of
coherence will help us to further delineate theerehce space that can realistically be
expected with a comprehensive approach.

The Limits of Coherence

There appears to be a considerable gap betweetetinee to which the benefits of coherence
are held to be self-evident at the policy level] arpersistent inability to achieve coherence at
the operational level. The lack of coherence witaimd among the humanitarian relief,
development, political and security dimensions basn well documented in evaluation
reports and studi€. The evaluation studies cited have consistentlyndouhat the
peacebuilding interventions undertaken to date Haeked coherence, and that this has
undermined their sustainability and ability to asta their strategic objectives. For example,
the 2003 Joint Utstein Study of peacebuilding, Wwhamalysed 336 peacebuilding projects
implemented by Germany, the Netherlands, the Uriiedjdom and Norway in the 1990s,
identified a lack of coherence at the strategiellewhat it termed a ‘strategic deficit’, as the
most significant obstacle to sustainable peaceimgild’ This study found that more than 55%
of the programmes it evaluated did not show arlytina larger country strategy.

There are two ways of responding to this apparentradiction between policy and practice.
The first approach would argue that the gap is eduly poor or insufficient policy
implementation- so the coherence deficit can be addressed by owwelination, better
training and improved organization, systems andgsses. It is probably fair to say that this
is the most common and prevalent policy responke.second approach would hold that the
gaps between policy and practice in the field amesed, at least in part, by inherent
contradictions in the mandates, interests and veygeems of some of the actors, so that the
degree to which these actors can be coherent waith ether are limitetf

% Amongst others: Nicola Dahrendo#f,Review of Peace Operations: A Case for Chghgadon: King’s
College, 2003); Toby Portein External Review of the CARew York: United Nations Office for the
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), 2002jarc SommersThe Dynamics of Coordination
(Providence, RI: Thomas J. Watson Jr. Institutinte#frnational Affairs, Occasional Paper #40, 2000%holas
Stockton,Strategic Coordination in Afghanistgiabul: Afghanistan Research and Evaluation URREU),
2002); Antonio DoniniThe Policies of Mercy: UN Coordination in Afghanist Mozambique and Rwanda
(Providence, RI: Thomas J. Watson Jr. Institutdriternational Studies, Occasional Paper #22, Brown
University, 2002); Nicola Reindorp and Peter Wildamanitarian Coordination: Lessons from Recent driel
ExperienceA study commissioned by the Office for the Cooedion of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA)
(London: Overseas Development Institute (ODI), 90@hd Mark Duffield, Sue Lautze and Bruce Jones,
Strategic Humanitarian Coordination in the Greatldes Region 1996-199Rew York: OCHA, 1998).

3" Dan Smith;Towards a Strategic Framework for Peacebuilding 8ynthesis Report of the Joint Utstein Study
on PeacebuildingOslo: International Peace Research Institute (§R2003).

% Roland Paris and Timothy D. Sisk (ed3he Dilemmas of Statebuilding: Confronting the Gadictions of
Postwar Peace Operatiorfsondon: Routledge, 2009).
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We will argue that both responses have value arfdancomplement each other. Improved
coherence can be achieved by working harder todordmon ground. However, there will

also be a point at which doing more will no longesid further benefit. There are thus limits
to how much coherence can be achieved, even irs avhare it is possible to expand the
room for coherence. If these limits are not recogdj the system will keep on trying to
improve coherence beyond reasonable expectatiodsth@ energy and time invested in this
effort will be wasted. Pursuing coherence beyondage limits will thus have a perverse

effect, generating the exact opposite outcome itm@mded: pursuing coherence will actually
contribute to inefficiency and ineffectiveness.

However, coherence also needs to be understootieincontext of the natural tensions
between competing interests, and therefore spet#ide-offs can be made that may not
always have coherence as the overriding princlpléhe real world, those pursuing coherence
generally find that they have to settle for ‘secdya$t’ or ‘partially coherent’ solutions in
order to establish a workable foundation for coapen.

Thus, there are some areas where coherence isysioppossible, but there are other areas
where coherence can be meaningfully pursued up deri@in point. To understand these
nuances better, we need to take a closer looledirtitations of coherence. In this section we
explore three aspects of the limitations to cohegemmpact/output limitations; conflicting
values, principles and mandates; and externalfnatgrower imbalances. We argue that these
three aspects start to define the limits of what oaalistically be achieved in pursuing
coherence.

Long-term Impact vs. Short-term Output

Most actors do coordinate and cooperate with eableroon a range of issues at the
operational and tactical levels. They often excleaimjormation and adjust their actions to
avoid obvious overlap and duplication, and theysdmetimes do things together at the
tactical level. Much more can be achieved at thi®l as well- but what we are focusing
here is not cooperation at the level of practiaativily but strategic-level coherence, i.e.
impact-level coherence. Actors cooperate at thectipe level to maximize their own
interests. At the strategic level, however, wetalieng about actors working together for the
common good, measured as sustainable impact omee ggocess over time. This implies
that a prerequisite for acting coherently at thatsgic level is that actors have to adjust their
understanding of what is in their best interesinfriie immediate output or operational level,
to the strategic or longer-term impact level. Thayst view it from the systemic perspective,
seeing their contribution in connection with thedeterm sustainability of the peace process
that they are trying to influence. In other worslggcess in the impact context is measured as
long-term sustainable peace, whilst success atutput level is measured as maximizing the
role and image of the individual actor. The compreive approach assumes that
organizations are motivated by the former: the eitgdievidence suggests they are motivated
by the latter.

The overall effect of the combined activities o thctors is usually observable only from an
overall impact perspective, and the sustainabibfy their individual activities and its

combined effect can be measured only over the medwlong term. The interdependence
among the actors, and the benefits of improvingeoeice among them, are thus not
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immediately obvious to the actor at the programmeuwput level. There is a disconnect
between those measuring progress at the systemsiparct level and those measuring
progress at the programme or output level, andungscoherence usually makes more sense
for those at the impact level. However, very fewoex work at the impact level, and those
that do - for instance, a Special Representative or Resi@aurdinator- are usually
individuals and their staffs that have agency fwrsperiods of time and in specific contexts
only.*® They are thus less influential, over time, tham dhganizations that work primarily at
the output level, pursuing their own interests, #mat do so persistently over time in many
contexts.

This tension between impact and output underminBsrence. The incentives that favour the
output level are unlikely to change, for two reagsamnd will thus continue to limit the scope
for coherence. The first reason is that organimatiare motivated by considerations of
survival and growth, and this requires continuodjsistments based on short-term feedback.
Organizations are particularly interested in meagurtheir output and the immediate
feedback from that output. They cannot afford tat ea the long-term effects of their output
before making decisions about the next activityt e forced to act on the immediately
available information. On the other hand, it is bl to expect organizations, on another
track, to monitor longer-term progress in ordetearn from and improve programme-level
action. However, and this is the second reasonis iextremely difficult to measure
meaningfully the causal effect of one given acfivin a highly complex non-linear and
dynamic set of systemic events. It is almost imfidsdo single out one specific activity and
then determine its effect on the outcome of a $igesector or phase, let alone the peace
process as a whof8.The further away we move, over time and in terrishe scope of
factors taken into consideration, the more difficlbecomes to determine impactand this
thus makes it very difficult for organizations toctis on impact, and as a consequence, on
coherence.

It is thus not realistic to expect actors to adt @iua desire to achieve coherence. In fact, we
should rather assume that they will act in theimoself-interest, and that they will seek
common solutions, or make case-by-case trade-ofly, in situations where they are unable
to achieve their objectives independently. In saages, being seen to contribute to and to be
part of a larger collective effort is the self-irgst of an actor. The irony is that the latter
approach often contributes to the coherence ddimitause the actor is motivated not by a
desire to achieve meaningful coherence and ultimatestainable impact, but by the desire to
be seen as participating in the effort. Such adyp®=ally spread their contributions thin and
wide, focusing on those aspects that will genetfagebest recognition and in so doing, they
actually contribute to the coherence defftit.

These impact/output challenges are likely to besgmg in one form or the other, in most of
today’'s complex crisis management operations. €hgihg as they are, we would consider
them to be within the realm of the first categoryentioned above. They are not

39 The UN Development Operations Coordination Offib®©CO) counters this tendency in that it works to
support the Resident Coordinator system. Althotghindividual Resident Coordinators may work irpacific
country for only a few years, DOCO helps to buitdinstitutional knowledge that assists the coortitima
system. See www.undg.org

“0 Cedric de Coning and Paul Romitéie Monitoring and Evaluation of Peace Operati¢Nsw York:
International Peace Institute (IP1) and the Nornaednstitute of International Affairs (NUPI), 2009)

1 See for instance, Cedric de Coning, Helge LuraslsNlagelhus Schia and Stale Ulrikseioyway’s Whole-
of-Government Approach and its Engagement with &figitan Oslo: NUPI, 2009).
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insurmountable; significant progress can be achkietrgough improved communication,
organization, systems and dialogue between tadiodlstrategic levels within and between
actors. The challenges discussed below are of a deep-structured nature, and less likely to
be resolved.

Conflicting Values, Principles and Mandates

The values, principles and mandates of some ofatiters in a peacebuilding system are
sometimes inherently incoherent. Each actor hasrgadewithin a specific context
humanitarian, military, human rights, developmeaty enforcement, etc: schooled in the
values, principles, philosophy and theories of geaspecific to that discipline or profession.

This will typically result in the actors having fdamentally different approaches with regard
to which aspects to prioritize. Political and séguactors may prefer to, or be mandated to,
focus on stabilizing a situation. This result irithgiving priority to stability rather than to
human rights violations, or to dealing with issse€h as corruption, black-market trading,
racketeering or narcotics, especially if actorsytperceive to be the key to stabilizing the
situation are also suspected of being responsirehfiman rights atrocities or criminal
behaviour. Those actors for whom justice and hurigdris are paramount will have a directly
opposing view. They are likely to argue that enfugcnational and international laws and
safeguarding human rights will have a far greatmstanable stabilizing effect in the longer
term, because it will also have a deterrent efbecbthers in future conflicts, in that they will
realize that they are likely to be punished, natilynor internationally, for their crimes and
abuses. For instance, in Darfur, this kind of fundatal peace versus justice tension has
driven the debate between those arguing for thetmént of President Bashir on the one
hand, and those favouring some kind of arrangertieait can give priority to the peace
process, on the other.

Even among the actors engaged in security thereottem differing emphases on state
security versus human security. The latter is offeen as ‘soft’ security since it focuses on
individuals and the civilian population, and haser#fore traditionally enjoyed lower priority
among peacekeepers or stabilisation fofédslvocates of human security, by contrast, often
stress that sustainable peace can be achievedphbcusing on the needs of the population,
including their security needs as they perceiventhend that any security operation which
fails to take this into account is likely to fai the end. The recent focus on the protection of
civiians vs. combating opposing forces is a casepbint, and also relates to the
impact/outputs discussion in the previous sectiomfghanistan, fighting the Taliban made
sense from an output perspective that measuredga®@gainst number of combat actions,
number of Taliban killed, etc. Measured againss tind of output indicators, the NATO
ISAF mission in Afghanistan appeared to be perfagnwell in the powerpoint world.
However the worsening security situation in thel marld has now forced NATO to re-

2 However, the Protection of Civilians concept ie thN is becoming increasingly central in the peaeping
mandates, and even the counter-insurgency literannphasizes the protection of the population bghting

the enemy. See
http://ochaonline.un.org/Humanitarianissues/PratactCiviliansinArmedConflict/tabid/1114/languagefe
US/Default.aspxaccessed 5 October 2009; see also Jon Harale $#dnd Benjamin de Carvalh@rotecting
Civilians and Protecting ldeas. Institutional Chatiges to the Protection of Civiliaf®slo: NUPI, 2009), and
US Army and Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Fielchid (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2007).
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appraise its approach and to refocus on the protedf civilians. On the other hand, very
few organizations are faced with such stark feeklband may continue unaware that their
output-oriented actions are having little impaair worse, an adverse impact.

In some cases, the timetable of one actor or dimemeay be in conflict with the principles
of another. One case in point is the elections talle in Liberia that motivated those
responsible for the elections to encourage therratly Displaced Persons (IDPs) in
Monrovia to return to their original communities 2005, to be registered there to vote. The
Special Representative of the Secretary-GeneraS@Rof the UN Mission in Liberia
(UNMIL) put pressure on those agencies responsislesintegration to persuade the IDPs to
return, and to start offering them reintegratiorpart in their communities of origin.
However, these agencies disagreed with the retometdble proposed by UNMIL, because
their assessments informed them that conditionthénoriginal communities were not yet
conducive to sustainable returns. This situationsed tension between the political and
developmental/humanitarian actors because theieotise goals, short term vs. long term,
and operating values and principles brought themdirect opposition with one another.

The different approaches highlighted in these twangples reflect fundamental differences in
the mandates, value systems and principles of sdrtltee actors engaged. It would be naive
to assume that these differences can be resolvexligih coordination. As both these
examples indicate, in the end such differencesneidld to be negotiated and trade-offs agreed
in the specific context. These case-specific traffie-cannot resolve the fundamental value
differences. They often leave the specific actess ltolerant towards each other than before
they were forced into the situation that requireeint to enter into such a transaction, so the
end-result is not greater coherence. And yet, duatie-offs are necessary, in a given
situation, to overcome the practical impasse and & workable solution that can enable all
actors to move beyond that point so that they camtimue to carry out their respective
mandates. Such ad-hoc transactions should not ifessmdl with strategic coherence, which
aims to achieve a common understanding of a smoiasis well as a common strategic
response to it.

However, sometimes the mandates significantly lintlike potential for coherence.
Humanitarian relief organizations constitute ondipalar set of actors which operate under a
different mandate than all the others. Internatidnenanitarian law and their shared Code of
Conduct? stress their independence, neutrality and impiytids a result of this operational
framework, humanitarian actors have resisted ositsitempts to integrate them into a
comprehensive approach. Humanitarian actors hawistoto be coherent with the political
and military actors, both because of their différpriorities and because of their need to
remain neutral and impartial. A blurring of thegstidctive identities and roles undermines
the operational framework of the humanitarian comityy negatively impacting on their
security. Humanitarian actors therefore resistdp@nade part of the comprehensive approach
and react strongly if other actors (the military particular) engage in humanitarian
activities?* This is not to say that it is impossible for théoebe a meaningful relationship
between humanitarian and other actors engagedcim gperations- but such a relationship
will need to be built on the recognition of eaclhests different roles, and not on any

3 See theCode of Conduct for the International Red Cross Red Crescent Movement and NGOs in Disaster
Relief http://www.ifrc.org/publicat/conducgtaccessed on 14 September 2009.

4 See e.g. Stephen Cornish, ‘No Room for Humanitésta in 3D Policies. Have Forcible Humanitarian
Interventions and Integrated Approaches Lost TW&K?’, Journal of Military and Strategic Studiesyl. 10.

no. 1, Fall 2007.
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preconceived notions of the value of coherencecantprehensiveness. For the humanitarian
actors, their humanitarian principles are the osierg guide, whereas coordination is
something pragmatic that can be entered into ormase-by-case basis, guided by the
humanitarian principles. For political and militamgtors, coherence plus comprehensiveness
is increasingly becoming a core operational prileciffhese two different approaches to the
value of coordination further contribute to thediem between the two communities.

All the above-mentioned differences in mandatefjesaand principles tend to become even
more acute when the security situation is volatilesecurity forces are engaged in combat
operations against spoilers or insurgents, thdikedy to have at least short-term negative
effects on the space for progress in other partthefsystem, for instance in the political,

governance, humanitarian and developmental dom@msualties, refugees/IDPs, destruction
of livelihoods and infrastructure are typical comsences of war. Other actors engaged in
humanitarian relief operations or development prognes may therefore be outraged by the
human suffering and destruction taking place. Nafpssingly, this impedes coherence.

Hence, we can conclude that one of the most impbitalicators of the degree to which

meaningful coherence is likely to be achievablaghis degree of hostility present in the

conflict system. The organizational values and afueg principles that guide the various

actors are more likely to be in conflict with eaother in contexts where some of the

international and local actors are hostile to eatifer. Violent conflicts tend to sharpen

distinctions and to bring differences to the fongluding among those that are allies, or that
may agree otherwise on a broad range of issuesmpartant factor that may determine the

scope for coherence in the unity-to-competitionlesgéa thus the extent to which violent

conflict is part of the system characteristic. @atrconflict situations like those in Somalia,

Darfur, Eastern DRC and Afghanistan produce coluerexperiences that can be placed on
the cooperation-to-competition scale, whereas g where violent conflict has come to an

end, as in Liberia, Burundi, Sierra Leone, etc. l&ely to result in coherence experiences
that can be placed on the coordination-to-integnasicale.

Internal — External Power Imbalance

There is wide recognition that externally-driven spoonflict peace processes are
unsustainabl&> Peace and stability operations must be needs-pasetl the priorities,
sequencing and pace of delivery need to be inforbyethe dynamics of the conflict system,
through local ownership and meaningful internaklexal coordination. It is also widely
understood that peace and stability operations @hatnot grounded in the socio-cultural
belief systems that shape the worldview of therirgkactors cause dysfunction. Achieving a
coherent partnership between internal and extexctars engaged in a peace or stabilization
process is thus one of the most important suc@gseré for any comprehensive approach
strategy. It is also one of the most difficult &whaeve. There are two main sets of challenges:
one concerns the reluctance or inability of theesxdl actors to empower local actors, the
other is the limited resources and capacities @irtkernal actors.

The principle that peace consolidation processesldibe locally owned and led has become
firmly established in the policy realm. For instanthe February 2003 Rome Declaration on
Harmonization generated the following four prinel of harmonization: (1) recipient

> SeeBuilding Effective Partnerships: Improving the Rigaship between Internal and External Actors in
Post-Conflict CountriegNew York: Peacebuilding Forum Conference, 7 Oat@i®4), p. 2.
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countries coordinate development assistance, (2)ordoalign their aid with recipient

countries’ priorities and systems, (3) donors stleége aid delivery and (4) donors adopt
policies, procedures and incentives that fostembaisation®® The Rome Declaration and

related aid-effectiveness policies aim at addrgsshe core structural inequality of the

international assistance regime: namely, that #iereal agency is empowered by virtue of
being the benefactor. If left unchecked, externglermies tend to dominate the
internal/external actor relationship. The most @ffe counterweight to this structural

imbalance is the recognition that peace procesaasbe sustainable only when they are
owned and led by internal actors. Gradually, domarge come to accept the moral principle,
and operational reality, that their assistance rbasieeds-based and locally owned.

However, this is easier said than done. Externédracreport encountering a range of
obstacles when trying to implement policies thatoemage local ownership, especially in the
fragile state and post-conflict contexts. Exteraelors find it difficult to identify credible
internal actors with whom they can enter into a mmegful partnership, especially in the
stabilisation and transitional phases before alastiare held. This is because the parties
emerging out of conflict typically represent amlongs constituencies, and there are often
conflicting claims of ownership and support. Engagat by external actors with internal
post-war actors may reinforce the fault-lines oé twar and strengthen war-lords at the
expense of civilian leaders, ultimately underminihg peace proce$s.

The internal actors also generally lack the tinesources, technical expertise and support
systems needed to engage meaningfully with thermadteactors. In fact, the concept of
‘fragile states’ was initially developed in the dworcontext to refer to countries where the
government is unable or unwilling to establish aamegful relationship with bilateral and
multilateral donoré®

Internal actors report that they often feel intiatetl by the momentum, scope and depth of
the external intervention. They are overwhelmedtly pressure to engage with all the
assessments, proposals and plans generated hydidtensinflux of external actors. Moreover,
they feel frustrated that, despite all this acyivihere is typically little to show, in terms of
clear peace dividends in the first few years oéage process, for their time and effort. This is
especially the case in the stabilisation and ttemmsl phases, before or whilst the necessary
capacities have been developed, but it can rempmoldem long thereafter. The work of the
Peacebuilding Commission in Burundi is a case imtpdhe development of the integrated
peacebuilding strategy for Burundi put consideraaéitional strain on the government of
Burundi. In June 2007, the UN Country Team hadstothe Peacebuilding Commission not
to further burden the government of Burundi, andaassult the Commission decided to
postpone its work on monitoring mechanisths.

External actors also point to the dysfunction cdusg their own institutional cultures that

emphasize output rather than long-term sustainaipa@ct. The pressure to respond rapidly,
achieve planned outputs and to disburse funds nwitked time-frames (for instance, annual
donor budget cycles) often lead external actorsaimpromise on the time and resources

“5 Rome Declaration on Harmonization, 2003.

" Roland ParisAt War’'s End Building Peace After Civil ConfligCambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2004); Simon Chesterma¥ipu, The People. The United Nations, Transitiordahiistration, and State-
Building (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).

8 See OECD DACConcepts and Dilemmas of State Building in Fra§ileiations
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/59/51/41100930,mtfcessed 5 October 2009.

9 See the annual report of the Peacebuilding CononisS/2007/458-

A/62/137 of 25 July 2007, p.6.
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needed to invest in identifying credible internalinterparts, generate consultative processes
and develop meaningful local ownership. Consultetiaindertaken under pressure, for
instance during rapid needs assessments, ofter s@iegitimize preconceived perceptions
rather than adding value by generating independedtobjective opinions and analysis, and
thus fail to reflect the true needs and prioribéshe internal actors. Under pressure from the
internal/external power imbalance, internal acepresentatives make the common mistake of
telling the external actors what they think theeemal agents would like to hear, rather than
sharing with them their own perceptions and opisiohwhat kind of support they think they
need, and the priorities as they perceive them.

Hence, external actors tend sometimes to deny tiseace of enormous differences in
power and influence like seeing oneself as merely a ‘technical’ advisbereas in reality
the local interlocutor may have a marginal sayhe priorities, content and pace of the
programmes being implemented. Drafting of lawsifigtance, is often conducted by external
experts, ignoring the fact that those who are tplé@ment the legislation neither know it nor
have a feeling of ownership or understanding of litis approach on the part of the external
actors also indicates a further attitude: thatrmagonal norms and standards by default trump
domestic legitimacy. Poverty reduction strategied eomprehensive peacebuilding strategies
are often based on standardized templates and matoantry-specific and needs-based
analyses®

The lack of accountability of external actors togathe local population is another challenge
that may undermine the sustainability of a peacegss. This applies not only to extreme
cases of criminal behaviour by e.g. peacekeepetsalbo to the fact that powerful SRSGs,
Special Envoys, Troop Commanders and Police Cononisiss report to their headquarters in
New York, Brussels or elsewherebut not to the host-nation capital. That may undee
local ownership over time, even if ‘things get doinethe short term. In the worst case, these
tendencies may be described as neo-colonial ‘erfifgte®r as ‘empires in deniaf”

One of the most critical aspects of the comprelvenapproach is thus the role of the internal
actors and the degree of coherence that is achetbabveen the external actors and the local
actors. This is one of the most problematic retediops in the comprehensive approach, and
one of the most neglected. On the one hand, dteiar that no peace process can succeed
without local ownership. On the other handwhether during the conflict phase, in the
immediate post-conflict phase and often even beyosdme of the key local stakeholders
may either be engaged in the conflict or be ovedowvert spoilers in the peace process, so it
would not make sense to include them in a compaherapproach. And yet, at some point
in the peace process, a critical mass of localksialkiers will have to become partners to the
comprehensive approach. Ultimately, they must takdead in the comprehensive approach.

In this section we have considered the limitatitmsoherence, arguing that there are several
areas and contexts where there are constrainthemldgree to which coherence can be
achieved or is desirable. Failure to acknowledgsedhimitations may lead to unrealistically
high expectations as to coherence among interrthleaternal actors, with the potential for
subsequent disappointments, loss of faith in coatehn, frustration and coherence fatigue.

0 See e.g. the Afghanistan Compact and the Afgramisational Development Strategy (ANDS),
http://unama.unmissions.org/Portals/UNAMA/DocuméistghanistanCompact-English.pdhd
http://www.ands.gov.af/ accessed 1 December 2009.

*1 Michael Ignatieff Empire Lite(London: Vintage, 2003); David Chandl|&mpire in Denial(London: Pluto
press, 2006); Ole Jacob Sendiéhy Peacebuilders Fail to Secure Ownership anddmsifive to Context,
(Oslo: NUPI, Security in Practice 1, 2009)
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We have also argued that pursuing coherence bewatidtic expectations can even result in
coherence contributing to inefficiency and ineffeebess.

Conclusions

This contribution has sought to explain why intéior@al actors find it necessary to assign

such high importance to coherence, and why coheréias become a key ingredient for

success in the context of international operatitoday. We have analysed coherence,
examining what it is that international actors Hagy are pursuing when they seek coherence,
as well as some challenges they have encountesad tie way.

In order to place coherence in the context of @gonal peace and stability operations, we
have framed coherence in the context of the congm&te approach. The comprehensive
approach has been defined as action to ensurentbatational peace and stability operations
are embedded in a system-wide strategic approachdaat combining the broadest possible
set of dimensions typically including the security, governance, depenent and political
dimensions.

We have argued that the assumptions on which theiple of coherence is based are flawed,
and that the empirical and theoretical evidencecatds that there is much less room for
coherence than generally acknowledged in the palelyate. The result is that the policy

debate has been setting itself ambitious targetsdberence that are impossible to achieve in
practice. A more realistic understanding of theitttions of coherence and the inherent
contradictions in the system should enable thenateonal community to adopt a more sober
approach to coherence and to set more achievahls.go

Coherence is not a good in and of itself to be yenisn equal measure, in all circumstances,
by all stakeholders. It is a context-specific fumetaimed at managing interdependencies
and those interdependencies change from situatiosittation. The level of coherence
achievable in one situation will not necessarilydotievable in the next one, where another
type of coherence may be more appropriate. Cohereaeds to be managed on a case-by-
case basis, and the comprehensive approach costuaydt be flexible enough to provide for
a range of possible levels of coherence, wherergifit actors can engage in varying degrees
of coherence, based on their own interests andgamgtircumstances over time. Today’s
comprehensive approach tends to put pressure @arafers to adopt a maximal approach to
coherence, regardless of their relations to edoér@nd the context.

The actors tasked with coordinating a comprehenapm@oach, typically the UN, EU, AU,
NATO, together with the appropriate national auities or representatives of the affected
state or region, should focus on ensuring thatetlage processes in place that can facilitate
interaction among international actors where they @xchange information, negotiate
priorities and manage their interdependencies. Byiging a space for coherence to emerge,
those that are able to enter into a more meanirggfiprehensive relationship will tend to
form a coherent core, whereas those able to offédy partial involvement in such an
arrangement will tend to arrange themselves closdurther away from the core, as their
interests and circumstances permit. Focusing omptbeess will ensure maximum coherence
appropriate to the specific context.
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Coherence should not be understood as an effoadch@qually at all partners towards unity of
purpose, nor should all partners be expected teeaehthe same level of unity of effort.
Instead, coherence should be seen as a scaleatbmships, where the most appropriate and
realistic level of coherence that can be achievdddepend on the exact constellation of
organizations involved in an interdependent refegiop in that specific context. In this article
we have offered a typology of the range of likeyationships, as well as an explanation of
the circumstances that may determine the levebbé&rence that can be realistically expected
to develop, depending on the context and the naftutlee relationships among the partners.
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