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Executive summary 
The evaluation report covers the Phases I to IV of the European Community Training Project on Civil-

ian Aspects of Crisis Management, up to January 2006 (Phase IV will end in early 2007). Previous eval-

uations have looked in detail at the contents and organisation of the training courses, with in

general highly positive outcomes. Given the rapidly evolving policy context at the EU, especially

with respect to the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the European Security and De-

fence Policy (ESDP), and the institutional and political complexities and sensitivities involved, the

evaluation focused on a number of critical issues and priorities for action in this evolving context

rather than providing for complete and exhaustive coverage of all current courses and training

providers. Examples are used to illustrate particular points rather than pass judgements on specific

institutions, courses, trainers or training providers.

On the basis of the findings of over 50 meetings and telephone interviews and the study of rele-

vant documents, the evaluators conclude that the Project has been effective and efficient in ob-

taining its main goal, viz. the creation of a trained pool of EU experts for deployment in crisis

management missions. The courses developed and conducted by EGT members are generally of

high standard, the training institutes continue to closely monitor them and look for improvements,

and new institutional requirements (such as the Civilian Response Teams) are smoothly and pro-

fessionally incorporated. Moreover, and in the eyes of some stakeholders crucially, the Project has

contributed to the raising of awareness, knowledge and political support with regard to civilian as-

pects of crisis management, both at the level of the EU as in individual Member States. The Project

has created a European-wide network of training institutes in this area, allowing for collaboration

among training professionals and the elaboration of common training modules and standards.

The critical issues highlighted in the report – partly already identified by the previous evaluations

but not in all cases acted upon – include: 

• the procedures for nomination and selection of candidates for training; 

• the supply-side driven rather than demand-based design of course contents and formats, 

related to the lack of a proper needs assessment;

• the individual assessment of trainees with regard to their suitability for deployment in crisis 

management missions; 

• the (lack of an) institutional link between training and deployment;

• the composition of the EU Group of Training (EGT) and its mode of operation;

• the relationship and communication between the various institutional stakeholders in the 

Project (European Commission, Council of Ministers and the Commission for Civilian Aspects 

of Crisis Management (CivCom), General Council Secretariat, Member States and their ‘focal 

points’, EU Group on Training (EGT) and its coordinator, ESDP Missions);
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• future format and funding of training of civilian personnel for international crisis management 

missions.  

In particular the absence of an institutional link to recruitment and actual deployment in missions

has diminished the relevance as well as the positive impact of the Project.

With respect to some of the other issues (assessment, communication, future status and funding),

the EGT general meeting held in Vienna on 11 and 12 January 2006 has taken significant steps for-

ward, while a revised and more streamlined Core Course curriculum as well as a simplified course

evaluation procedure were approved for testing during 2006.

While there were no realistic alternatives for EIDHR funding of the current and previous phases of

the Project, new options have to be explored for 2007 and beyond, looking either at the new Sta-

bility Instrument, the EU budget for education, or to more market-oriented alternatives, or a com-

bination. Clear synergies between the EGT Project, on the one hand, and human rights and

democratisation and general conflict prevention actions implemented by the EC, on the other,

have not been found. Gender issues occupy a prominent, though not always unproblematic place

in the EGT training, much more so than children’s rights (but a specific course will be conducted in

2006). Yet, it would be important – in the light of a growing trend of ‘militarisation’ of crisis man-

agement and whatever the future funding mechanism and institutional arrangements – to keep

the links with all these substantive civilian EU policy areas, as well as the Europe-wide character of

the Project.

Among the further recommendations of the report are the following:

• To improve the procedures for nomination of participants in EGT training courses and be more 

strict in the application of selection criteria, as well as to work towards proper (national and/or 

common) databases of trainees.

• To strengthen the links to Pillar II (Security and Foreign Policy), the CivCom and the Council 

Secretariat’s efforts towards developing an ESDP training programme, both for closing the 

gap between training and field requirements and for increasing the likelihood of establishing, 

in due course, an institutional link between training and mission deployment. The joint devel-

opment of the CRT training concept and programme during 2005, to be implemented in 2006, 

may serve as an inspiring experience.

• To conduct a thorough assessment of training needs on the ground, with special attention to 

the more ‘hostile environment’ areas, taking into account as well the experiences of EU Dele-

gations in countries affected by serious crises.
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• To use the training as an opportunity for assessing the suitability of individual candidates for 

going on an international crisis management mission, not on the basis of professional compe-

tence but rather taking into account so-called ‘soft skills’ of intercultural awareness, communi-

cation and dialogue, problem-solving and conflict-handling. 

• To start exploring future organisational and institutional options, including a complete open 

network, a two-tier structure with a small core group of training institutes in the driving seat 

and a second layer of members implementing courses, and more market-oriented arrange-

ments.
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1. Introduction
This report is the result of an evaluation carried out under EuropeAid contract no. 03-014 with

Human European Consultancy (HEC) in Utrecht, Netherlands, in collaboration with the Danish In-

stitute for Human Rights (DIHR) and the Humanistic Platform for Human Rights (HOM). The evalu-

ation was conducted by two independent consultants, viz. Guus Meijer from The Hague,

Netherlands (team leader), and Dr. Anna Matveeva from London, UK, in the period between mid-

November 2005 and mid-January 2006.

The evaluation was commissioned by the European Commission (EuropeAid Cooperation Office)

and the report is submitted to them. It contains information and insights that will be relevant for

other stakeholders as well, in particular other Commission and Council institutions, the EGT itself

and its individual members, and Member States (focal points). 

The report is structured as follows: After the introduction (Chapter 1), containing background as

well as an overview of stakeholders, and a description of the methodology and the sources of in-

formation used (Chapter 2), the report presents the main findings of the evaluation in nine sub-

sections (Chapter 3), followed by a list of conclusions and recommendations (Chapter 4). The an-

nexes provide information on the Terms of Reference (Annex A), two questionnaires used for inter-

views (Annex B), lists of people met and interviewed (Annex C) and documents consulted (Annex

D), as well as a table containing the different EGT courses and the institutes which have been pro-

vided each specific course (Annex E). 

Several interlocutors expressed the view that this could never be a ‘standard’ evaluation, given the

rapidly evolving policy context in Brussels and the political context, complexities and sensitivities

involved (‘political’ with low-case and capital P). Taking this into account, the evaluators have tried

to remain as loyal as possible to the technical Terms of Reference, without being too afraid to tread

onto more sensitive terrain, as it became clear that the most critical issues, both for the past period

and for the future of the Project, were to be found there.

As the methodology did not provide for complete and exhaustive coverage of all courses and train-

ing providers, the report largely does not seek to assess individual courses, but rather dwells upon

these critical issues and priorities for action in the evolving context. It uses examples to illustrate

specific points rather than pass judgements on specific institutions, courses, trainers or training

providers.

The evaluators wish to thank all individuals who have been willing and available to meet with them

or be interviewed over the telephone, especially since this evaluation took place in part over the

Christmas holiday period. 
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1.1 Background and history of the project

As the background and history of the Project, including its various phases of implementation, have

been described extensively in the Terms of Reference, as well as in numerous other documents, we

will here simply refer to Annex A. 

1.2 Previous evaluations

Legutke (August 2003) In mid-2003, a first evaluation of the Project, which by then had almost completed Phase II and its

first series of 14 pilot courses, was carried out by the Centre for OSCE Research (CORE) at the Uni-

versity of Hamburg, in the person of Ms. Annette Legutke, assisted by Ms. Tanja El-Cherkeh. 

The Legutke report concluded that the Project had fully met its stated goals of enhancing the EU’s

capacity to respond effectively to international crises. The Core Course and the Specialisation

Course on Human Rights were considered fully operational, while other courses still needed some

revisions with regard to their objectives, curricula and implementation. The report noted that all

courses included mission-related subjects that could maybe better be dealt with in mission-specif-

ic induction courses. Among its recommendations, the report mentioned the need to reconsider

the selection procedure (developing and applying criteria related to professional qualification, ex-

perience, and motivation to serve in a mission), to better link training to a functioning assessment

and/or recruitment system for missions, and to improve communications, both within the EGT it-

self and with prospective course participants.

Overall, the evaluator suggested “that, under the co-ordination and guidance of the EU Group on

Training, a third pilot phase of the project should be carried out in order to streamline and to adjust

the developed training modules, to test additional types of training courses and to contribute to

the establishment of a sustainable EU-wide training system based on common training standards

with a solid link to recruitment and deployment procedures of future EU-led missions”.

Hansen (November 2004) Towards the end of 2004, Dr. Annika Hansen of the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment

(FFI) conducted a second external evaluation of the Project, which by then was in the final stages

of Phase III. The evaluation mainly consisted in a quantitative and qualitative analysis of the evalu-

ation forms filled in by most of the trainees at the end of each course. 

The main findings confirmed those of the Legutke report, declaring the Project “highly successful”

in supplying “comprehensive and highly professional training for civilian crisis management staff”. 
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Yet, the report reiterated the point made by the previous evaluator, in that “the training must be

linked much more closely to the recruitment of personnel’, adding that “it will now be critical to

cultivate the connection between the training provided by the EC Project to the Council Secretar-

iat in which missions are planned and implemented”.

With regard to Core Courses the Hansen report concluded that they provide high quality training

along the three main dimensions of the personal/practical, the functional/conceptual, and the EU,

adding that “the only element that may be strengthened further is the training on EU policies and

perspectives”. In relation to the Specialisation Courses on Rule of Law, on Human Rights and on De-

mocratisation  & Good Governance, the report found they “clearly fulfilled their aims”, yet they

might be further improved by paying more attention to interactive teaching methods and more

practical and applicable skills.

The new courses piloted in Phase III (i.e. Conflict Transformation, Press & Public Information – Me-

dia Development, and Mission Administration & Support) were relatively successful but could ben-

efit from a better definition of their target audiences.

The Hansen report provided, among others, the following recommendations: To be stricter in re-

quiring previous attendance of a Core Course as a prerequisite for participating in a Specialisation

Course; to embark on consultations with national focal points as end users of the trainings’ prod-

ucts (the trainees) and, in this context, to give much more thought to personal assessments of

course participants. The report also included suggestions of how to drastically simplify the evalu-

ation forms.

Both evaluation reports mentioned that the quality of the courses from one training institute to an-

other. As these findings were discussed by the EGT, improvements were suggested and made,

while one or two members concluded that it would be more appropriate to select other institutes

do implement courses in future.

1.3 Overview of stakeholders

Since its start in 2001, a variety of institutional and individual actors have been involved in the

Project and, consequently, its structure and functioning are rather complex. 
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For the current evaluators, the issue of ‘ownership’ (in the last instance, whose Project is it and who

calls the shots?) has sometimes been a puzzle, as many of those actors or stakeholders do have le-

gitimate claims and try to exercise their ‘ownership rights’, while their degree of involvement and

closeness to the Project’s day-to-day functioning differ widely and their views and/or interests do

not always coincide.

The main stakeholders in the Project are, at the level of the European Union, the European Com-

mission and the Council General Secretariat, in particular specific units or sections within each one.

Outside the EU as such, the European Group on Training (EGT) and its members (mainly the insti-

tutes and organisations offering training courses) and the Member States, are the main stakehold-

ers. Finally, we consider the trainees who have participated in EGT training courses as a party with

a stake in the Project and its future development.

European Commission Within the Commission, the EuropeAid Cooperation Office (EuropeAid) has funded the Project

from its inception in 2002 through the European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights (EI-

DHR) and therefore has overall financial and administrative control. Political steering is provided

by the Directorate General for External Relations (DG Relex), in particular the Units on Conflict Pre-

vention & Civilian Crisis Management (DG Relex A4) and Human Rights & Democratisation (DG

Relex B1), in close collaboration with EuropeAid.

Council of the  European

Union

Since the formulation of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and especially the com-

ing on steam of the new European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP), the interest of the Council

in the Project has increased. The main bodies involved are the Committee for Civilian Aspects of

Crisis Management (CivCom) and the General Council Secretariat, notably its Directorates on Civil-

ian Crisis Management (DGE-9) and Defence Aspects (DGE-8).

CivCom is the main advisory body with regard to all civilian aspects of EU crisis management, in-

cluding training of personnel as well as planning and actual deployment of ESDP missions. The EGT

Project is addressed once or twice each Presidency; in general this does not go beyond information

updates provided either by the Commission or the Project Coordinator, with limited interaction

with Member States. The Commission is represented on CivCom by DG Relex A4 (Civilian Crisis

Management). EuropeAid attends the meeting when the EGT project in on the agenda.

The Council Secretariat has started developing an ESDP training programme, formulating a train-

ing concept, analysing personnel requirements in light of the Civilian Headline Goal 2008, and

putting together an (evolving) inventory of existing training facilities and courses that could po-

tentially meet those requirements. 
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So far, the programme does not aim to develop new training courses, but rather to systematise and

analyse existing training provisions and match them, quantitatively and qualitatively, with current

and future requirements within ESDP. The EGT courses constitute a substantial part of the inven-

tory for both 2005 and 2006, and the Council and its Secretariat have thus a considerable and in-

creasing interest in the Project. DGE-9 within the Council Secretariat is looking into options for

mission-specific training as well, in light of the increasing number of of ESDP missions. 

Member statesThe EU Member States are involved in the Project through their representations in the CivCom and

through the Project’s ‘focal points’, located in their respective Ministries. In some cases, the Civ-

Com delegates double as ‘focal point’ for their country. As far as could be established the degree

of interest and involvement varies from country to country: Some Member States have a longer

and deeper interest in the training of civilian personnel for crisis management missions through a

European project and/or have more developed systems in place for nomination and selection,

while others take a less pro-active position. In principle, however, each Member State has an inter-

est in the Project, not only in the obvious sense of contributing to the EU budget, but more specif-

ically because of the opportunity of nominating its nationals (civil servants or others) for training

courses, as well as placing well-prepared personnel in international peace missions. 

The EU Group on Training 

(EGT)

The EGT was established in October 2001 as a Core Group of training institutes and ‘focal points’

and originally included experts and representatives from Austria, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Ita-

ly, Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, and the EC. As the Project took shape, the composition of the EGT

has undergone changes. Currently, the EGT consists of training institutes or other representatives

of the following countries: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary,

Ireland, Italy, Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom.

Obviously, the Project’s Coordinator has a special place and role within the EGT and, as represent-

ative of the EGT, in relation to all other stakeholders. The Coordinator is the formal contracting par-

ty for the Project and as such solely responsible for its administration and financial management.

From 2002 to 2004 (Phases I to III), the Austrian Study Center for Peace and Conflict Resolution (AS-

PR) has been the Project’s Coordinator, while this role is currently (Phase IV – 2005-6) being fulfilled

by the Folke Bernadotte Academy (FBA) from Sweden. 

Either the EGT or its coordinator comes closest to what could be considered the ‘owner’ of the

Project.
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Missions The most invisible stakeholders in the Project are perhaps the missions (EU/ESDP or other) that re-

quire qualified and well-prepared civilian staff (to be seconded by Member States). While the

number of such Missions and equally the number of civilian staff required used to be very low (es-

pecially as regards EU missions) – leading to questioning by some of our interviewees of the rele-

vance of the Project – they have tended to grow over the last few months or so. The first EU crisis

management missions were predominantly military in character and/or a combination of military

and police contributions, and, consequently, requests for civilian personnel were almost exclusive-

ly for police – which does fall outside of the scope of the EGT Project. 

Until shortly, the only two exceptions were the EU Rule of Law Mission to Georgia (EU Just Themis),

launched in July 2004 and concluded one year later, and the Integrated Rule of Law Mission for Iraq

(EUJust Lex), approved in February 2005. The first, however, required a limited number (around 10)

of highly qualified and experienced staff, and the second is peculiar in that its (non-police) civilian

staff (for planning and administration) is based either in Amman or Brussels, while the training it-

self is conducted in EU Member States. 

More recently, this picture is said to be shifting, however, and the new missions launched in 2005

tend to include larger civilian components. In this context, reference is made to the EU Civilian-Mil-

itary Supporting Action to AMIS II (AMIS EU Supporting Action), approved in July; to the EU Aceh

Monitoring Mission (AMM), established in August/September 2005 (an EU-led mission with partic-

ipation from ASEAN countries, Norway and Switzerland, civilian in nature, but with a large propor-

tion of former military personnel, but including human rights monitors as well); to the EU Border

Assistance Mission at Rafah Crossing Point in the Palestinian Territories (EU BAM Rafah), launched

in December; to the EU Police Mission for the Palestinian Territories (EUPOL-COPPS), started on 1

January 2006; and to the EU Police Advisory Team in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia

(EUPAT), which followed the termination on 14 December 2005 of the mandate of the EU Police

Mission PROXIMA.

To the knowledge of the current evaluators, only in one case, any of these missions have so far re-

cruited a person who had previously participated in one of the EGT courses, viz.  the Head of Mis-

sion of EU Just Themis, who attended a Conflict Transformation specialisation course. There might

well be one or two more cases (see below for the difficulties in obtaining such data).

Trainees The last group of stakeholders is for the time being the most amorphous one and consists of all in-

dividuals who attended one or more of the EGT training courses. Counting all courses up to the end

of 2005 and including the more than 70 non-EU nationals, this group now consists of more than

750 individuals. 
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As described below, some alumni groups from one course maintain informal contact by e-mail,

and some national focal points keep a register or mailing list of their nationals, but there does not

as yet exist a unified database or register of these alumni. Explicit and continuing interest varies

from one person to another, but among the course participants interviewed, a large number re-

mained highly interested in the whole Project (either for further training or because of an expec-

tation to be deployed in a mission), and in this sense they can be considered as stakeholders.

1.4 Main objectives of the evaluation

According to the ToR (see Annex A), the principal objectives of this evaluation are to provide an-

swers on three main issues:

• To what extent did the project contribute to the overall EU capacity to conduct (civilian) peace 

building activities?

• Given the rapidly evolving institutional context in the domain of CFSP/ESDP, what would the 

EC’s continued engagement in the area of training fro civilian crisis management imply in 

terms of reorienting the Project’s objectives, design and contents?

• How have gender and children, as cross-cutting issues, been addressed in the Project?

As parameters under which these questions need to be answered, the ToR specify the following:

relevance and design, efficiency, effectiveness, impact, sustainability, institutional assessment,

and visibility.

Finally, the ToR ask to consider the appropriateness of the EIDHR as financing instrument for the

Project, what its added value has been and what kind of lessons can be drawn in terms of synergy

between a human rights & democratisation instrument and general conflict prevention actions im-

plemented by the EC. 
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2. Methodology and sources of information
The main source of information for this evaluation has been a large number of face-to-face meet-

ings as well as telephone interviews with a variety of people, representing almost all stakeholder

groups mentioned above, with the exception of Missions. Some relevant information from Heads

of Mission, however, was obtained from a survey carried out by the Council Secretariat (see docu-

ment listed in Annex D). For a complete list of people met and/or interviewed, see Annex C.

After an initial perusal of the ToR and some core documents, the evaluators had a first briefing with

DG Relex and EuropeAid in Brussels, on 22 and 23 November 2005. On the basis of the information

obtained, a programme of further meetings and interviews was scheduled, both in Brussels, and in

Austria (Vienna and Stadtschlaining) and Sweden (Sandö and Stockholm). Names of trainers and

other resource persons, as well as lists of course participants, were obtained from the two coordi-

nating institutions, the Austrian Study Center for Peace and Conflict Resolution (ASPR) in Stadt-

schlaining, and Folke Bernadotte Academy (FBA) in Sandö/Stockholm, and two lists of guiding

questions were developed, one for participants and one for training experts and course organisers

(see Annex B for these questionnaires). 

A second round of meetings and interviews in Brussels was held on 8 and 9 December 2005. Even

so, it was not possible to meet with everyone who had been or was currently involved in the

Project, due to time constraints, incompatibilities in schedules or other circumstances.

On the basis of participant lists provided by the above-mentioned Project coordinators, around 60

former course participants were approached by e-mail, seeking to establish a balance in terms of

nationality, gender, course(s) attended and whether the course(s) had taken place in 2005 or in

previous years. The e-mail message introduced the evaluation and the evaluators and requested

an interview on the basis of the guiding questions – which were attached. Around 25 people re-

plied; out of these, some indicated their unavailability over the time period suggested. Almost all

other respondents were interviewed, yet in some cases the agreed contact didn’t work out, mainly

because of the nearing Christmas holidays. Most interviews were conducted over the telephone;

some people were met in person as they happened to be located either in London or in The Hague,

the two bases of the evaluators.

In addition to the participant interviews, contact was made with a limited number of trainers/re-

source persons as well as with EGT members (only course organisers), who were subsequently in-

terviewed on the basis of the questionnaire, either by telephone or face-to-face. 

One of the evaluators attended the two days of the Specialisation Course on Reintegration of Ex-

Combatants, conducted by Peaceworkers-UK from the 11th to the18th of December 2005. 
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In addition to being able to observe some of the sessions, this made it possible to interview the

course organisers, trainers/resource persons and some participants face-to-face.

The data thus gathered were supplemented by information from a vast range of documents, pro-

vided both by the various EU institutions (Commission and Council Secretariat) as well as by the

two institutes that had functioned as Project coordinators. The documents range from contracts

and project proposals, narrative and financial reports, proceedings from conference, workshops,

working meetings, official EU documents, to proposals that are still on the table for discussion.

Available participants’ evaluations of 2005 courses were consulted as well. See Annex D for a com-

plete list of consulted documents. Finally, a number of websites were consulted and searched for

information.

Due to the rather fragmented and decentralised character of the Project and its ambiguous status

with regard to the various EU institutions and Member States, it proved difficult to obtain certain

data. In particular, the evaluators tried to find out how many course participants had actually, after

attending EGT training, been recruited into EU/ESDP missions (or other crisis management mis-

sions, for that matter). Despite efforts in trying to conduct a matching exercise between the list of

people who had undergone training and those that were actually deployed in missions, such data

were not currently available. The only concrete indications of any link between training and actual

deployment were obtained through anecdotal information and personal suggestions. Through

such unsystematic means, a number of trainees were identified and contacted who were either

currently serving abroad or had been until recently, but with one exception, all those were in non-

EU missions (and the exception concerned a police officer – a category of personnel which is not

as such the target audience for EGT training). See also 3.5 below on deployment.

The draft of this report was finalised and submitted at the beginning of January 2006, reflecting

the situation as of the end December 2005. On 11 and 12 January 2006, the two evaluators attend-

ed the general meeting of the EGT in Vienna, and on 12 and 13 January the International Workshop

on “The Role of the EU in Civilian Crisis Management”, organised by the Austrian Study Center for

Peace and Conflict Resolution and the Union of European Federalists, equally in Vienna. Naturally,

both these events provided opportunities to gain additional information and insights and infor-

mally meet people directly or indirectly involved in the issues at the heart of this evaluation. The

EGT meeting addressed a number of the issues identified in the report as critical and/or as needing

attention and took corresponding decisions. The additional insights and new information gained

from these two events is included in this report in separate paragraphs put in italics and marked by

[Vienna].
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3. Findings
This chapter describes the main findings of the evaluation, in some cases drawing out preliminary

or partial conclusions and recommendations – which are subsequently pulled together and sys-

tematized in the next chapter. It is structured in part in accordance with the parameters as outlined

in the ToR, and in part it focuses on issues that the evaluators have found to of particular relevance

in the course of their meetings and interviews with informants and their study of documents.

3.1 Nomination and Selection for Training

The responsibility for nomination of candidates to take part in the EGT training courses lies with

Member States, i.e. focal points. For each period (year or half year), the EGT plans a series of cours-

es, defining the requirements and desired profiles for each course. This information is sent by the

EGT Project coordinator to the CivCom, which forwards it, after approval, to each Member State’s

focal point. As there are 25 Member States and, obviously, a limited number of places in each

course (between 18 and 28), each Member State may in principle count on one or at most two plac-

es in each course. They are however requested to provide more nominations as well as to prioritise

them. There is a standardised form for nominations.

The way focal points deal with the request for nominations varies considerably from country to

country. Some Member States simply circulate the information among other ministries and/or oth-

er institutions and wait for candidates to be put forward, which are then collected and sent to the

EGT coordinator. Others have already a system in place with some kind of roster or database. In at

least one case (Netherlands), the roster being used is the same as that for election observers; others

have separate lists, and some focal points simply seem to proceed in a completely ad-hoc manner. 

Although the procedures for nomination and selection have considerably improved over the

course of the Project, some course organisers still feel that especially the new Member States con-

tinue to have difficulties in nominating the right kind of people – possibly due to the fact that the

whole subject of crisis management and international missions is relatively new to them.

In addition to the very different ways nominations for training are handled by different Member

States, there are at least four more areas of concern.

In the first place, focal points complain about the short timeframe for nominations, as the whole

procedure is quite slow and time-consuming and the focal points often had to nominate appropri-

ate candidates, with full profiles, within a few weeks to a month, which is not enough given the way

most of them have to find nominees. 
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In the second place, despite major improvements, there is still a problem with regard to the effec-

tiveness of communication and clarity of information. This appears as much due to the focal points

themselves as to the information provided by the EGT as such. Yet, the information being circulat-

ed is in fact quite extensive and especially difficult to process for those who are not familiar with

the Project. As positions in Ministries tend to rotate on a regular basis and there is often a lack of

institutional memory, the effective exchange of information, its interpretation and subsequent ac-

tion is hampered. An additional issue is that, for diplomats and Ministry staff dealing with crisis pre-

vention and security issues, questions of training are easily relegated to a position of lesser

urgency. Obviously, this also depends on how they assess the relevance of the Project.

In the early stages of the Project, there was a great lack of clarity with regard to the whole subject

and many inappropriate candidates were put forward and in fact attended training courses. Some

Member States initially nominated people who they trusted could provide good feedback on the

training course in question and the Project as a whole, in order for them to determine how to pro-

ceed in future. 

As the number of nominations was in the beginning often rather low, the training institutes could

not make any further selection and tended to accept all nominations, even if they considered the

nominated candidates inappropriate. As a matter of fact, in many cases numbers had to made up

at the last moment, by calling on the course organiser’s or trainers’ networks. This situation has

gradually improved; in some cases, the number of nominees for a course is now twice or triple the

number of available places, which enables the course organiser to apply a further selection, taking

into account the nominees’ background and qualifications, as well as a proper balance in terms of

gender, age, nationality, profession, and level of experience. 

Yet due to slow decision-making at EU level, the recent (December 2005) Peaceworkers Specialisa-

tion Course on Re-integration of Ex-Combatants – added later to the programme and needing spe-

cial approval – suffered again from a lack of appropriately nominated participants and with some

difficulty achieved the minimum number of participants. And for the 2006 courses (first half of the

year), the time for nominations is again considered to be too short: The information was sent to

CivCom representatives and focal points in mid-November and the deadline for Core Course nom-

inations was 15 December 2005 (15 January 2006 for Specialisation Courses).

Thirdly, there is a lack of feedback from the Project (EGT, coordinator, course organisers) to the fo-

cal points in Member States who have forwarded names of candidates for training. 
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Several focal points complained that they don’t receive any information about who has been ac-

cepted for which course and whether in fact the person in question attended and completed the

course. Some of them try to gather this information directly from the nominees, but it is clear that

such informal channels will not always give a full and correct picture. In their attempts to assemble

full and reliable lists of trainees, the evaluators came across at least a few cases of people whose

names appear on the participant list of a given course, but who in reality did not attend. 

[V]: The issue of communication between the EGT and focal points was discussed at the January 2006

EGT meeting and a commitment was made to work towards improvement. The EGT is very aware of the

short deadlines for nominations and the problems this creates, but it feels it is mostly not within her

power to influence the procedures involved. The first CRT pilot course had already to be postponed by

two months because of delays in nominations.

Finally, there is still some doubt about the application of the criteria for participation in specialisa-

tion courses, as well as to the target group for the Project as a whole. As indicated above, in the

early stages of the Project (2003), criteria for participation were not strictly adhered to, selection

was virtually impossible and the course organisers were mostly interested in piloting their courses

with whomever the Member States had sent their way. Yet, even in the 2005 courses, there have

been participants in specialisation courses who had neither attended a Core Course nor possessed

any previous mission experience. This has caused some unease and unnecessarily jeopardised the

quality of the training in question.

The question of the target group of the Project as a whole revolves around the point of previous

mission experience. It is not always clear (to focal points and/or to participants) whether the

Project is primarily designed to train and prepare people without previous mission experience,

leading them through a Core Course and one or more specialisation courses corresponding to

their professional background, or whether in fact it also caters for individuals who already have

(sometimes extensive) mission experience. In practice, many participants, especially in specialisa-

tion courses but occasionally also in Core Courses, fall in this latter group. It would be important to

clarify this issue.

3.2 Content and Format of Training

In general, the content of training is considered successful. It is highly appreciated by the partici-

pants and those focal points who had a chance to obtain feedback from their country’s partici-

pants. However, some critical issues remain. 
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They would need to be addressed in order for EGT to meet the emerging requirements for the EU

missions which become a reality, and to succeed in an increasingly competitive environment

against other training providers. The section below does not seek to assess individual courses in

any detail, but rather dwells upon these critical issues and priorities for action in the evolving con-

text. It uses examples to illustrate specific points rather than pass judgements on courses and train-

ing providers. 

General The participants in most cases found the EGT training interesting. Those from non-academic back-

grounds felt especially privileged to be introduced to the world of learning. However, there is a

range of opinions on how useful the training was, with a general pattern of ‘more interesting than

useful’. Still, even those who did not find the courses useful, still appreciated meeting new people

and broadening their horizons.

 

At the onset of the Project, development of the curriculum has been apparently driven by the sup-

ply side, i.e. what the EGT training institutes could offer in terms of training, rather than by the de-

mand. No assessment was done of what training requirements for future EU missions are or which

skills are relevant from the experience of the EU Delegations in conflict-affected countries and in

missions of other organisations, though training experiences of OSCE and UN were taken into ac-

count. Nevertheless, the courses were built around the expertise of the training institutes which

came to form the EGT rather than on the basis of field requirements. 

The initial curriculum has been biased towards academia and academic style of teaching. Moreo-

ver, as EGT members sought to build consensus within the group, this led to inclusion of a great

variety of subjects into the courses, especially into the Core Course, to ensure political support for

the Project on behalf of the institutes and their Member States. Some participants commented that

they were required to work too hard for long hours and that the courses attempted to cover too

much ground. 

Subsequently, the contents have been adapted and developed further in the light of the feedback

from the participants, recommendations of the evaluators and informal interviews with people al-

ready in missions about which skills are required (for instance, ZIF practices such ‘reality checks’).

More experienced EGT members assisted with development and running of courses in e.g. Spain

and Hungary.

Nevertheless, the lingering issue is what the participants are prepared for and what kind of skills

should be built. 
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The predominant opinion is that ‘soft skills’, i.e. advisory, training and local capacity-building abil-

ities are key and need to be emphasized. However, there are doubts about how useful the courses

are in building these skills: either participants have them already, or they should not be nominated

to go on a course or a mission. It is not possible to acquire such skills in two weeks’ time. The other

opinion (expressed by some CivCom members) was that the training should concentrate on ‘hard

skills’, such as security, risk awareness, four-wheel driving, etc., in order to prepare people for a hos-

tile environment. Some training institutes pay already more attention to such issues in their Core

Course than others. 

A related question is to what extent it is possible to prepare ‘turn key’ people ready to be deployed

without a mission-specific context who are only aware of the international standards. Sometimes

such training may have undesirable impacts as it conveys wrong ideas and expectations: a case

modelled on Kosovo is very different from what would be the mission reality in DRC or Sudan. This

may come as an unwelcome surprise to new mission members who would consider that they are

adequately prepared.

EGT members sought to bring generic training and mission induction closer together. A training

course in mission induction was designed, but the EU and/or Member States never gave a name of

a country, for which it was intended, so the course was not run. From the participants’ perspective,

excessive attention has been paid to the conflict in South Eastern Europe, especially Kosovo, while

there was at least equal interest in other crisis or post-conflict areas. 

Core CourseThe Core Course has been run in six countries: Germany, the UK, Italy, Finland, Austria and Hungary

(see Annex E). It was initially formulated on the basis of the existing ASPR course, mainly developed

for UN and OSCE missions. This explains a relatively large place dedicated to the OSCE, which may

not be relevant for missions outside of the OSCE region. Over time, the content has acquired more

of a practitioner’s angle and the subjects were streamlined towards this purpose. 

An implicit notion was that the Core Courses are for people who have never been on a mission be-

fore (although in practice this was not always the case). Participants’ expectations from a Core

Course vary greatly, ranging from a rite of passage to a mission to learning about EU policies in cri-

sis management, to ‘it would be good to have a course on one’s CV’ or have an exciting experience

and meet interesting people. One of the participants currently on a mission noted that “although

everybody who goes on a mission, would benefit from a Core Course, it cannot be a substitute to

a pre-mission training”. In general, more practical skills, such as security training, team-building

and four-wheel driving, have been highly praised. A sense of purpose and motivation to go into a

mission has greatly increased as a result of the Core Courses.  
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As much as it was possible to conclude from the documents and interviews, relatively large dispar-

ities between courses persist from one institute to another, despite the common curriculum. For

example, in the Pisa course the participants do not practice four-wheel driving, while the course in

Hungary seems to be much oriented towards building of ‘hard skills’. If EGT were to develop a

trademark Core Course to bear a stamp of EU recognition, more standardisation and quality con-

trol (including visiting each others’ courses) would have to be done. 

The alternative is to let each training institute continue with its own way of doing training, but to

introduce an element of competition, so that clients (EU/ESDP, Member States, Missions) can

choose an option which suits them best. 

The Core Course, as it currently stands, still appears to be too full to be capable of achieving real

quality in all subjects it covers. It rather builds a degree of familiarity with issues and concepts rath-

er than expertise in the particular fields. A number of modules can become a course in itself, while

too many powerpoint presentations have been overwhelming at times. Some speakers from inter-

national organisations have been brilliant lecturers and it was highly appreciated to get a chance

to interact with such people. However, there were also instances when such officials proved to be

didactically poor, resulting in disappointment and boredom on the part of their audience. 

Although the curriculum appears overloaded, in practice the training providers made adjustments

when translating the curriculum into the course schedule and sought to deliver training at a more

appropriate level. This implies that there is sometimes a gap between the paper plan and the de

facto implementation.  

Some learning objectives seem too ambitious, unrealistic to achieve in a short time and with a non-

specialised audience, or unclear. Two examples:

• ‘Be aware of most common facilitation, mediation, negotiation and reconciliation models and 

how to implement them’ (module 4, subject 14 ‘Conflict Transformation Techniques’) – even 

the most experienced international negotiators learn how to practice (implement) these 

throughout their lives!

• ‘Know the basic forms of whispered, consecutive and simultaneous interpretation (subject 17 

‘Communication via Interpreters’) – know in what sense?

In case such objectives would be used for an assessment, they may prove unattainable for most

people.
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Recommendation is to make significant reductions to the modules 1 and 2, leaving only the es-

sential concepts for classroom teaching. A good reading list and handouts could be a better use

of time. Not all subjects are needed for all mission roles (for instance, a political adviser may need

to have a broader picture as compared to a customs officer). Thus, the Core Course should concen-

trate on building those skills which are relevant for most roles. Instead, more time can be freed to

cover the EU-related issues. 

An issue has been raised whether training in both the core and specialisation courses is sufficiently

geared towards crisis management, or whether focus on conflict and crisis can be more pro-

nounced. The curriculum of the Core Course does not appear to sufficiently mainstream a conflict

perspective into the larger mission roles and responsibilities. In practice, trainers in some courses,

such as at Peaceworkers-UK, sought to do so. Lack of a practical conflict management component

may have been a by-product of setting of the learning objectives too high (and too academic) and

missing more obvious skills often needed in missions. To provide some examples of useful skills:

• Mapping of local power-holding (who rules de jure and de facto in a given area, what resources 

do they have, how do they mobilise support, from which groups, etc.) – can be done as a case 

study;

• Perils of recruitment in divided societies and working with national staff divided by ethnicity, 

religion, or group rivalry, etc.;

• Networks of kinship, loyalty and patronage and how to cope with them;

• Corruption and conflict, and how to deal with corruption in dangerous circumstances;

• Sharing of information in a conflict-sensitive way. 

The recommendation is to modify the Core Course towards a ‘conflict awareness and sensitisa-

tion course’ together with the ‘hard skills’ needed in missions. Modules 3 (Mission Environment)

and 4 (Field Work Techniques) can be expanded to incorporate practical aspects of conflict preven-

tion and crisis management. This may involve such skills as basic conflict assessment and mapping,

and development and conflict, i.e. how development programmes operate in a conflict environ-

ment.  The Do No Harm approach is mentioned among the learning objectives, but does not appear

to occupy much space, nor was it mentioned by the participants as a subject which has been

taught in a practical way. Still, it would be desirable to offer training on how to ensure that the crisis

intervention does not do more harm than good, and foresee potential risks and negative conse-

quences.

The language of the essential documents, especially the curriculum and handouts, should be sig-

nificantly simplified and be understandable from a first read, and should be rephrased where

needed. 
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In a crisis mission context there is no time for elaborate academic phraseology (example: ‘under-

stand the adverse effects for post-conflict rehabilitation inherent in ignoring gender roles in the

host society’). One module (16: ‘Monitoring, Reporting an Information Flow’) deals with report

writing and in theory should teach the participants high-quality writing skills. Maybe it would be

interesting to start from the EGT documents and use them as case material to be reformulated.

[Vienna] At the January 2006 EGT meeting, a revised Core Course curriculum, prepared by ZIF on the ba-

sis of the lessons learned of the 13 Core Courses conducted over the period 2003-05, was discussed and

approved. The number of learning objectives was drastically reduced, resulting in a more realistic pro-

gramme for a two-weeks course. The curriculum now contains 25 subject areas, divided over five mod-

ules (Introduction to Crisis Prevention and Crisis Management, The Role of Various Actors in Crisis

Prevention and Management, Mission Working Environment, Field Work Techniques, and Safety and

Security).  The newly designed curriculum will be the basis for all Core Courses to be conducted in 2006.

Specialisation courses A division into core and specialisation courses is a model developed and practiced by ASRP for over

a decade. This model has been applied to the EGT training. It is required that each specialisation

course be tested by at least two institutes on a pilot basis before it will be accepted. The require-

ment for participants to be admitted on a specialisation course was to either complete a Core

Course, or have mission experience. In reality these two are quite different and a Core Course can

hardly compensate for a lack of mission experience – nor vice-versa.

While the Core Course is largely geared towards crisis management, this cannot be said in relation

to some of the specialisation courses. The goal of the Core Course appears to be fairly clear, i.e. to

prepare EU nationals for rapid deployment in crisis areas in the context of the EU/ESDP or other

relevant missions. However, there is less conceptual clarity with regards to specialisation courses.

Such lack of clarity raises important questions over impact and sustainability. It should be noted

that in general the topics for specialisation courses were modelled on the functional areas of ESDP

civilian crisis management as defined in 2000 in Feira, viz. rule of law and civilian administration;

possibly, this model was applied too rigorously. 

The courses appear to fall into three broad categories: 

1. Courses building professional expertise and how to use it in a mission context (Democratisa-

tion and Good Governance; Rule of Law; Human Rights; Conflict Transformation; Press and 

Public Information – Media Development); 

2. Courses which concentrate on particular aspects of a crisis response (Civil-Military Coordina-

tion; DDR – Re-integration of Ex-Combatants); 
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3. Courses on Organising Civilian Administration or Mission Administration and Support, which 

are all-embracing.

In reality, the distinction between the content of courses is less clear, as there is a tendency to-

wards overlap. For instance, the Rule of Law course has much in common both with the Democra-

tisation and Good Governance course, and with Human Rights. Civilian Administration comprises

elements of all three. And Conflict Transformation may be an in-depth version of a Core Course

without training on ‘hard skills’.

The reservations expressed during the research conducted by the evaluators concerning speciali-

sation courses can be summarised as follows:

It is impossible to convey professional expertise in a scope of a two weeks’ training. Either 

people are already professionals in their field, i.e. human rights or media development, or they 

are not. The courses can only train people on how to apply the generic expertise they already 

have in a conflict environment, and on adjustments they will have to make. Likewise, the Civil-

ian Administration course cannot offer professional training on the organisation of healthcare 

or waste management, as the participants should already have expertise in these fields or suf-

ficient generic management skills. 

The objectives of some specialisation courses – for instance, Rule of Law – have been unclear. 

Either security sector and legal professionals are trained together on adapting their skills to a 

mission context, or a non-expert audience is introduced to security and justice subjects. When 

they are trained together, for some the training is too basic, while for others it is too steep.

The relationship between the courses on offer and roles required in missions has not been 

obvious. For instance, while it is useful to convey to all participants basic skills of conflict anal-

ysis and resolution, it is far from certain how many professional experts in conflict transforma-

tion the EU would need for its missions. The same applies to press and media development 

professionals. Moreover, such expertise takes years of professional development to be built, 

and it is unrealistic to think it can be taught on a course of one or two weeks.

Courses appear to respond to certain political fashions within the EU or the international com-

munity more broadly. They follow what seems to be the latest trends in international crisis 

intervention. For instance, when Kosovo and East Timor were high on the international 

agenda, civilian administration and management courses have been established, since the 

expectation was that more international protectorates would follow. 
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Although such thinking has altered by now, it is very hard for an institute to give up a course 

which is up and running. 

A number of participants noted that although they have enjoyed Civilian Administration and 

Mission Management Courses, they also questioned whether it should be taught outside of a 

specific mission context. One suggestion was to build a case modelled on a mission in South 

Eastern Europe (Bosnia and Kosovo) and train those people who are likely to go into that 

region. Such training can be organised in the region to give people more sense of reality. 

The further the courses depart from a crisis mission orientation and expand more into general 

studies, the more they would come up against competition of non-EGT training providers. For 

example, ‘media and conflict’ type of training has been successfully developed by organisa-

tions such as IWPR and others, while the EGT Press and Public Information – Media Develop-

ment course was less well received.

Approach to training

Duration The length of the courses has been a subject of much debate within EGT. The decision was made

to run a two-week Core Course and two-week specialisation courses. Subsequently, the length of

the courses has been cut on occasion by the course organisers themselves, but there was no formal

decision to this matter. For instance, some argued that it makes more sense to split a two-weeks

specialisation course into two one-week modules which can be run back-to-back. Such an ap-

proach would allow more flexibility. Other course organisers argue that it is impossible to cover the

necessary ground in the scope of one week. 

While it may be desirable to train participants for a full period of two weeks, in practice it proves

difficult to attract high calibre people with full-time jobs, unless they are in-between missions. A

two week Core Course, followed by one-week specialisation or mission-preparation courses,

seems a more feasible option.  

Differentiation More differentiation and a more nuanced approach would be required in future. Training needs

have to be determined at the right level. There should be more differentiation between back-

grounds of the participants, as well as between levels of skills needed for different roles. For in-

stance, senior people in short-term missions may not need to drive four-wheel cars themselves, as

such services would be provided. Likewise, senior experts for short-term missions may not be able

to do a two-week course due to work commitments. 
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Methods Training worked better when there were enough break-out sessions, work in small groups, role

plays and simulation exercises. It also generally worked better when there were one or two main

trainers who were present throughout the course and a number of eminent speakers to deliver

particular lectures or lead on sessions. It was appreciated when such guest speakers could stay

over and spent social time with the participants to allow for informal discussions. 

Trainers and resource   

persons

Use of trainers and resources persons varied greatly from one institute to another. For example, for

Peaceworkers-UK money constraints make it difficult to attract trainers/resource persons from out-

side the usual circle of associates.

At the same time, the core trainers have been given much responsibility for the design and running

of the courses, which was appreciated by trainers and participants alike. Trainers were free to bring

resource persons of their choice, budget permitting. This was also the model at the Conflict Trans-

formation course in Ireland. ZIF relies on a number of key external trainers who work with the in-

stitute on a recurring basis, also in non-EGT courses, so they are tried and tested and there is little

room for unwelcome developments. 

Other institutes, such as ASRP and Sant’Anna, rely more on external experts and guest speakers.

This works well when speakers are of appropriate calibre. However, the quality of the speakers on

the same course could at times vary greatly and there was not sufficient continuity among trainers

if they did not overlap.

Training materials Reading material distributed before the course consisted of compulsory and optional reading.

These consisted of links to relevant websites, and documents and articles distributed via e-mail.

Some trainers went as far as to highlight paragraphs indicating the minimum reading required for

people with little time. After the course, participants are usually given a CD-rom with course hand-

outs and further reading.

EnvironmentThe training environment has been largely good and conducive to learning.  It seems better to run

at least Core Courses outside major cities and get people to live and study in one place. In some

courses, more could have been done with the group dynamics at the beginning to make people

more relaxed and easy to interact with each other. It was obvious to the participants that those

training institutes with no facilities of their own struggled to make ends meet and often did not

have enough logistical capacity. 
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Non-EU participants Inclusion of non-EU participants meets with variable responses. When such people came from

non-crisis countries (Switzerland, USA, Bulgaria, Romania), their participation did not add anything

substantial. People from crisis countries should serve as resource persons rather than participants,

but it should be ensured that they have enough ability of generalisation to represent their country/

region,  and not only speak about a local experience. The same applies, for that matter, to guest

speakers or resource people with practical mission experience in a specific country.  

Monitoring and

evaluation 

Evaluation forms have been assessed as too extensive and time-consuming by previous evalua-

tors. Although the form was revised and simplified in Phases II and III, it remains too repetitive and

would benefit from re-grouping of questions in a more logical order, so that a respondent does not

have to return to the same subject in different places. Many training providers do not find it help-

ful, but could not agree on how it can be revised further.

The evaluation forms originally were not supposed to be seen by the training institutes, only by an

external evaluator and only at the end of the year. Thus, the institutes practiced their own moni-

toring to be able to benefit from participants’ feedback for improving their courses and for convey-

ing to trainers how the participants assessed their performance. The system was subsequently

changed to allow the EGT forms to go directly to the training institute which processes them and

send a summary of the responses to the Project coordinator.

In thinking about the future for monitoring and evaluation, it is appropriate to question whether a

unified format is necessary and which purpose it serves. As many institutes used their own moni-

toring and evaluation systems, it is apparent that they do not find the current EGT form very helpful

for their purpose. If it is meant as a serious quality control mechanism within EGT, it is not sufficient.

In case future training would become more competitive and the EU and/or Member States would

chose courses on an ‘open European market’, the reputation of training providers and individual

courses would become known. In this case stronger quality control should be ensured.  

Coverage of the EU Most participants have been very aware that the Project is being supported by the European Com-

mission. Visibility of the EU in general and the EC role in particular has been sufficient, but the de-

gree and quality of the coverage of the EU (structures, procedures, policies) as a subject fell short

of their expectations.  Participants appreciated that they were nominated for an EU course and ex-

pected more serious discussion on the EU – a guide to its institutions and initiatives, as well as the

intentions of the EU with regard to future missions. Still, there are also positive experiences: The

Peaceworkers course on DDR covered the relevant EU policies quite successfully; a participant in

the Core Course in Hungary commented favourably on EU and UN guest speakers explaining the

work of their respective agencies. 
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The training institutes agree that the EU coverage has not worked out as successfully as hoped for.

They tend to agree with the participants that the quality of official speakers has been uneven: while

many were experts in their official capacity, they were not always effective communicators. At

times the training providers have been quite frustrated, as they had to cover EU matters them-

selves when they could not attract EU speakers or when presenters cancelled their participation. 

The way training is organised at present appears to leave little space for dealing with the values

and norms underlying the EU’s policies, such as, for instance, women’s and children’s rights, or pol-

icies on conflict prevention and crisis management. One suggestion was to introduce the EU

through a bottom-up approach, i.e. building up the EU identity from its history and core values,

rather than top-down, as it currently is organised, i.e. by outlining treaties, resolutions and institu-

tional structures. The bottom-up approach could help clarify the foundations on which a common

European political culture and identity is being built. Equally, it might be better to have experts on

the EU to conduct such training than EU officials. However, as EU policies on security and crisis

management are rapidly evolving, there might not be that many experts who are able to give a

good up-to-date presentation (in fact, institutes expressed difficulties in identifying them). Part-

nering with the EU Institute for Security Studies (ISS) in Paris and other such specialised institutes

might be a solution, keeping in mind that their focus on ‘hard’ security issues should be comple-

mented by ‘softer’ conflict dilemmas.

3.3 Personal Assessment

From its very beginnings, the Project (and the EGT as its main driving force) has been concerned

with the question whether and if so, how to assess individual course participants. The final report

of the EU International Conference on Training, held in Rome in October 2003, e.g. recommended

that “following the course, the training institution will forward a brief assessment of the participant

to his/her national training focal point”, and the various activity plans equally mention the elabo-

ration of an assessment procedure and its implementation. The previous evaluation reports also

highlighted this issue as one that needed to be tackled – and obviously hadn’t been as yet. Cur-

rently, in the middle of Phase IV, despite renewed efforts at reaching consensus and a number of

proposals and practical attempts, the issue is still pending – although, as described below, a new

proposal is on the table. This in contrast to the question of course evaluation, which also generated

much discussion, leading to repeated modifications, but which has never been so divisive. Each

course is being evaluated by participants using a standardised written form and course organisers

are required to submit a written report to the Project coordinator, equally following a standardised

format. 
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In some cases, training institutes also ask participants to assess the course according to their own

methods. At various points in time, both the EGT itself as well as the previous evaluators have sug-

gested changes to the EGT evaluation format and it has thus evolved and been improved over the

years. Yet there are still quite a few dissenting voices, claiming that the evaluation is still too

lengthy and detailed or holding other objections. However, the issue of the EGT evaluation format

is generally not considered worth breaking the consensus over, putting at risk the overriding goal

of working together on a common project with so many institutions from so many corners of Eu-

rope.

The latest attempt to break the impasse with regard to personal evaluation is a Proposal for an As-

sessment Mechanism to be Applied during Phase IV of the EC Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of

Crisis Management, elaborated by the FBA. Admitting that “proper assessment requires further de-

velopment of both common standards and the assessment tools for measuring participants

against those standards”, FBA proposes for the mechanism, if accepted, to be tested during 2006

in a pilot format, especially in the five planned Core Courses and an additional five Specialisation

Courses. This implies that assessments will not yet be made ‘official’ and that the results will only

be used within the EGT in order to identify a workable method. The EGT, the Commission and the

Member States will then have their say on the mechanism to be applied in future. Given this state

of affairs, it is too early for the evaluators to issue a definitive judgment on this issue and we will

therefore limit ourselves to providing some comments as well as formulating a recommendation,

which is, for that matter, completely compatible with the proposal in question. 

When it comes to the assessment of individual participants, there are a number of issues at stake:

Firstly, whether in fact it is desirable and necessary to do such an assessment at all; secondly, if it is

being done, what should be assessed; thirdly, who should do it and which approach should be tak-

en; fourthly, who should receive the outcome of the assessment.

Whether to assess The first issue (whether to assess or not) seems hardly a real choice at all, as all the above-men-

tioned references make clear. There are, however, some Member States who continue to maintain

that their (officially nominated) nationals cannot and should not be assessed by an institution in

another Member State or by a common European mechanism. In the view of the current evalua-

tors, if put in these terms, the issue is being politicized to such an extent that no ‘technical’ propos-

al or recommendation can provide a way out, as political problems can only be solved through

political means. 
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In the view of the current evaluators, however, no real assessment should be attempted, with seri-

ous consequences for individuals and institutions alike, before the procedure for nomination and

selection has been substantially improved – as there are currently still too many participants who

are clearly not at the right place and it would be unfair and unproductive to assess them. Non-EU

participants from areas of conflict or crisis – whose presence in the courses is here not put in doubt

– should not be assessed at all; in fact, it would be better to qualify them as resource persons rather

than participants.

What to assessThe second point (what to assess) has equally generated much internal debate. Positions range

from maximalist (everything that is contained in the training curricula) to minimalist ones (only

some aspects that are considered crucial for successful deployment in a mission), and from more

‘cognitively’ oriented ones (focussing on knowledge) to more ‘behavioural’ and ‘social’ ones (fo-

cussing on personal attitudes and interpersonal skills). The current proposal, based on a relative

internal consensus achieved over the previous years, clearly tends towards the more ‘social’ and

relatively modest (minimalist) approach, and focuses on the following: (i) Competence in the work-

ing language; (ii) Team competence; (iii) Stress tolerance; (iv) Inter-cultural awareness and commu-

nication; and (v) Motivation and commitment. For each of these areas, criteria and corresponding

levels of achievement are proposed.

Who assesses and          

how to assess

As far as the third issue is concerned (the who and how), the majority opinion seems to be that, for

an assessment mechanism to be workable, it has to be done by the training institutions themselves

and that the approach needs to be relative simple. There have been suggestions that assessment

would only be acceptable if it were done ‘scientifically’ by professional outsiders, but this has never

been accepted as a serious possibility by the EGT as a whole, as it would be too costly and time-

consuming, and still would not solve some of the disagreements or objections related to the other

points. 

An important additional comment has to be made: In whatever way the assessment will be organ-

ised, the people conducting it should themselves obligatorily have extensive and varied mission

experience – they cannot just be experienced trainers or experts in other fields. This would assure

both that the assessment will be based on qualities that really count in the field, and that the as-

sessors (and thus their assessment) will have the necessary credibility.

The FBA proposal lays the responsibility for the assessment clearly in the hands of the training in-

stitution in question, which in fact seems the only practical solution. 
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A problem may arise with course organizers who tend to use many different trainers, presenters/

lecturers or resource people in a particular course, without having one or two lead trainers or other

qualified staff permanently present and in contact with the group of trainees. 

As far as the ‘how’ is concerned, the proposed mechanism uses a simple (one page) form to be

filled in, which has, besides the five areas referred to above, room for additional comments. 

The last issue concerns the receiving end of the information thus obtained. The FBA proposal

makes it very clear that all participants should be fully and timely (before the course) informed of

the fact that they will be assessed and in what way, and to which purpose. Moreover, any assess-

ment should be shared with the participant in question and certain aspects, e.g. extreme drinking

habits, may only be documented after having given the chance to improve behaviour. In the end,

the assessment should obviously be forwarded to those agencies or institutions that deal with ei-

ther further training nominations or with recruitment for missions, but the FBA proposal does not

provide any concrete guidelines for this part of the process. The present report suggests a proce-

dure, which – arising out of the various meetings and interviews – might constitute a way out of

this sensitive dilemma. 

Recommendation It is recommended that, whatever the precise assessment format finally adopted, the results of the

personal assessment (the filled in form) will in fact be discussed with the participant in question.

Furthermore, only he or she will receive the form at the end of the course. Thus, at this stage, no assess-

ments will be shared with any third party, neither the Project coordinator, nor the nominating

agency or institution, nor any other. In case the nominating agency or any other party is consider-

ing to nominate the person in question for a mission (or, for that matter, any further training), the

assessment form may be requested. It will then be up to the candidate whether he/she is willing

to share this information. In this way, both confidentiality and the interests of those responsible for

the quality of crisis management missions, are maximally taken care of.

[Vienna]  At the January 2006 EGT meeting, the FBA proposal referred to above was accepted without

amendments.

3.4 Deployment

Absence of a link between training and deployment has been identified as the major flaw of the

Project by the previous evaluations. 
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The course participants have suffered most out of this situation, but it may potentially have jeop-

ardized the quality of missions as well, as the recruitment of civilian staff might have had better

outcomes had there been such a link. Its absence and a lack of clarity over the EU’s intentions have

generated a great deal of frustration for the participants. Many have pointed out that the people

trained should have a realistic chance to be selected for serving in a mission, otherwise the skills

they have learnt are wasted.    

The EGT training institutes are acutely aware of the problem and have made efforts to ensure that

such a link is being established, yet their efforts have so far brought little tangible improvement.

The implicit expectation was that training would create enough momentum for the use of person-

nel either by the EU or by the Member States, or by others. There is no evidence that this has been

the case. The question is whether in the current institutional setting such a goal is attainable, or

whether the whole foundation has to be reassessed and the framework reformulated. 

The likely exception to this state of affairs might be the training of the members of the Civilian Re-

sponse Teams (CRT), starting in 2006. As the whole approach to the CRTs involves a roster of a de-

fined number of – highly experienced – experts (initially 100), the chances that they will be

deployed may realistically expected to be much higher. As a matter of fact, if they would not be

deployed, the whole CRT initiative would be a failure.

Record of deployment To the best of our knowledge, post-training deployment into EU/ESDP missions has so far not hap-

pened, or only to a very limited extent (see 1.3 above). There is, however, no centralised tracking

system within the Commission or anywhere else to find out what happened to former participants,

as there is no unified roster, Member States (focal points) all have their own systems and proce-

dures, and the EGT or its members do not have a direct link into information on deployment. The

evaluators have been made aware of three former participants who served in the PROXIMA mis-

sion in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (but they attended a course while serving al-

ready in a mission, and at least two of them are police officers). As far as it could be established, a

small number of people currently serve or have recently served in other missions, but they found

such work irrespective of the EGT training, or already had mission experience and were part of

somebody else’s roster to enable them to go on further missions. Some former participants have

been engaged in short-term work as electoral observers or worked for NGOs in the field.
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Relationship between stakeholders over deployment:

ESDP missions The institutional arrangements are as follows. Training has been provided by the Commission un-

der Pillar I (Thematic budget line EIDHR), while the EU/ESDP missions are administered by the

Council Secretariat under Pillar II (Security and Foreign Policy). Nomination of personnel for mis-

sions is done by the Member States, which put forward candidates when – in the case of civilian

functions – a request comes from the Council Secretariat through the CivCom. The requests con-

tain the essential requirements, such as professional background and skills necessary for the posi-

tion, but do not specify individual names. This is likely to change with respect to the CRTs, which

should be deployable within five days and are to nominate individuals.

The system is still very new, since ESDP missions are a relative novelty. Most of the requests so far

have been for police or ex-military personnel and experts in civilian aspects of crisis management

are only beginning to be used. Some Member States consider the EU requirements for missions to

be too steep, as only very experienced candidates are needed. This could easily create a vicious cir-

cle in that only people with mission experience are recruited into missions and one can only get

mission experience by going on mission. Others, despite being trained in order to be part of a pool

of experts available for deployment (as is the main objective of the EGT Project), hardly get a

chance to be selected. One way around this could be to try and recruit people without previous

mission experience into larger missions and more benign environments, such as in South Eastern

Europe, in order for them to serve alongside more experienced colleagues and gain the necessary

experience for less benign assignments in future.

So far, few people are being nominated by the Member States and there is little choice of candi-

dates to fill the vacancies. The final choices are being made by the Council Secretariat out of the

nominated candidates. When selection is made, EGT training is not a requirement, nor does it pro-

vide an additional bonus. 

The requests for mission nominations have been growing – albeit from a very low base  – as the

ESDP is evolving, more missions are being launched with more civilian functions. OSCE missions,

which were a large trend in the previous decade, appear to be scaling down. Moreover, the need

to implement Civilian Headline Goal 2008 gains momentum. Therefore the requirement for trained

personnel becomes more real and attention to provision of training more acute.
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EGT is yet to benefit from such a trend. Both the CivCom and a number of the focal points at the

Member States seem to remain largely unaware of the achievements of EGT and of what it can of-

fer, unless there is an institutional or personal link or otherwise a strong rapport between the focal

point (responsible for nominations) and the EGT or at least the training institute in the country in

question.

EGT and focal pointsNomination for deployment for the EU or other international missions is being done mostly by the

Foreign Ministries. In some cases (e.g. UK) they have no record of which ones of their nationals

have undergone the EGT training and how well they have done there. As noted above, it has been

impossible to match EGT trained participants with those who were selected for missions. A feed-

back mechanism appears at fault,  From the Member States’ perspective, the process stops at the

point of nominating participants for training, when names are submitted to CivCom and passed to

the EGT coordinator and from there to the training institutes in question (see above for nomination

procedure). 

A suggestion was to make it a requirement to provide names of the selected participants back to

the focal point within a month of the deadline for course nomination, and inform about the chang-

es in names (or if a participant left the course early) as soon as possible.

Other Member States are more aware of EGT training and which of their nationals have attended

EGT courses, although it takes an effort to get feedback from EGT. However, it has been pointed

out that the requests for missions which came so far, have been for personnel with a different pro-

file from those who went on EGT courses.

The aim of EGT was not only to train personnel for EU missions, but to contribute to international

deployment more broadly, such as the UN, OSCE or other. The idea was to prepare enough quali-

fied personnel to be used interchangeably, as people frequently move between missions and

agencies. In most cases EGT had no link with deployment into missions of these other agencies ei-

ther. Nevertheless, some participants found a place in such missions through their own channels. 

In a number of countries more coherent rosters or mailing lists exist on a national level, such as in

Germany where nomination, training and deployment is outsourced to ZIF, as well as in Austria,

Denmark and Sweden. However, even in those cases, some people who attended EGT courses

found their way into a mission on their own rather than through any institutionalised nomination

procedure.
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CivCom and EGT CivCom is the body where the training supported by the Commission and the interests of the

Member States could interface. However, in general the interest of CivCom towards EGT has been

low, and different delegates had different views on what the Project was about. This being said,

Member States have repeatedly expressed their sympathy towards the Project and the Commis-

sion’s support for training for civilian aspects of crisis management. As a result, it appears that Civ-

Com’s role in providing strategic guidance to EGT has been rather weak, mostly exchanging

information on practicalities of implementation. 

From the perspective of some CivCom members, the EGT has not been proactive in seeking guid-

ance and did not sufficiently brief the CivCom members for them to be able to make informed de-

cisions and provide strategic guidance on the development of the Project. From the EGT’s

perspective, CivCom has provided little clarity in what it would like to see, paid not enough atten-

tion to the Project and gave the EGT small chance to establish a solid partnership with CivCom.

Tensions between the Council and the Commission, as well as diversity of views among the Mem-

ber States on how much they should listen to Brussels, further undermined the efficiency of this

crucial relationship. The consensus style of decision-making in the EGT slowed the process. While

attention towards civilian aspects of crisis management and to deployment requirements in Civ-

Com has increased in 2005, the profile and engagement with EGT so far does not seem to have

matched this trend – except in as far as the CRT and their training by the EGT are concerned, prob-

ably because Member States were aware of a closer link between training and operationality.

In some CivCom members’ view, the EGT (and training in general) has a low profile within the Com-

mittee, whose main focus is on ESDP missions as such. The expectation among EGT members was

that the transfer of the coordinator role from ASPR (strongly supported by the Austrian govern-

ment, but technically an NGO) to a government institution (FBA) would increase its profile and

strengthen the relationship between EGT and CivCom. However, relative junior people were left to

deal with the Project, contributing to an image with some CivCom members of the EGT Project be-

ing not very serious and not providing sufficient assurances of quality, which the Member States

could rely upon. 

Commission and

Council Secretariat 

As the Commission developed the Project, its role has initially been a very active one, but this was

subsequently scaled down. Among other factors, turnover of personnel may have contributed to

this trend. However, the Commission was equally unable to influence the link between training

and deployment, as it financed the Project under Pillar I, but for Pillar II purposes, where responsi-

bility lies with the Member States and commanding structures are a prerogative of the Council. 
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For instance, efforts were made to use EGT-trained experts for a mission in Georgia, financed by

the Commission’s Rapid Reaction Mechanism (RRM), but this did not work out, as the names put

forward by the EGT partners did not meet the qualitative requirements for the positions in ques-

tion.

The fact that the Commission has ventured into the territory of the Council (Pillar II) on the one

hand created tensions between the two, but on the other hand generated a momentum and a will-

ingness to drive the process forward together. At present, EGT is no longer a free-standing Project,

but fits into the EU Training Concept in ESDP. From the Council Secretariat’s perspective, the EGT

seems to have started too early, before Pillar II had fully developed its strategy. There was insuffi-

cient consultation and coordination with the Council Secretariat which can make use of the trained

personnel. However, a tangible link between training and deployment is again not a part of the

Training Concept developed by the Council Secretariat.

Roster or ‘pool of experts’Opinions have been voiced that creation of an EU roster within a personnel department in the

Council Secretariat and in consultation with the Member States who should approve their candi-

dates to be registered on a roster, is the way forward – not unlike the way the EU roster for election

observers has come about. In this case, the EU would be able to request individuals registered on

the roster from the Member States to be deployed on missions. There are two strong reservations

against such an idea:

• Some Member States strongly oppose to nominations for deployment being done by any-

body apart from themselves;

• Member States can only guarantee deployment of personnel if they are military, police and, in 

some cases, civil servants. In some countries (e.g. Austria, Sweden) lengthy notices and com-

plicated procedures are required to deploy civil servants, others need parliamentary approval 

for all deployments abroad. But the UK e.g. does not deploy civil servants at all in civilian func-

tions and relies on academics, NGO staff, free-lance consultants, and the like. 

The way around this situation might be a provision not of a roster with demands attached, but of

a ‘pool of experts’, i.e. a list of names and profiles, including attendance of training courses, which

can be consulted for personnel for ESDP or other EU missions, with suggestions to be made to the

Members States for a choice of nominees without putting pressure to comply with such requests.

If experience would show that the quality of such trained people is high, Member States might be

inclined to use such a pool more and more, both for the EU nominations and for other purposes,

i.e. nominations for UN, OSCE, or other missions.
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Such assumption is reasonable, although there is no guarantee that it would change the situation

quickly. However, this requires a reliable and user-friendly database of the courses’ participants

with correct names and current addresses, details of the courses attended, whether the course has

been completed. At present, such a coherent list does not exist: different names are held by differ-

ent institutes, some nominated people entered as participants (but did not go on a course). It was

not even known how many EU nationals had been trained. As a result, the Member States do not

have a pool from EGT to choose from, unless they retain their own contact with people whom they

nominated. In November 2005, however, FBA has initiated a survey of all past participants with a

view of creating a database and an alumni network, soliciting individuals’ consent for being con-

tacted if deployment opportunities come about. 

Despite its still persisting lack of connection to actual deployment in missions, the Project cannot

be said to not having had an impact on the EU’s capacity to act. The sheer availability of a large pool

of trained civilians is in itself an asset – even though the mechanisms to fully exploit that asset are

clearly not in place yet.

Recommendations In the end, investment in training is legitimised by deployment. Without a stronger link between

training and deployment, continuation of the Project makes little sense, at least in its current form.

While it may not be possible – or desirable- to deploy everybody who has been trained, some tar-

get numbers or percentage indicators of success should be determined to monitor the impact.

EGT should seriously think through how its relationship with CivCom can be improved, as CivCom

can be very instrumental to improve a link between training and deployment, as indeed can be

Member States’ focal points. The following steps should be considered:

• The EGT training institutes can work more effectively with their focal points and CivCom mem-

bers, so that they present a united front and an institute enjoys the backing of its Member 

State (Austria is a good example);

• EGT should consider which information and analysis would be helpful for CivCom members to 

get the right impression, and how these messages are being communicated (not only at a ple-

nary meetings, but in less formal discussions in Brussels);

• Engage with the relevant officials in the Commission and in the Council Secretariat currently 

in the process of analysis of training requirements, as the process eventually should lead to 

deployment;

• Strengthen the leadership FBA currently provides and ensure sufficient seniority of represen-

tation. 
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A genuine pool of experts should be created, containing:

• Correct name and current address, including email

• Present position

• Details of courses completed

• Ability and desire to serve in a mission

Such information should be available within the EU and information on their nationals should be

forwarded to the focal points in the Member States. Members States may chose to put the former

participants on their national rosters, use them for mailing lists or simply keep as a reference not

to nominate the same people for more courses.  

The process of conducting an assessment of training needs on the ground in missions should be

able to generate links between the training providers and the mission’s leaderships. The latter may

be able to create momentum to make sure that deployed people are trained and trained people

are deployed.

Usefulness and use of 

acquired skills

Largely, participants in the Core Course found the skills they learned useful for mission work and

life, although there were also people significantly overqualified for a Core Course who conse-

quently did not consider having learnt anything new. Experience with specialisation courses vary,

with DDR and Conflict Transformation courses certainly considered useful by participants with

mission experience, but data on other courses mainly lacking. 

The main deficit in this respect remains the absence of any real needs assessment prior to the elab-

oration of course curricula and/or a subsequent systematic check on whether  the subjects and

skills being trained are actually the ones being used in real mission environments. 

The Project intends to train civilian experts for future missions rather than for using the skills in

their present line of work in their home country. Nevertheless, given the virtual impossibility of us-

ing acquired skills in a crisis management mission, a question was asked during the participant in-

terviews about other benefits of having attended an EGT training course, such as its usefulness for

their current job. Overall, such use of acquired skills was not very high, with the exception of peo-

ple whose line of work is close to crisis management (some NGOs, the Northern Ireland Parades

Commission, UNIFEM). A number of participants from Foreign Ministries who work on a planning

or strategic level, benefited from such training, as it “broadened their horizons”. Likewise, both civil

servants and the military, who are in positions in their countries where they need to cooperate,

benefited from the Civil-Military Coordination course. More participants said that they used skills

acquired while on electoral observation missions.  
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[Vienna] At the January 2006 international workshop in Vienna, the wide differences between Member

States’ regulations and procedures, as well as the availability of funds, for recruitment into internation-

al missions was stressed again, with examples from the field. The ad-hoc character of filling a mission,

in which Member States, the designated Head of Mission and Council Secretariat each play a role with-

out much central steering, was identified as a major obstacle to quality improvement, as was , for that

matter, the highly political character of nominations and recruitment. A proposal was made to let the

Commission recruit personnel for the less politically sensitive administration and support jobs

3.5 Gender Issues and Children’s Rights

The training institutes made efforts to ensure a gender-balanced participation in the courses, an

aim which was largely achieved, despite the fact that the institutes were not in charge of the nom-

ination process and had sometimes not much choice for making a balanced selection. However,

there was less balance in the choice of trainers, guest speakers and resource persons where men

outnumbered women by a fair margin. The picture varied among institutes and courses, but a gen-

eral pattern is clear. 

Conventionally, ‘gender issues’ are a subject of three stereotypes: gender is about feminism, gen-

der is about sex, and/or gender talk is a part of the political correctness which international agen-

cies and institutions have to be seen to adhere to. The EGT training appeared to have suffered

badly from all three. 

In the view of the participants and the course organisers themselves, training on gender issues has

been a relative weakness overall, despite occasional positive examples. The training institutes ar-

gue that they were unable to identify and attract good trainers on the subject. The previous eval-

uation reports pointed to gender issues as a weakness, and some improvements have been made

in Phase IV, i.e. fewer conceptual sessions and more mainstreaming into case studies and exercises.

The participants either did not gain much out of the sessions dedicated to gender or considered

them as negative, as they often led to counterproductive arguments and split and alienated the

group. Some recall gender sessions as ‘the worst experience’. In some cases, sessions on gender

issues were very short and fitted at the very end of the course, or, more commonly, led by commit-

ted ideologues, presenting views held by a feminist minority in the West, but fairly distant from any

mission reality. The discussions quickly moved away from mission-related context and unfolded

around topics such as ‘men are responsible for wars’. Many men felt that they are being made to

feel guilty rather than being prepared to tackle gender-related problems in a context very different

from their home countries.
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Yet the participants, both men and women, consider that they would like to learn more on gender

and that it must continue to form part of the training in future. There was a considerable interest

in specific aspects, such as ‘women and DDR’ or ‘re-integration of female ex-combatants’, which

worked well in the relevant courses. No doubt, skills and personality of particular trainers did con-

tribute to this.   

It appears that the course organisers mostly tended to outsource ‘gender’ to ‘gender specialists’ –

gender awareness and equality is one of the core EU value and has to form part of the curriculum

– rather than thinking hard about how to present gender issues imaginatively and creatively

throughout the whole course. It is difficult to judge whether the fact that all the main training in-

stitutes in EGT are headed by men, contributed to this situation. A successful example of gender

mainstreaming was the specialisation course on Conflict Transformation in Ireland, where gender

aspects were presented through an exploration of roles women play in conflict or a search for

peace. Likewise, the Civil-Military Coordination course at FBA integrates gender aspects into its

simulation exercise, which proves a more workable solution than the previous half-day coverage

of gender problematics. 

The aspect of gender awareness which suffered most during the EGT courses was personal behav-

iour and personal problems which can be encountered in a mission. The atmosphere was some-

times such that a serious exploration of difficult issues was not possible. Nevertheless, a need to do

so remains, addressing issues such as sexual harassment (perhaps a case study could be discussed

– a female boss harasses a young male colleague), behaviour of others in a mission (your col-

leagues overtly use underage prostitutes – how would you react or try to address this?) or behav-

iour of national staff one may supervise (a local employee harasses local women who work in a

mission, but he is a star performer and hard to replace – what do you do?). A good and practical

(and mainstreamed) ‘gender’ example in which external context and personal conduct combine,

would be a check-point training exercise in which a car is sent through with three middle-aged

men and one young woman, who doesn’t want to speak – how do you handle such a situation?

Many more such ‘real life’ cases could be developed.

Children’s rights and 

issues

Children’s issues did generally not occupy a major place during the training, but when the subject

did appear, the coverage was quite successful, with the participants responding that they would

like to learn more in future. 

Discussion on children in conflict features as a part of the Core Course curriculum and there are

special sessions on child soldiers in the specialisation courses on DDR and Re-integration of Ex-

Combatants. 
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FBA used local schoolchildren to sensitise the participants in the specialisation course on Civil-Mil-

itary Coordination during its simulation exercise, when Sandö island was turned into Baghdad. The

specialisation courses on Civilian Administration and Mission Administration and Support paid at-

tention to child protection in the context of the treatment of vulnerable population groups. A pilot

specialisation course on Child Protection is envisaged in 2006 to be run by ASPR, supported by the

Austrian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which is in favour of more attention to child protection.

What can be done

differently in future

Participants in the Core Course would benefit from a conceptual presentation, albeit not too

lengthy. This may come closer to the beginning of a Core Course and form a part of the Human

Rights Overview’ session, explaining why gender equality is a core European value and its signifi-

cance for the EU. Children’s rights may be also mentioned there. The recommendation is to stay

away from highly controversial issues which may form part of ideology of some, but be alienating

to others. The conceptual presentation on gender can be geared towards how the participants

when in missions would convey these concepts and their behavioural implications to the local

people and explain them in a practical and common-sense way. 

Subsequently, gender aspects related to conflict can be mainstreamed into the other sessions

throughout the course, tackling such issues as 

• Women’s roles as active participants in a conflict: Women as peace-makers, as combatants, as 

suicide bombers, etc.;

• Humanitarian consequences: Women as disproportional victims of conflict, burden of women, 

women taking up men’s roles in the economy;

• Gender issues, i.e. status of women, as a source of conflict in a society; 

• Project management in conflict-ridden (and often male-dominated) societies: How the repre-

sentation and participation of women can be increased? How to ensure that women, as well 

as men, benefit from a given project?

The aim of such training should not be to prove that ‘women are better than men’, but to give an

introduction to what kind of gender problems can be encountered in a conflict-affected country

and in the specific context of an internationally-staffed mission. In all instances, it is recommended

to adopt a problem-solving approach and demonstrate successful examples of dealing with gen-

der issues and consequences of ‘gender-blindness’. Participants, especially those with experience,

should be encouraged to bring up cases in which gender played a major role, so that they can be

used for a group discussion.  
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There is even more room for gender issues as a part of a pre-mission briefing, laying emphasis on

problems, specific to a particular country or region. For instance, human trafficking can be relevant

to South Eastern Europe, while restrictions on women’s freedoms are more of an issue in Afghani-

stan or Sudan, etc. By the same token, in some specialisation courses, such as DDR, there are dis-

tinct gender aspects both to a problem and as a search for solution.

If gender training is to be modified along the lines suggested, firstly, it would require the training

institutes and their leaderships to think through these issues and adjust the course contents ac-

cordingly. Secondly, it would need bringing in different trainers/resource persons – not experts on

feminism, but people with experience of mission life or with dealing with problems in the field, as

well as with sensitivity for the issues at stake. These should not necessarily be women. It may be

quite useful to learn from men as well, thus overcoming the stereotype that gender issues are an

exclusive women’s domain. Thirdly, gender aspects should form a part of the future assessment of

training needs in the field to determine what are the situations commonly encountered and where

more skills should be built.  

Children’s and women’s issues are included into a new format of instruction for trainers according

to which they are expected to report back to the training institute and demonstrate that they have

paid enough attention to these issues. It should be noted that depending on the nature of a spe-

cialisation course, it is not always possible to fit children’s issues logically in the curriculum. It may

be more appropriate to present children’s rights as a part of training on EU policies and build par-

ticipants’ awareness of norms and values underlying these policies.

3.6 Functioning of the EGT as a Group

The EGT started of as a rather informal grouping of interested training institutes and Member State

representatives. In due course, new members joined (e.g. FBA, Peaceworkers-UK, Spain, Hungary),

but its composition has stabilised over the last couple of years with perhaps one member becom-

ing less involved (the Dutch Clingendael Institute). It has remained a highly heterogeneous group,

as its members include professional training experts, civil servants from EU and Member States,

and diplomats. Decision-making has always been by consensus and the general feeling is that this

has made it possible to keep the group together and to integrate new members, also those that

did not necessarily have much experience in this kind of training. An enduring problem has been

– especially in the eyes of the professional trainers – the frequent rotation of personnel in the EU

and in national ministries, resulting in new people having to be brought up to speed in virtually

each meeting, making deliberations not always as productive as would be desirable.
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As noted above, the big achievement of EGT has been to bring together training institutions from

a variety of European countries and agreeing on a common approach to training for civilian as-

pects of crisis management, including overall format, specific curricula, and training approach and

methods. Other issues, as has become clear, have been more resistant to consensus positions

(course evaluation; personal assessment), but most members seem to agree that the common

overall purpose is worth more than the differences on specific issues. 

One other initiative that has been launched by some EGT members but only luke-warm received

by others, is the compilation of a common list of ‘recommended trainers and resource persons’ to

which each training institute was supposed to add the names and profiles of those people with

whom they had good experiences. Only three or four institutes complied, while others don’t show

interest because they see themselves not benefiting from such pooling, and other still put up some

silent resistance because they don’t feel confident enough or authorised for sharing such informa-

tion. This may be a sign of a deeper issue, which is the well-known dilemma of collaborating with

peers and colleagues who are at the same time and in some way also competitors.

With a culture of consensus and peer relationships, a specific issue concerns the possibility of ex-

pressing doubts or criticisms with respect to the performance of fellow members, or even exclud-

ing them from the Project. A slightly more formal structure and working style might be called for,

if more new members (especially relatively inexperienced training institutes) would want to join

the group.

The role of coordinator of the EGT (and thus the formal contracting partner for EC funding) was

originally assumed by the ASPR from Austria. As it was agreed that this function would be fulfilled

on a rotating basis to change every two years, at the start of Phase IV it was taken over by the FBA

from Sweden in 2005. One or two other members have expressed interest and, depending on fu-

ture modalities of funding, FBA will transfer its functions to another member at the end of the cur-

rent funding period (March 2007). 

Despite certain differences in style, in general the two coordinators seem to have performed their

role satisfactorily, both in terms of project management and administration as well as with respect

to leading the EGT – yet, certain concerns have recently emerged. As the frequency of meetings

has been scaled down, quality and regularity of information-sharing by other means has become

more important. Some EGT members did indicate that proceedings have become less transparent

over the last year and that they lack insight in the overall financial situation of the Project, since the

only (financial) information they receive concerns their own courses. 
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Like in other cases relating to communication and relationships referred to in this report, percep-

tions or interpretations do not necessarily correspond to ‘the facts of the matter’. It is unclear what

is in this particular instance the degree of reality and which side, if any, might be to blame.

Representation and    

communication

It the view of some of the people interviewed, the relationship between the EGT and the CivCom

is not as good as it should be, considering the fact that it is in the end the Member States which

nominate candidates both for training and for deployment and CivCom delegates could play a cat-

alysing role. The relationship is the more relevant, as in the coming year decisions have to be made

regarding the future of the Project and this relationship is seen as crucial. 

In the evaluators’ view, if EGT were to continue, the quality of representation and communication

would need to undergo significant improvements, e.g.:

• Information about courses should be made available well in advance;

• Course descriptions should be short, clear and understandable from the first read;

• The advertisement should state clearly whom the course is intended for;

• Narrative reports to the EC could and should be shorter and more to the point and the same 

would be advisable for (internal) reports on specific courses.

EGT courses are included into the general ESDP training programme (see 3.1 above) and not al-

ways easily distinguishable from other courses, especially if similar ones are run by the same insti-

tute within and outside the EGT (e.g. ASPR, FBA, Sant’Anna, ZIF).

3.7 Organisational Issues

As indicated above, the basic project information is rather fragmented and spread out over various

sources (Concept Paper, Annexes to Contracts, Conference Reports) instead of being synthesized

in one clear and concise project document. Such a document should specify, among other things,

indicators of success and ways of monitoring and evaluating progress, as well as a risk analysis.

Reporting to the EC as well as internally is another area in which improvements can be made. Al-

though the Project in reality is quite successful in many respects and delivers quality training, the

picture that emerges from reports and other documents does not always adequately reflect that

reality. Reports could and should be shorter and more to the point. 

The image of the Project might also be improved, if external relationships and communication

were taken more seriously. 
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So far, the Project has been rather inward-looking, concentrating upon the immediate tasks at

hand (design and implementation of courses, building the EGT network, relationship with the EU),

while its ‘public relations’ side has been relatively neglected. The EGT website is a case in point. Re-

lationships with other bodies or organisations, involved either in related areas of training (e.g. se-

curity studies, conflict transformation, democracy support, international development) or of

relevance for other reasons (e.g. OSCE, EPLO) could be strengthened, in order to share information

and experiences and to disseminate information about the Project and the courses it has on offer

more widely and more effectively. 

The issue of putting out information in a timely manner, especially to focal points, has been raised

above. In order to achieve this, as well as communicating more effectively and reaching a wider au-

dience, more stakeholders than the EGT or its coordinator need to be mobilised. It is recommend-

able to try and shorten the lines of communication between EGT, training institutes and focal

points, so that e.g. a training institute enters in direct contact with a focal point to inform about

decisions to accept or not their nominees and why, or whether they have attended.  

3.8 Design, Relevance and Impact

The 2001 Concept Paper for the current Project states that “[t]he existence of a pool of well-trained

civilian experts ready to be deployed at short notice will be key to the European Union’s ability to

undertake the full range of conflict prevention and crisis management tasks set out within the

framework of the European Security and Defence Policy. The European Union has therefore com-

mitted itself to develop appropriate common standards and modules for training in the different

target areas identified as part of civilian crisis prevention and management by the Feira European

Council.” (quoted in Madrid Conference Report).

The main objective of the Project is thus the creation of a pool of well-trained civilian experts in the

functional areas of rule of law and civilian administration that the EU and other international bod-

ies can reliably draw upon for its crisis management missions. There is no doubt that, with a total

number of approximately 700 trained individuals (possibly growing to close to 1,000 by the end of

the Project’s current Phase IV at the beginning of 2007), this objective has been achieved in a pure-

ly quantitative sense, at least as far as the overall number is concerned (the numbers refer exclu-

sively to EU nationals and are corrected for multiple entries). It is more difficult to establish whether

in fact the specific numbers for the two identified areas have been achieved, as there is as yet no

centralised and unified database. 
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Apart from the above quoted Concept Paper, and the extensive Reports of the two Conferences

and one Working Seminar that dealt with training for civilian aspects of crisis management and the

EGT Project (Madrid, May 2002; Rome, October 2003; Vienna, November 2004), there have not

been, to the best of the evaluators’ knowledge, proper project documents or proposals – i.e. doc-

uments specifying not only objectives and planned activities, but also expected outcomes, indica-

tors of success, methods of monitoring and evaluation, and risks. It is therefore difficult to take into

account more qualitative measures. The annexes to the contracts with the funding institution (Eu-

ropeAid) do specify the objectives of the phase in question and contain extensive lists of planned

activities, including a description of all planned courses and a plan of action.

In other respects, especially with regard to the choice of courses offered and their specific curricu-

la, the Project’s design has been adequate for the circumstances at the time of its conception. For

the Commission, the pressure to act and launch the Project had overridden the need to previously

conduct a proper needs assessment on the ground, and the Project was thus designed on the basis

of what was possible rather than what might have been required (see also 3.4 above). Subsequent-

ly, training institutes have been flexible and professional in the way they have tried to respond to

new policy developments and changing institutional requirements. 

Now the time has come to ground a follow-up training programme firmly in a solid assessment

of the preparation and training needs of present and future civilian staff in EU/ESDP and other

international crisis management missions.

In addition to the achievement of its stated goals in terms of numbers and quality of trained civilian

personnel, the main relevance of the Project has been and continues to be the way it has raised

awareness and generated political support within the EU as well as within Member States on the

importance of civilian aspects of crisis management and peacebuilding, including the need for ad-

equate preparation and training and the desirability to create European capacities to this effect. In

the view of several EGT members and other stakeholders, such as sections of the Council Secretar-

iat and a number of focal points, maintaining this political momentum on civilian aspects in addi-

tion to a purely military focus, is in fact, under the present international circumstances of

increasing emphasis on traditional state security and reliance on military force, more important

than considerations of quality, efficiency or effectiveness of training courses. This aspect of aware-

ness-raising and political support is highly relevant for the long-term maintenance and strength-

ening of EU capacities for conflict prevention, crisis management and peace building, and should

not be taken for granted. 
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Through its connections to CivCom and other EU structures and institutions, its contacts with focal

points in national ministries, as well as through its very interaction with a large number of trainees,

the EGT Project is making an important, though hardly measurable, contribution in this respect. 

This applies not only in general, but equally with respect to specific issues, such as the role of wom-

en in peacebuilding, the importance of so-called ‘soft skills’ (intercultural awareness, communica-

tion and dialogue, problem-solving, conflict analysis and transformation, etc.) for the resolution of

‘hard crises’, and the crucial role that human rights standards and democratisation processes are

playing in conflict prevention and post-conflict reconstruction or peacebuilding. Despite the lack

of direct impact on concrete missions (see 3.5. above on deployment), the indirect positive impact

of the Project might thus have been considerable.

3.9 Future Options

[Vienna] At the January 2006 meeting, EGT coordinator FBA circulated a first discussion paper on ‘The

future of EGT – options for 2006 and beyond’, which addressed both future funding and possible insti-

tutional arrangements. As far as possible EC funding is concerned, the paper presents the same line of

though as that outlined below (i.e. the Stability Instrument or the EU budget for education), while it

takes the different network structures of the European Security and Defence College (ESDC) and the Eu-

ropean Police College (CEPOL) as possible institutional models.  The paper suggests for the coordinator

to collect more information about the interest and potential for carrying out the different alternatives,

assisted by interested partners, and for partners to liaise with their national focal points, and then re-

port back to the plenary. Whatever the outcome of these explorations and deliberations, the proactive

stance of FBA with respect to future options has to be highly commended, as the coming year needs to

be used to find common ground on a viable option for the future which can assure quality and continu-

ity – no simple task, given the many stakeholders and the political sensitivities.

Evolution of ESDP and

practical requirements

to service it

The EGT Training Project was conceived and began to be implemented before the EU had fully de-

veloped its strategies for civil deployments in crisis management missions. The Project therefore

not only suffered from the absence of a proper needs assessment, but became relatively ‘supply

driven’ (what the course organisers could deliver on the basis of their collective ‘theoretical’ assess-

ment of what the needs were or were going to be) instead of ‘demand driven’ (what the EU really

needed in terms of civilian capacities). Meanwhile, the CFSP and ESDP came on steam and more

attention began to be paid to the proper planning and preparation of the civil components of crisis

management, including the necessary human resources. The 2008 Civilian Headline Goals as well

as the launch of Civilian Response Teams (CRT) are clear signs of this evolution.
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ESDP is still in a process of rapid evolution. The training institutes have been unsure whether they

should train personnel according to the present policy-making, or for a future need they see. There

is a need for the EU to invest more into planning, strategising, and shaping policy and operational

requirements for ESDP before deciding on personnel requirements. It would be beneficial both for

the Project development and for the analysis of training requirements in the field of ESDP more

broadly to commission an independent analysis of policy options for ESDP and possible impli-

cations for operations on the ground. This may be able to bring about more clarity in terms of

which way the training should go, as well as the question of mission-specific pre-deployment train-

ing. For instance, such a study should analyse: 

• Whether ‘militarisation’ of missions is a growing trend or in fact the opposite is the case and 

future missions are likely to have larger civilian components;

• How the EU would define and distinguish its missions vis-à-vis UN, OSCE and NATO, and how 

the inter-agency relationships might develop, both strategically and tactically (in the field);

• Would there be more international protectorates established (Kosovo and East Timor), or 

emphasis will be on building national capacities to govern;

• Whether future missions are likely to take place increasingly in hostile and war-devastated 

environments (like DRC, Sudan or Afghanistan) or in more benign and less devastated ones 

(like Kosovo).  

Debating these and similar questions may shed light on the requirements for personnel and future

training needs. 

Needs assessmentWho should be trained and in what, remains an issue. Without a solid assessment of the training

needs on the ground and the existing capacities within the EU Member States, the impact of any

training project on civilian capacities for crisis management will remain difficult to establish. 

 

In the Phases II to IV, the aim of the EGT Project was not to train personnel already in missions. As

noted above, in practice, however, some participants who attended the courses, were in existing

field missions, albeit mostly not in EU ones. In fact, in some specialisation courses, a majority of par-

ticipants came from missions or had extensive previous field experience. 

Such provision may need reassessment. There are numerous EU Delegations around the world,

some of them in crisis-affected countries. Although their jobs may not be conflict or crisis manage-

ment per se, skills required and responsibilities have much in common (for instance, an EU Delega-

tion in Afghanistan implementing a border management project). At times, EU personnel in the

field – who are largely project managers – find themselves in the middle of an unfolding crisis and

would benefit from training on conflict analysis and crisis management.
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Although the Council Secretariat has distributed questionnaires to the Heads of ESDP missions,

there is a lack of proper assessment of what kind of skills are lacking in missions. A distinction be-

tween generic skills, mission-specific skills and skills which can be learnt more efficiently as a part

of induction in the field (e.g. radio communication) should be made.

Police officers are currently being trained at CEPOL, but this appears not to include mission prep-

aration training of a Core Course type. At the same time, the few individual police officers who

went on EGT courses, found them beneficial, as they learnt not as much about policing, but about

conflict, cultural awareness and mission survival skills. Police has been involved in larger numbers

in the Civil-Military Coordination and Rule of Law courses, as they constitute a crucial part of multi-

functional missions and need to operate in close collaboration with the judiciary and other civilian

sectors. It might be mutually beneficial for the EGT to establish closer contact with CEPOL and its

constituent member institutions, in order to share experiences and see where synergies might be

achieved. 

EU-wide expansion or

‘Centres of Excellence’

The ascension of new Member States to the EU also brought more members into the EGT. A Core

Course has been established in Hungary. The issue is whether the Project should evolve toward fur-

ther expansion, or towards consolidation of expertise. 

The advantage of the ‘inclusion’ option is that political support for the Project in the new Member

States is likely to increase. This would generate a momentum to keep the Project on the agenda of

the Commission and the Council, as the group of stakeholders would grow stronger. The downside

of this option is that taken to its logical conclusion, there will be 25 institutes running EGT courses,

partly funded by the Commission. It is unlikely that there will be that much demand for crisis man-

agement training. Moreover, the quality is likely to suffer, as control would be hard to ensure and

there is a limited number of good trainers available.

The creation of ‘centres of excellence’, i.e. strengthening of those key training providers who have

been star performers within the EGT Project, would allow consolidation of resources and expertise.

Fewer different courses will be run by the training institutes, allowing for greater specialisation,

and making it easier to arrive at a European-wide recognised accreditation system. The Member

States would send their nationals to these courses in other countries, as they will be sure that the

training they receive is of high quality. The downside of this option that there will be winners and

losers and that a large part of the ‘Europeanness’ of the Project would get lost, which might also

lead to a loss of political support. 
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A mid-way solution might be to construct a ‘two tier’ system, with a limited number of highly ex-

perienced training institutes constituting a core group which is in charge of defining curricula,

standards, evaluation and assessment mechanisms, etc., while part of the courses are being

farmed out to a larger group of training institutes, but implemented in close collaboration with

and under supervision from core group members. Although such a solution might be able to safe-

guard quality and allow for European-wide accreditation, it is doubtful whether the necessary po-

litical goodwill and support of most Member States can be maintained.

Commercialisation and 

competition or             

development of a            

recognised EU standard

All evidence indicates that, as far as financial resources are concerned, the Project has been run ef-

ficiently. The required matching funds have always been found, sometimes with some difficulty

and narrowly achieving the required amounts, in other cases without any problems because of

generous governmental co-financing. The budgeting of Phase III was such that a few extra courses

could be organised without additional resources.  

The nature of the EGT has been more of an exclusive membership club rather than open market

competition. Strong opinions have been voiced that the current situation is unsustainable and that

the restrictive and monopolistic character of the group would be an obstacle to continued finan-

cial support from the EC and further progress. 

According to a ‘free choice’ line of argument, a menu of courses with various options (shorter or

longer modules, different levels of experience required) should be made available. Such courses

should be priced accordingly and advertised alongside all other courses on offer within EU coun-

tries. The Member States would choose courses from the list and pay or contribute to cover a share

of expenses of their nationals. The Member States would be more inclined to actually deploy nom-

inated participants, as they would have already invested into getting them up to speed.

The criticism of this option is that the role of the Commission may be somehow diminished in this

process, as it would loose much of its control over the EGT. CivCom, which should act as a steering

and coordinating body to ensure that the courses continue to satisfy the standards and evolving

ESDP requirements for training, may not be willing or able to perform such a role, thus the courses

would be left with little political oversight. Smaller states and especially new Member States would

be in a disadvantageous position, because their governments would be less capable of paying for

its nationals, and support of the Commission means more for them.

Another argument is that the role of EGT has been crucial in the development of common Europe-

an standards for training in civilian aspects of crisis management. The training should achieve a

stamp of approval as an officially-recognised EU standard of quality. 
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The EGT with its experience of piloting, peer review practice, participatory style of module devel-

opment and building of a truly European consensus is capable of establishing such a standard.

EGT, or at least a number of its stronger members, should be certified as such.

The downside of this option is that, in the current absence of a link between training and deploy-

ment, it is hard to prove that the standard of training is adequate for the EU’s crisis management

needs. Quality control exercised within EGT by a peer review system, participants’ questionnaires

and two evaluations is insufficient to create an effect of equal standard across the board in terms

of teaching and assessment (i.e. that it would not matter where a participant were trained, as the

standard will be the same). 

The solution may lie somewhere in-between the two alternatives. A degree of openness to others,

competitiveness and contributions by the Member States or participants themselves towards fees

and expenses, would render more dynamism and diminish the scope for poor performance or less

relevant courses. More efficient and transparent quality control can pave the way for the recogni-

tion of EU standards, but only when there is a clear message from the field that the training was

useful. 

Quality control by a peer review system remains necessary, as it brings a community of training

professionals and field practitioners closer together and enables discussions among specialists.

However, this is not sufficient, as open criticism is seldom ventured and if it is, not always easily re-

ceived.  Moreover, training providers themselves often do not have mission experience, especially

a recent one. Therefore, quality control should include other groups of stakeholders, such as:

• Member State focal points and other staff responsible for mission preparation and deploy-

ment;

• A selected board of senior people with mission experience.

It would be essential that representatives of both groups oversee and advise on the courses of in-

stitutes not only in their own countries, but travel to other training providers.    

 Institutional capacity The EGT members demonstrate extreme ranges in institutional capacity. This is likely to become

more problematic in future, especially when CRT training is to gain momentum, with its corre-

sponding demand for more and better training facilities. 

A recommendation for the Member States is to explore the needs and capabilities of the training

providers in their countries, and to support them where necessary, or facilitate mutually beneficial

partnerships. 
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This might be especially relevant in cases where the training provider is not a state or para-statal

institution, such as in the UK, Italy and Austria.

EC funding and EIDHRFrom a pragmatic perspective, it is understandable that, once the Commission had decided to take

forward the initiative on civilian crisis management training, funding was sought and obtained

from the EIDHR. In theory, this instrument aims at supporting democratisation and human rights

in third countries and the EGT Project intends to train EU nationals and boost the EU’s own capacity

for crisis management. However, the simple truth is that no other budget line was available. It

could, and in fact has always been argued – on good grounds – that the final beneficiaries of the

Project would be third countries where human rights and democracy were under serious threat

and international intervention could contribute to their strengthening.

On the other hand, the current evaluation has not unearthed any evidence to suggest that this

(funding) link to democracy and human rights has led to added value for the Project or to verifiable

synergies between this specific instrument and general conflict prevention actions implemented

by the EC. As far as there has been synergy – as when people trained by EGT serve in EC-funded

conflict-related projects or programmes, which may very well have happened in certain cases –

this must have been incidental rather than systematic. There are, however, no data on the basis of

which firm conclusions can be drawn in this respect. 

What could have been done more was to use expertise – and experts – existing in the Commission

vested with thematic responsibility for overseeing human rights and democratisation to provide

inputs into the contents of courses, especially on the EU core policies in these areas. This could

have secured better links between the Project and other EC-funded actions. 

In case the EC would continue to manifest an interest in funding the training on civilian aspects of

crisis management, and irrespective of the future form and modalities of such training, it seems the

most appropriate instrument – as a matter of fact, in the eyes of some stakeholders, the instrument

which would par excellence be destined for such support – would be the future Stability Instru-

ment. Some EGT members declare to favour the less ‘political’ budget line for education and train-

ing, but that might be less realistic given the extremely high demand on such funds. It is, however,

not in the current evaluators’ competence to venture a clear recommendation on either of these

options.
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4. Conclusions and Recommendations
On the basis of the findings reported in Chapter 3 above, the evaluators arrive at the following con-

clusions and recommendations regarding Phases I – IV (2002-06) of the EC Project on Training for

Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management and its future:

Effectiveness and            

efficiency

• The Project has been largely successful in creating a pool of well-trained civilian experts in the 

functional areas of Rule of Law and Civilian Administration for deployment in EU and other cri-

sis management missions, as it has succeeded in developing and implementing Core and Spe-

cialisation Courses of good quality. It thus can be said to have effectively achieved its main 

goals. 

• The absence of a proper project document – specifying objectives, outcomes, indicators of 

success, ways of monitoring and evaluation, and risks – makes it difficult to be more precise 

with respect to the effectiveness of the Project. 

• In terms of efficiency, the Project may be said to have performed well, given the fact that it has 

been possible to conduct all courses planned and even some extra ones, without any budget-

ary consequences.

Design and relevance• It is recommended that a proper project document be developed in case there would be 

another project phase, to be used as a planning and monitoring tool.

• The absence of a field-based training needs assessment prior to the development of the 

Project has potentially diminished its relevance, as it has resulted in the courses offered being 

chosen and developed more on the basis what was possible from the training institutes’ point 

of view (‘supply driven’), rather than from what is in reality needed in the field (‘demand 

driven’). This effect has possibly been slightly mitigated by the presence, in many of the 

courses, of participants with considerable mission experience, as well as of non-EU nationals 

from conflict areas – although they were often not the most appropriate ones for such a role. 

• It is recommended that a thorough assessment of training needs on the ground be conducted 

with trips to field missions outside of the OSCE region and to the more ‘hostile environment’ 

areas. This assessment could also take into account the experiences of and the needs felt by 

EU Delegations in countries and regions that are recovering from conflict, prone to political 

violence or otherwise affected by serious crises.

Impact and relevance• An important achievement has been the establishment, and maintenance of a European net-

work of professional training institutes and organisations specialising in training for civilian 

crisis management, the further development and sharing of professional expertise, and the 

elaboration of standard curricula for the training courses in question.
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• The Project has made an invaluable contribution to raising awareness and generating political 

support in the EU and its Member States with regard to the importance of civil aspects of con-

flict prevention, crisis management and peacebuilding.

• A factor which has diminished the relevance as well as the positive impact of the Project is the 

absence of an institutional link to actual deployment in missions. 

Role and functioning

of the EGT 

• In the remaining year of Phase IV, the EGT should continue its efforts towards improving its 

relationship with the CivCom and Member State focal points, focusing on more effective for-

mal and informal, written and verbal, communication and seniority of representation. 

• Internal communication, especially with regard to financial matters, should be improved and 

full transparency be practiced.

• Relationships with other EU or non-EU organisations or institutions could be strengthened, 

with a view of improving the quality of training as well as the visibility of the Project and the 

dissemination of information about courses on offer (e.g. ISS, OSCE, EPLO). 

Content and format

of training

• The training format, consisting of a Core Course followed by one or more specialisation 

courses, should in principle continue, with the Core Course curriculum being adjusted and 

modified as already planned. It is recommended to modify the Core Course towards a ‘conflict 

awareness and sensitisation’ course together with the ‘hard skills’ needed in hostile mission 

environments, and to integrate more of the Do No Harm approach. Training on EU norms, pol-

icies and institutions, as well as on ESDP missions, is an area for further strengthening.

• The number and range of specialisation courses can be reduced considerably. More mission-

specific courses or (short) seminars should be organised instead, provided that there is a clear 

link between training and deployment. The latest trend towards ‘liaison & coordination’ as a 

focus for specialisation courses (Civil-Military, EU-UN) merits strengthening, if possible in com-

bination with substantive areas such as DDR or Human Rights (as piloted by Sant’Anna)

• Training methods should adhere more rigorously to adult learning principles and include lec-

tures only when absolutely essential. Use of break-out sessions, role plays, practical problem-

solving, simulation exercises and one-to-one interaction with trainers are all important. Conti-

nuity among trainers should be ensured. While it is not essential that the same trainer stays for 

the whole duration of a course, there should be a presence of a substantial (non-administra-

tive staff ) person throughout a course and overlap between trainers if one of them has to 

leave – to ensure coherence and connection between various subject matters. This would be 

ever so more important if personal assessments at the end of each course would be formally 

introduced.
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• For the further consolidation and credibility of the Project, it is essential that the impasse with 

regard to personal assessment is being broken and that a simple, workable yet credible sys-

tem of assessment is being developed, agreed by all stakeholders and put into practice. In 

order for these assessments to be credible, it is highly recommended that they are conducted 

by people with extensive field experience. In order to preserve confidentiality and overcome 

political sensitivities, it is suggested that the outcome of such a personal assessment be given 

only to the participant in question, and that any agency or organisation recruiting people for 

deployment may request this information and that it is up to the person in question to release 

it or not.

• The current system of course evaluations (by participants) can and should be considerably 

simplified, as should be the procedures for reporting on courses by the course organisers (to 

the Project coordinator, the other EGT members and the EU institutions).

[Vienna] As referred to above, with regard to both the issue of personal assessments and course evalu-

ation significant steps have been taken at the January 2006 EGT meeting.

Nomination and        

deployment 

• After initial problems with the nomination and selection of appropriate candidates, resulting 

in many wrong people attending the wrong courses, these procedures have been considera-

bly improved in later stages – yet there is scope for further tightening the application of 

agreed criteria for admission. 

• The main shortcoming of the Project lies not in its own functioning, but in the lack of an insti-

tutional link to actual deployment in missions – substantially diminishing its relevance and 

threatening the political support it requires. Few, if any, trainees have been recruited in mis-

sions after having passed through the training, and those that have been recruited were either 

already part of the relevant circuit or found their way in on the basis of their personal initiative 

and contacts.

• The links to Pillar II (Security and Foreign Policy), the CivCom and the Council Secretariat’s 

efforts towards developing an ESDP training programme need to be nourished and merit 

strengthening, both for closing the gap between training and field requirements and for 

increasing the likelihood of establishing, in due course, an institutional link between training 

and mission deployment. The joint development of the CRT concept, including training, may 

serve as an inspiring experience.

• A genuine pool of civilian crisis management experts should be created and a corresponding 

database be set up and properly maintained, if possible linking national databases to a unified 

one at European level.
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Gender and children’s

issues

• For many training institutes, gender issues were often experienced as problematic, either 

because of inappropriate handling by trainers or because of strong resistance from partici-

pants, or both. As far as gender is concerned, it is recommended to stay away from too ideo-

logical feminist perspectives, and not treat it as a stand-alone subject, but to make a serious 

effort to mainstream it into all other possible themes, and especially to integrate it in practical 

exercises, role plays, simulations and the like. 

• Children’s issues were adequately covered during training, mostly within the theme of human 

rights; where particularly salient, as in the specialisation courses on DDR and Re-integration of 

Ex-Combatants, Rule of Law, and Organising Civilian Administration, the subject is being dealt 

with more extensively than in other courses such as Press and Public Information – Media 

Development, or Democratisation and Good Governance.

Future institutional

options

• In terms of future developments, there are a number of options, some more conservative, 

other more radical. One would be to allow the EGT to expand and integrate new members 

(training institutes) according to interest expressed by Member States. Another would be to 

constitute a core group of experienced and proven training institutes which would have a rec-

ognised EU quality stamp and will exclusively provide EU training courses for civilian crisis 

management. A middle route is also possible, with a core group responsible for curriculum 

development, quality control, etc. and a second tier of training providers, which would work in 

close collaboration with and under the supervision of the core group. Finally, a completely 

open market situation might be contemplated, in which the EU/ESDP or the EC would put 

courses out for tender and current EGT members as well as others could apply for a service 

contract, either for a one-off or for a certain period and/or certain courses. Under this last pos-

sibility, the network created by the EGT and all its benefits would only survive as an historical 

legacy of the Project and not as a living and evolving mechanism; it would also put a much 

larger burden on the ‘clients’ (Member States, EU/ESDP, EC, Missions) to define training needs, 

strategies and programmes.

• Whatever its future shape, it is quite possible that the Project (and the EGT network) will not 

survive in its present form. In order to prepare for new realities, in which market forces and 

more open competition may well come to play a bigger role, EGT members with less institu-

tional capacity and not disposing of their own training facilities, should look to partner with 

more established institutions in their country. Member States are encouraged to promote 

such partnerships and provide support where necessary.

• It is worth looking into the possibility of asking Member States to pay a contribution towards 

the costs of their nationals participating in training courses. In addition to generating some 

extra funds, the main advantage of such a provision would be that nominations will be taken 

more seriously and that Member States will have a bigger stake in actually using the capacity 

in the development of which they have invested.
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Annex A: Terms of reference
Title: EC Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management:

 Phase I, Phase II, Phase III, Phase IV

Reference: EuropeAid/B7-703/2001/3002

EuropeAid/B7-701/2002/3030

EuropeAid/B7-701/2003/3047

EuropeAid/DDH/2005/99236

1. Outline of the evaluation

Established upon the initiative of the European Parliament in 1994, the main aim of the European

Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights (EIDHR) is to promote human rights, democracy and

conflict prevention in third countries by providing financial support for activities supporting these

goals.

The project to be evaluated has been receiving EIDHR funding for beginning 2002. The evaluation

will assess the effectiveness, impact and relevance of the project as regards the objective to

strengthen the EU capability in civilian crisis management, in particular in the domain of rule of law

and civilian administration, on the basis of focused training activities. With the development of a

common foreign and security policy (CFSP) and a new European security and defence policy

(ESDP), the EU is seeking to expand its capacity to take on crisis management tasks and to make

more civilian experts available for its own EU-led operations, as well as for field missions of other

organisations, such as the UN, OSCE, etc… 

2. Background

Since its inception, the European Community has been involved in conflict prevention and crisis

management.

Following the European Council meetings at Feira in June 2000 and Göteborg in June 2001the EU

undertook to develop additional capacities through the establishment of concrete personnel tar-

gets in four areas of civilian crisis management. The European Commission launched a Pilot Project

in October 2001 on “Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management” for the areas of rule of law

and civilian administration. Phase I included the establishment of an informal EU Group on Train-

ing - a network of EU-wide training bodies involved in training civilian personnel for crisis manage-

ment activities. During this phase were identified and drafted training modules. 
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The EU Group on Training presented its proposals to EU Member States at a conference hosted by

the Spanish Presidency in Madrid on 27-28 May 2002, where they found large support. 

During Phase II of the project, five Pilot Core (with a total of 129 participants) and ten Pilot Spe-

cialisation Courses (with a total of 163 participants) were implemented in nine EU Member States

between January 2003 and February 2004. On the basis of …[criteria, indicators?], the pilot courses

were assessed by an external evaluator as a good basis for further development. Proposals were

developed with regard to future training co-operation within the EU and with other international

organisations such as the UN. 

These proposals were welcomed by two EU conferences on training under the Italian presidency

in October 2003 and are subsequently part of a third phase of the project in 2004. 

In order to foster closer training co-operation in the EU and to enlarge the pool of well trained ci-

vilian experts available at short notice, around 370 participants were trained in Phase III in addi-

tion to the 292 participants trained in the second phase. All in all 15 courses (4 Core courses, 11

Specialization courses) were implemented between January 2004 and February 2005. Two further

pilot courses were held in the framework of two sub-projects: 1 ESDP Civil-Military Training Course

and 1 Joint EU-UN Training Course on Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration (DDR). In

addition a special workshop on the training for the reinforcement of the Rule of Law in the area of

criminal justice was organised by the Spanish Ministry for Foreign Affairs.

As already said, the EU Group on Training (EGT) comprises the partners in the EC project, EGT pro-

motes training cooperation, identifies joint approaches to civilian training and has developed the

following training modules:

• Core courses providing basic knowledge and skills on mission work

• Rule of Law

• Human Rights

• Democratisation and good governance

• Organising civilian administration

• Conflict transformation

• Press and public information – media development

• Mission administration and support

• EU-UN training cooperation

• ESDP training course
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These courses were conducted by the following training partners:

• Austrian Study Center for Peace and Conflict Resolution (ASPR) Austria

• Danish School of Public Administration, Denmark

• Escuela Diplomatica, Spain

• Abo Academy University, Finland

• Ecole Nationale d’Adiministration (ENA), France

• Centre for International Peace Operations (ZIF), Germany

• Scuola Superiore Sant’Anna Pisa, Italy

• Folke Bernadotte Academy, Sweden

• Peaceworkers UK, United Kingdom

• Development Cooperation Ireland - Department of Foreign Affairs,  Ireland

In addition, three project partners joined the EGT but did not implement courses: 

Netherlands Institute of International Relations Clingendael, The Hague; Ministry of Foreign

Affairs, Brussels ; Greek Ministry of Justice, Athens. 

The EC grant contract has been signed with the Austrian Study Center for Peace and Conflict 

Resolution (ASPR) acting as Co-ordinator on behalf the EGT under the following heading: 

EuropeAid/B7-703/2001/3002 Phase I (EC contribution 229.201€, duration 8 months),

EuropeAid/B7-701/2002/3030 Phase II (EC contribution 1.251.465 €, duration 15 months),

EuropeAid/B7-701/2003/3047 Phase III (EC contribution 1.350.000 €, duration 14months).

3. Phase IV: 

The EC project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management – Phase IV has been selected by

the end of 2004 under the targeted projects’ procedure and awarded a grant of 2,696,704 EUR un-

der the EIDHR budget line. The 2-years contract has been signed beg. 2005 with the Folke Berna-

dotte Academy (Sweden) acting as Co-ordinator on behalf the EGT and will end in December 2006.

As in the first three phases, Phase IV will contribute to the European Union’s ability to meet its ob-

jectives concerning the deployment of well-trained civilian experts for crisis management mis-

sions. Based on the modules and courses developed in Phases I, II and III Core Courses and

Specialisation Courses  will be organised in 2005. Based on the lessons learned and evaluation of

the ESDP pilot course, a specialization course will be implemented in the field of Civilian-Military

Coordination. Another focus will be the EU-UN co-operation in the field of training on the basis of

the results of the pilot training course for such operations, developed and implemented in

phase III. 
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Special attention will be given to the effort of incorporating new Member State partners, according

to their expressed wishes as organisers and co-organisers of training-projects already existing

within the EGT. The Folke Bernadotte Academy (FBA) as co-ordinator of the EGT, will also remain

flexible for addressing new priorities identified by the Commission.

The Programme of courses for 2006 must still be determined. It should be adjusted and fit in with

new priorities and recent developments occurred in the field of ESDP such as Civil-Military issues,

CRT/APT, DDR-SSR, preparedness for multifunctional missions, LRRD, post conflict reconstruction,

mission planning and set up. The main objective of the EC is to redesign part of the programme in

order to accommodate the changing context of EU civilian crisis management including the ESDP

Training Programme, the Civilian Headline Goal 2008 process, the increasing focus on integrated

missions in non-benign environments and the strengthening of civil-military co-ordination at EU

level.   

A request for continuation of the Project received by the Commission emphasises the importance

of evaluating the activities of the project. This evaluation will assess the direct and indirect rele-

vance, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability of this on-going project, and shall pro-

vide guidance for a decision from the EC regarding the continuation of funding.
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Table 1

Overview of project phases

Phase Focus of activities period Funding

I Establishment EGT 

identification of phas-

es

drafting training mod-

ules

October 2001 – May

2002

€ 229.201

II Pilot courses (5 core;

10 specialization

External evaluation of

pilots (positive)

Proposal for phase III

November 2002 –

February 2004

€ 1.251.465

III Enlarge pool of civil-

ian experts: 4 core, 11

specialization courses

Contribute to co-ordi-

nated training policy

in ESDP + 1 Course on

ESDP

EU-UN joint training,

identification of com-

mon standards and

requirements + 1 EU-

UN Course on DDR

January  2004 – Febru-

ary 2005

€ 1.350.000
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3. Issues to be studied

Overall evaluation question:

• To what extent did the project contribute to the consolidation of expertise in the area of civil-

ian crisis management? How relevant were the activities, what are the main outcomes?  How 

did the project impact on the overall EU capacity to conduct (civilian) peace-building activi-

ties? 

• If the EC is to continue to engage in the area of training for civilian crisis management, and 

taken into account the rapidly evolving institutional context in the domain of CFSP/ESDP, 

what would this imply in terms of reorienting the objectives, design and contents of the pro-

gramme?

• Gender as a cross-cutting issue to be considered under all components of this evaluation

• Children as a cross-cutting issue to be considered under all relevant components of this evalu-

ation.  

Relevance and Design 

Verify the relevance of the project’s activities to meet EU objectives and priority fields as set out in

the Madrid Report and assess the design of the courses. In particular the evaluators should focus

on:

• To what extent were the training activities relevant for implementing the Feira/Göteborg 

objectives, including for enhancing EU capacity for civilian crisis management?

• Have the activities been designed in a way to obtain measurable results in the priority fields as 

set out in the Madrid Report (a) to establish a sustainable EU-wide training system based on 

common training standards (b) to test different types of training courses with regard to their 

applicability to possible future EU-led missions (c) to set up a pool of EU experts to be 

deployed at short notice in crisis management missions?

IV. Enlarge pool of civil-

ian experts

Contribute to co-ordi-

nated ESDP training

policy

Promote EU-UN co-

operation

Develop EU-AU part-

nership

January 2005 – De-

cember 2006

€ 2.696.704
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• The quality of the design of the programme of courses

• The level, quality and policy flexibility of the EU training partners in the formulation of the 

courses 

• Have the activities brought added value to the work of the European training partners?

• Assess the relevance of the project activities with regard to the overall EU objective and policy 

on gender equality. Did the project design effectively mainstream gender issues? 

Examples of Aspects to be looked at: 

Was gender mainstreaming included in the objectives and activities of the project? What 

arrangements have been made 

• to ensure an equal/balanced participation of men and women in the project formulation 

and implementation? 

• to ensure gender equality principal in the recruitment of trainees as well of trainers,

• to ensure that men and women equally benefit of the activities implemented?

• to ensure that courses are gender sensitive, 

• to ensure that the courses include relevant gender issues to be looked at in crisis man-

agement situations and peace building activities.

• Assess the relevance of project activities with regard to the overall EU commitments on chil-

dren’s rights. Did the project effectively mainstream children rights?

Issues should be looked at include: 

Is the project in line with and does it contribute to the achievement of EU commitments, 

including EU guidelines on children in armed conflicts? 

What arrangements have been made to ensure that the courses include relevant children’s 

rights issues to be looked at in crisis management situations and peace building activities?

Efficiency 

Assess the extent to which resources were utilised efficiently, in particular: 

• The quality of project management, reporting, financial management, personnel manage-

ment, procurement, monitoring and evaluation systems 

• The degree to which actual activities are consistent with the financing agreement in terms of 

both the content and timeliness 
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• The adequacy of resources (financial, human and capital) provided for the project, with  par-

ticular regard to the quantity and level of human resources provided, and representativeness 

in terms of reflecting the diversity of the populations served?

• The extent to which project expenditures are justified by the benefits 

Effectiveness 

Assess the effectiveness of the project in realizing its objectives. 

• To which degree and in which way have the objectives (elaboration of common training mo- 

dules and well-trained experts to be deployed at short term in crisis management missions) 

been directly or indirectly achieved in the view of the evaluators? 

• Which have been important factors in achievement or non-achievement of the objectives?

• If (or if no) arrangements were made with regard to gender, what were the consequences on 

the overall quality of activities undertaken? 

• Are the training partners effectively monitoring and evaluating (M&E) the implementation of 

the project at objective and output level? Including the use of sex-disaggregated indicators 

and age-disaggregated indicators?

• Which are the results from the M&E process :

• Assessment of the skills of the participants made by the training institutes (expectations; 

usefulness for their work; knowledge, insights, skills)

• Feedback from the participants (expectations; usefulness for their work, knowledge, 

insights, skills)

• Link with recruitment. Mechanisms to monitor whether the participants (Including sex-

disaggregated data) were deployed in missions? In EU missions? UN, OSCE missions?

• Are the results of the M&E process fed back into a process of review and adaptation of 

the project (both at objective and output level); to what extent were the training insti-

tutes capable to adapt to the results of M&E

• What kind of follow-up services are provided to former trainees and to agencies who deploy 

trainees?
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Impact 

The evaluators are expected to review the following:

• What  are the positive and negative, direct and indirect primary and secondary long-term 

effects resulting from the project on the overall goal, strengthening of the EU civilian peace-

keeping and peace-building capacities?

• More specifically, has the achievement of the project objectives contributed of to the main 

objectives of the European Council meetings at Feira in June 2000 and Göteborg in June 2001 

aiming at developing additional EU capacities in four areas of civilian crisis management? If so, 

to what extent?

• If experts were deployed in missions, following the training activities, to what extent did the 

project have a positive impact on the performance of personnel deployed in missions? 

(including their ability to tackle gender issues and children’s rights issues, and other “diversity” 

issues in the course of peace-keeping operations?)

• Taken into account the developments in the domain of civilian crisis management since 2000/

2001, including a strengthened role of the Council and Member States in determining the 

strategy, objectives and training requirements for CFSP/ESDP to what extent has the project 

consolidated the Commission’s position and experience and its impact on policy develop-

ment?

• Did the project contribute to the recognition of special role of women in conflict resolution/

peace-building, as well as the recognition of the special vulnerability in conflict situations? 

Sustainability 

In this regard, factors that contribute to the sustainability of the benefits derived from the pro-

gramme should be reviewed. In particular, the evaluators should focus on:

• The extent to which the programme can be replicated, taken into account the rapidly evolving 

CFSP/ESDP institutional framework?

• Without the support of the EU Budget, what kind of consequences for the sustainability of the 

Project? 
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Institutional Assessment 

Assessment of the programme’s institutional arrangements. The evaluators should review the fol-

lowing:

• The communication system, including with Member States as regards selection of trainees for 

the courses, subsequent missions and trainees’ performance in courses and possible missions 

• The effectiveness of decision making system amongst EU partners, including co-ordination  

within and between EU Institutions 

• Transparency and accountability within the project’s management structure.

Visibility

Analysis of whether the partners/beneficiaries involved in the project were aware of the role of the

European institutions involved.

• Were the beneficiaries aware of the role of the European Union in the project?

• Which methods/mechanisms were used to make beneficiaries aware of the EU role?

Additional question

Was the EIDHR the appropriate instrument for this kind of intervention? What was the added-value

compared to other instruments? What kind of lessons can be drawn for the EC in terms of synergy

between human rights & democratisation instrument and general conflict prevention actions im-

plemented by the EC?  

Recommendations on orientation and design of Training Programmes in the domain of civilian cri-

sis management, to be possibly financed by the EC beyond 2006.

4. Methodology 

The main reference documents will be the project proposals, the contracts, the activity reports, the

Madrid Report May 2002, the Rome Reports October 2003, the Evaluation Report written in August

2003 by Ms Annette Legutke, CORE and the Evaluation Report written by Annika Hansen  by the

end of 2004. The EuropeAid Task Manager of this project will be available to discuss and provide

further documentation on the projects before the mission takes place.
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The evaluation techniques and research methods will be:

• Study of documents/ materials of the EC Project on Training

• Discussion with the relevant Project manager (EC) before the mission takes place

• Interviews with teaching staff and external trainers employed by the EU Training partners in 

order to have their assessment of the quality of the courses

• Telephone Interviews with EGT members and EU experts on the basis of:

• a standard list of questions

• a limited number of open questions

• Interviews with representatives of relevant EU services/units (DG RELEX, AIDCO, Council ) 

Review of questionnaires submitted to participants in the project’s courses.

• No less than 20 telephone interviews with current or former participants in the project’s 

courses (selected from lists submitted by training partners) on the basis of:

• a standard list of questions

• a limited number of open questions. 

• (Telephone) interviews with/ questionnaires to agencies who plan to deploy/ have deployed 

personnel trained by the program (if available).

• (Telephone) interviews (if available) with trainees who are presently “on the job” or have been 

recently

• study of ESDP related documents (ESDP Training Programme, Civilian Headline Goal 2008)

The mission will present and discuss its major findings and recommendations to the EC Project on

Training Co-ordinator and EGT.

5. Expertise

The evaluation will require 2 international experts with the following profiles:  

Taken together they should have:

• knowledge about the various aspects of crisis management issues, civilian peacekeeping and 

peace-building capacities 

• coupled with evaluation experience and training knowledge. 

• good experience with or insight in the operations of the European Union as well as of CFSP/

ESDP and the Community’s role in civilian crisis management.

• Awareness, knowledge and experience of Gender issues
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6. Workplan and timeschedule

a) Workplan

Number of days 

Phase/ activity Expert 1, team 

leader

 

Expert 2

Inception and preparation: study of documents,

preparation of mission, interviews with EC Project

Manager. briefing in Brussels, review of the TOR.  

4 4

Mission 1, Visit to Austria: 

interviews with ASPR staff

study course material (pedagogical plan, teaching

materials, teacher instructions, participants’ evalua-

tions, evaluation reports)

4 4

Development of list of questions for training partners

and telephone interviews with representatives of

training partners

5 4

Development of questions and telephone interviews

with no less than 20 participants

5 4

Mission 2, Brussels: interviews with relevant EU insti-

tutions, RELEX, AIDCO, Council 

2 2

Development of questions and telephone interviews

with no less than four agencies who (plan to) deploy

personnel trained in the program

3 2
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b) Time schedule

Deadline for draft:  2 months after approval ToR

Deadline for final report : 3 months after approval ToR

c) Communication

Reports (draft and final) to be submitted by human european consultancy to:

• Malin Stawe, Head of Sector Human Rights & Democracy EuropeAid 04

• Anabelle Hagon, EuropeAid 04

Mission 3, Visit to FBA (Sweden) current Co-Ordina-

tor: 

interviews with FBA staff

study course material (pedagogical plan, teaching

materials, teacher instructions, participants’ evalua-

tions, evaluation reports)

2 2

Draft final report:  final report writing, editing and in-

cluding comments and de-briefing

8 5

Total 33 27
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Annex B: Interview questionnaires
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARTICIPANTS

[ Guidelines for semi-structured telephone interviews ]

Name:  …………………….................................

Course(s) attended: ……………………………

Date of interview:  ….. .......................................

I Background and Motivation

• Motivation: why did you choose to participate in training (opportunity to be deployed into a 

field mission, skills needed in the current line of work, curiosity, other)

• Previous experience with international development, crisis management, field missions?

• Nomination procedure – how did you find out about the course? Who nominated you?

• Selection/selection criteria – do you know by whom and why you were chosen?

• Personal investment – did you have to give anything up in order to go on this course (work, 

holiday, etc.)?

• With hindsight, would you have done the course if the clocks were turned back?

II Content of Training

• Best and worst subjects/experiences?

• How useful was the training?

• And how interesting?

• What was the approach to training and did it work? If not, why not?

• Focus and range of subjects in training: too broad, too narrow, coherent combination, appro-

priate mix of conceptual and practical, etc.?

 III Overall Format of Training

How do you, from your perspective as a trainee, assess the overall format or structure of the train-

ing as designed and implemented by the Project, in terms of:

• Division in core and specialization courses?

• Choice of specialization courses?

• Separation between pre-mission training (core + specialization) and mission-specific brief-

ings/trainings?
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IV Deployment and Use of Acquired Skills

• Did you go into a mission?

• If yes, how did you get the assignment: were you approached by your government, interna-

tional organisation etc., or you made active efforts yourself to apply for advertised positions?

• If you were deployed, how useful were the skills you’ve learnt? What should be modified in the 

light of your current experience?

• If you are not deployed, do you feel it is still possible? Would you still want to do it?

• If you have not been deployed on any mission, how frustrated do you feel? 

• Were the skills you’ve learnt useful in your current job or in your professional life in your coun-

try more generally? 

• Did you keep in touch with other participants/trainers/organisers after the training? If yes, was 

this out of personal reasons or did you hope to get into a mission?

V Organisational Issues

• The mix of participants was quite diverse: was this a strength or a weakness? Was it the right 

mix of people? Should participants have been streamed according to their experience and 

fields of expertise?

• Should there have been more differentiation in terms of age and background?

• Did you have participants from outside of the EU? If so, how useful was it?

• Have you got any comments on the training environment?

VI Common European Standards and Identity

• How, in your view, did this training contribute to the emergence of the common EU identity 

and common standards in crisis response?

• If you were trained outside of your home country, how easy/difficult it was to fit in?

• What do you know about the role of the European Commission in this training project? How 

did you learn about it? 

• What are your views on the EU policy towards civilian crisis management – did you learn 

about it during the training or does it form general knowledge?

• Has the ESDP (European Security and Defence Policy) been discussed and in relation to what? 
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VII How did the project advance the rights of women and children?

• What did you expect (if anything) from training on gender issues and were your expectations 

fulfilled?

• Did the course address the role of women in peace-making/ conflict resolution?

• Did it address the problem of gender issues becoming a source of conflict in society?

• Was the difference in how conflicts and wars affect men and women covered? Were there spe-

cific women’s issues identified and how useful were these specific aspects of conflict situa-

tions?

• How do you understand gender mainstreaming? 

• Did the courses address the standards of personal and collective behaviour in missions? Were 

participants encouraged to discuss examples of difficult situations in respect to women which 

can be encountered in missions?

• Were the rights of children covered and if so, how?

Any other subjects you want to raise or comments you want to make:
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR EGT MEMBERS AND EU EXPERTS 

[ Guidelines for semi-structured interviews ]

Name of institution / expert:  ………………..............................

Course(s) organized or involved in: ………………….......

Date of interview: …......................................................................................

I Selection of Institution

How was your institution originally selected to participate in the EGT project? Was there any com-

petition nationally or were you assigned this role as a sole national contractor? By whom?

II Added Value of EGT Project

What has been so far the added value of the Project:

• For civilian crisis management capacity within the EU?

• For your Institution?

• Do you feel that the Project met its objectives? In what way?  

• Most positive and most negative aspects of the Project?

• What have you, as a member Institution, learnt from it?

III Overall Format of Training

How do you assess the overall format or structure of the training as designed and implemented so

far by the Project, in terms of:

• Division in core and specialization courses?

• Choice of specialization courses?

• Separation between pre-mission training (core + specialization) and mission-specific brief-

ings/trainings?
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IV Training Institutions’ Views on the Participants

• Choice and selection mechanism – have the right people been nominated and selected for 

training?

• Who has done the selection? What criteria were applied?

• Should this be improved and how can this be done?

• Should there be a procedure for individual assessments to satisfy criteria for deployment and 

elaborate common standards (quality control)? How? Suggestions?

V Link with Deployment

• How well did it function?

• Do EGT members see it as their role to influence follow-up on the training/ deployment proc-

ess?

• Was there a consistent effort to maintain contact with the participants to keep together a pool 

of trained experts?

VI Monitoring and Evaluation

• How did you institution monitor progress internally and what were your indicators of success?  

Do you have any data on: which participants in your training were finally deployed, where, for 

how long, how successful they were?

• Do you /the coordinating institution/the agency deploying your trainees have facilities to 

gather these data? If these data are collected, who is reviewing these data and drawing con-

clusions?

• How useful were the findings and recommendations of the external evaluators and how were 

their recommendations followed up? 

VII Development of Common European Standards

How has the Project contributed to the development of common EU standards for training in civil-

ian crisis management in terms of:

• Overall content?

• Curriculum?

• Assessment of qualifications for work in missions?
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VIII The Working of EGT as a group

• How well did the EGT group function?

• Were you satisfied with how decisions were made?

• Was there a way of dealing with unsatisfactory performance of a member institution – how 

did the peer review process function?

• Transparency?

• Communication issues?

• Were you satisfied with your relationship with the EC officials and other EU experts?

IX Gender Issues and Rights of Children

• How did the Project address gender issues? Was this adequate for the participants’ needs? 

And for the overall objectives of the Project?

• How did the gender mainstreaming work?

• Were children’s rights promoted and if so, how?

X Future of EGT

• How do you as an EGT member view the future of the Project?

• What would you recommend in terms of improvements?

Any other subjects you want to raise or comments you want to make:
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Annex C: List of people interviewed
[T] = by telephone

Brussels – EU Institutions and Member States

• Ms. Anne-Cecilie ADSERBALLE, Civilian Crisis Management, DGE IX, General Secretariat, Coun-

cil of the European Union

• Mr. Philipp AGATHONOS, Second Secretary (Civilian Crisis Management), Permanent Repre-

sentation of Austria to the European Union

• Mr. Frank ARNAUTS, ESDP Counsellor, European Security Directorate, Belgian Ministry of For-

eign Affairs (Belgian ‘focal point’)

• Ms. Miriam BREWKA, Project Officer, Conflict Prevention, Crisis Management and ACP Political 

Issues Unit, DG Relex, European Commission

• Mr. Patrick DUPONT, Project Officer, Conflict Prevention, Crisis Management and ACP Political 

Issues Unit, DG Relex, European Commission

• Ms. Karin FOGG, Human Rights and Democratisation Unit, DG Relex, European Commission

• Ms. Annabelle HAGON, Task Manager, Democracy, Human Rights and Thematic Support, Euro-

peAid Cooperation Office, European Commission

• Peter HEDLING, Administrator, DGE IX, General Secretariat, Council of the European Union

• Mr. Benedict MANN, Second Secretary (Defence), United Kingdom Permanent Representation 

to the European Union

• Mr. Hans-Bernhard WEISSERTH, Defence Aspects, DGE VIII, General Secretariat, Council of the 

European Union

• Mr. José ZARZOSO FARINOS, Deputy Head, Human Rights and Democratisation Unit, DG Relex, 

European Commission

Vienna – Stadtschlaining

• Ms. Ursula GAMAUF, Coordinator EU Training Project, Austrian Study Center for Peace and 

Conflict Resolution (ASPR), Stadtschlaining

• Ms. Agnes NEUDECK, Desk Officer Civilian Crisis Management, Austrian Federal Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs (Austrian ‘focal point’)

• Mr. Arno TRUGER, Director, Austrian Study Center for Peace and Conflict Resolution (ASPR), 

Stadtschlaining (Director of EGT Project, 2002-04)
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Stockholm – Sandö

• Mr. Martin ÄNGEBY, Programme Officer, Democracy-Building and Conflict Management, Inter-

national IDEA, Stockholm

• Ms. Anneli ERIKSSON, Project Officer, Folke Bernadotte Academy, Sandö

• Ms. Judith LARGE, Senior Advisor, Democracy-Building and Conflict Management, Interna-

tional IDEA, Stockholm

• Ms. Annika ÖBERG, Project Officer, Folke Bernadotte Academy, Stockholm

• Mr. Czsaba SANDBERG, Nominations and Course Participation, EU Training Project, Folke Ber-

nadotte Academy, Stockholm [T]

• Ms. Sandra VUKOTIC, Training and Project Officer, Folke Bernadotte Academy, Stockholm

• Mr. Erik WENNERSTRÖM, Director for International Relations, Ministry of Justice, Stockholm 

(Director of EGT Project, 2005-06 and Swedish ‘focal point’)

Other trainers and course organisers

• Mr. Eric CHEVALLIER, National Coordinator for Post-Tsunami Activities, Paris (Director of ENA-

EGT courses and trainer in other courses) [T]

• Prof. Andrea DE GUTTRY, Deputy Rector of the Scuola Superiore Sant’Anna, Pisa, Italy (Director 

of Sant’Anna-EGT courses) [T]

• Dr. Diana FRANCIS, Trainer, Bath (involved in Peaceworkers courses) [T]

• Dr. Clem McCARTNEY, Trainer, Northern Ireland (main trainer in Irish Conflict Transformation 

Course) [T]

• Mr. Markus POSTERT, Head of Training, ZIF, Berlin [T]

• Ms. Irma SPECHT, Trainer, Netherlands (main trainer in UK course on Re-integration of Ex-Com-

batants)

• Mr. Tim WALLIS, Director, Peaceworkers UK, London

Others

• Capt. Bart van GAMEREN, Deputy-Director Security and Conflict Programme, Clingendael 

Institute for International Relations, The Hague [T]

• Ms. Hester JONKMAN, Security Officer, Security Policy Department, Netherlands Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs, The Hague (Netherlands ‘focal point’)

• Ms. Lauren WAIT, Foreign & Commonwealth Office, London (British ‘focal point’)



81
Course Participants

• Mr. Andrew BELL (United Kingdom) [T]                                                                                                                     

- EU-UN on Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration, Italy 2005

• Mr. Jerome BIBEYRAN (France) [T]                                                                                                                               

- Core Course, Italy,                                                                                                                                                             

- Human Rights, UK 2005

• Mr. Michael BOYLE (United Kingdom) [T]                                                                                                                 

- Core Course, UK, 2004                                                                                                                                                     

- Conflict Transformation, Ireland 2004

• Mr. John CLAYTON (United Kingom)                                                                                                                          

- Conflict Transformation, Austria 2004

• Mr. João DE MIRANDA PONTES PEREIRA (Portugal) [T]                                                                                      

- Democratisation and Good Governance, France 2004                                                                                      

- Conflict Transformation, Austria 2005

• Mr. Hans FRITZHEIMER (Sweden) [T]                                                                                                                           

- Civil-Military Coordination (ESDP), Sweden 2005

• Mr. Hans-Karl GERERSDORFER (Austria) [T]                                                                                                             

- Conflict Transformation, UK 2004

• Mr. Michael GRABNER (Austria) [T]                                                                                                                               

- EU-UN on Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration, Italy 2005

• Mr. John HECK (Netherlands)                                                                                                                                                 

- Democratisation and Good Governance, France 2003

• Mr. Stuart KEFFORD (United Kingdom)                                                                                                                      

- Reintegration of Ex-Combatants, UK 2005

• Ms. Jette KJERTUM (Denmark) [T]                                                                                                                                  

- Democratisation and Good Governance, France 2005                                                                                     

- Conflict Transformation, Austria 2005

• Ms. Maria KOIDU (Estonia) [T]                                                                                                                                        

- Core Course, UK 2005                                                                                                                                                      

- Organising Civilian Administration, France 2005

• Ms. Sandra LANGENBACH (Germany)                                                                                                                        

- Reintegration of Ex-Combatants, UK 2005
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• Ms. Johanna LINDEN (Sweden)                                                                                                                                     

- Rule of Law, Finland 2004                                                                                                                                              

- Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration, Germany 2005                                                            

- Reintegration of Ex-Combatants, UK 2005

• Ms. Monica MARTINEZ FERNANDEZ (Spain) [T]                                                                                                     

- Core Course, Hungary 2005

• Ms. Magdalena MIKSOVA (Czech Republic) [T]                                                                                                       

- Conflict Transformation, Austria 2004

• Mr. Hamish NIXON (United Kingdom) [T]                                                                                                                 

- Core Course, Austria 2005

• Mr. Dan PETERSEN (Sweden) [T]                                                                                                                                    

- Core Course,                                                                                                                                                                         

- Reintegration of Ex-Combatants, UK 2005

• Mr. Pekka REINIKAINEN (Finland) [T]                                                                                                                           

- Press and Public Information – Media Development, Austria 2005

• Ms. Leena SCHMIDT (Finland) [T]                                                                                                                                 

- Core Course, Italy 2004                                                                                                                                                    

- Mission Administration & Support, Germany 2004

• Ms. Tanja SCHUEMER (Germany) [T]                                                                                                                                     

- Conflict Transformation, UK 2005

• Ms. Andrea STAERITZ (Germany) [T]                                                                                                                            

- Core Course, Germany 2003                                                                                                                                       

- Press and Public Information – Media Development, Austria 2005

• Mr. Michail TSILOGLOU (Greece) [T]                                                                                                                            

- Organising Civilian Administration, France 2005

• Mr. Christian WARTA (Austria)                                                                                                                                        

- Disarmament, Demobilisation and Reintegration, Germany 2005                                                            

- Reintegration of Ex-Combatants, UK 2005
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Annex D: Documents consulted
EGT Project 

Report for the Conference on the EC Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Civilian Crisis Manage-

ment. Madrid, Spain, 27–28 May 2002 [including Appendices 1 - 6]

Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management: The Role of the European Union. “The International

Conference on Training”. 21–22 October 2003. Vila Piccolomini, Roma. Final Report.

European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights, Final Narrative Report [Training for Civilian

Aspects of Crisis Management: Development of Modules for Training Civilian Personnel for Inter-

national Peace Missions, 1 January 2002 – 30 November 2002].

European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights, Final Narrative Report [Training for Civilian

Aspects of Crisis Management: Second Phase, 20 November 2002 – 19 February 2004].

European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights, Final Narrative Report [Training for Civilian

Aspects of Crisis Management: Phase III, 1 January 2004 – 28 February 2005].

  

European Communities, Training Civilian Experts for International Peace Missions. EC Project on

Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management [2003, from EU Website: http://europa.eu.int/doc-

uments]

Summary on the courses offered during Phase IV (2005) of the European Community Project on

Training For Civilian Aspects Of Crisis Management.

Summary Reports and/or Evaluations of the following courses held in 2005:

• Core Course (Scuola Superiore Sant’Anna – Italy, 11 – 22 April)

• Human Rights (Scuola Superiore Sant’Anna – Italy, 18 – 27 May)

• Core Course (Peaceworkers UK – United Kingdom, 23 May – 11 June)

• Rule of Law (Centro de Estudios Jurídicos – Spain, 17-26 June)

• Rule of Law (Zentrum für Internationale Friedenseinsätze – Germany, 28 May-10 June)

• Core Course (International Training Centre, Ministry of the Interior – Hungary, 30 May – 11 

June)

• Democratisation and Good Governance (École Nationale d’Administration – France, 6-17 June)

• Organizing Civilian Administration (École Nationale d’Administration – France, 3-14 October)



84
Folke Bernadotte Academy, Interim Narrative Report – 2005.

Folke Bernadotte Academy, Budget Phase IV and Interim Financial Report. 

Folke Bernadotte Academy, Draft Concept for a Civilian Response Team Induction Training Course.

Folke Bernadotte Academy, Proposal fro an assessment Mechanism to be applied during Phase IV of

the EC Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management.

Folke Bernadotte Academy, The Future of EGT – Options for 2006 and Beyond.

European Community Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management: Phase III, Final

Report of the Working Seminar, 3-4 November 2004, Vienna, Austria + Appendices to the Report.

European Community Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management: Phase IV,

Project Budget, 12 months and Interim Financial Report, Jan-Oct 2005.

  

European Community Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management: Phase IV, Draft

Concept for a Civilian Response Team Induction Training Course.

European Community Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management: Phase IV, Draft

Proposal for a Civilian Response Team Training Course.

EC Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management, EU Group on Training, Interim

Narrative Report – 2005.

EC Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management, EU Core Course 2006 – Evaluation

Questionnaire. Draft.

EC Project on Training for Civilian Aspects of Crisis Management, Draft Revision of Core Course Cur-

riculum (Version 13/10/2005 – revised by ZIF)

Overview of Training Courses 2006 (from EGT Website: www.eutraininggroup.net)

Letters from FBA announcing courses 2005 and 2006 and requesting nominations
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Prof. Andrea de Guttry, Developing the EU-UN Cooperation in the Field of Training for Civilian Crisis

Management: Draft Proposal for a Joint EU-UN Training Course on Human Rights. Second Draft. Jan-

uary 9, 2006.

ESDP

Council of the European Union, Draft EU Training Concept in ESDP. Brussels, 12 July 2004. Doc. 8474/

6/04.

Council of the European Union, Draft EU Training Programme in ESDP. Brussels, 9 December 2004.

Doc. 15959/04.

Council of the European Union, Draft Final Training Report (FTR) of Training in ESDP. Brussels, 5 April

2005. Doc. 7770/05.

Council of the European Union, Implementation of the EU Training Concept in ESDP – Draft Analysis

of Training Requirements in the Field of ESDP. Brussels, 14 April 2005. Doc. 7774/2/05.

Council of the European Union, State of Play and Future Challenges for Training in Civilian Crisis Man-

agement. Brussels, 29 September 2005. Doc. 12766/05.

Council of the European Union, CRT Training Course Concept. Brussels, 9 January 2006. Doc. 15740/

2/05.

Survey of Heads of Mission re. Training Requirements.

Other

DG Relex/B, Draft Consultation Paper: Thematic Programme for the Promotion of Democracy and Hu-

man Rights Worldwide
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Annex E: EGT Course organizers and course   
organized (2003-2006)
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AUS = Austrian Study Center for Peace and Conflict Resolution; Stadtschlaining;

DEN = Danish Emergency Management Agency Staff College, Snekkersten;

FIN = Crisis Management Centre, Kuopio;

FRA = Ecole Nationale d’Administration, Paris;

GER = Zentrum fur Internationalen Friedenseinsätze, Berlin;

GBR = Peaceworkers-UK, London;

HUN = International Training Center, Min. of Interior, Budapest;

IRE = Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Dublin;

ITA = Scuola Superriore di Studi Universitari e die Perfezionamento Sant’ Anna, Pisa;

SPA = Centro de Estudios Juridicos, Madrid;

SWE = Folke Bernadotte Academcy, Sandö, Stockholm




