
178

 

Maciej Stepka 

 

 

EU-UN Coordination in Peace Operations in Africa. The Case of Democratic 

Republic of Congo1 

Introduction 

Since 2003 the European Union (EU) and the United Nations (UN) have been trying to 

develop operational cooperation in the field of conflict management. The basic 

assumption of the partnership was to link legal and institutional capacity of the United 

Nations, with military operational capabilities of the European Union in order to 

effectively contribute to global peacekeeping. This however turned out to be a 

challenging task, which put a strain on both organizations. Since the beginning of the 

EU-UN cooperation many studies has been focusing on the legal and institutional 

analysis of the EU and UN peacekeeping units, their institutional-political discourse, 

practices and inter-operability (Brosig 2014). Not much attention has been devoted to 

in-depth critical analysis of EU-UN cooperation already conducted under the framework. 

That is why this article focuses not only on the institutional overview of the cooperation, 

but also reflects upon operational ability of both organizations to coordinate its efforts 

in the field and cooperate on a larger scale. The article analysis the case of three 

missions: EUFOR DRC and MONUC and Artemis and evaluates their performance and 

tasks carried out under the framework of EU-UN strategic conflict management. 

 

Institutionalization of the EU-UN cooperation in crisis management  

   

The institutionalization of EU-UN cooperation in crisis management started in 2001 and 

1 EU-UN 
Coordination in sub-
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2003, with establishment of systematic meetings between high-level officials and 

departments responsible for civilian and military crisis management (Woollard 2011).

involving EU ministers, UN Secretary General, EU High Representative and European 

Commission (Major 2008:6). The idea was to establish series regular meetings at every 

significant political and institutional level relevant to the political planning process in 

order to eliminate duplication of efforts and resources in specific areas of international 

intervention (Laatikainen and Smith 2006).

The official institutionalization process started in 2003 with the announcement of 

. The document affirmed that 

the 

, however the EU being a co-signatory of the declaration 

recognized itself as a part of the operational framework. The declaration called for 

establishment of joint EU-UN working teams in order to coordinate and align joint 

efforts in regards to mission planning, training, communication, and best practices 

(Major 2008). The EU-UN commitments were seconded in the European Security 

Strategy and further UN and EU joint communications, where the EU recognized and 

an (European Security Strategy 

2013).

The institutional and operational rapprochement did not go without problems. The UN 

officials expressed their worries concerning rather limited involvement of the EU 

Member States in the UN-led peace efforts (Schmidt and Zyla 2011). The diplomats had 

concerns of the UN was that the EU would be more of a financial partner, than the 

operational one. It should be noted that in the early 2000s, the EU involvement in UN 

led operations was indeed small, amounting to 11% of the overall deployed personnel 

(UNDPKO 2015). The financial contribution, however, was far more significant. The EU 

member states covered approx. 40% of the operational budget and the top contributors 

Initially, the EU and UN agreed on a political 'platform for intensified cooperation' 

Joint 

declaration on EU-UN cooperation in crisis management 

primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security rests 

with the UN Security Council 

underlined its "role in strengthening the UN and equipping it to fulfil its responsibilities 

d to act effectively in the field of peace operations" 

serious reservations regarding the EU ability to reach consensus actually put "boots on 

the ground" where it is needed, in timely and effective manner. One of the biggest 
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are: Germany, the United Kingdom, France, and Spain (Ibidem). The UN wanted 

assurances t -

(Newman and Richmond 2006). Soon enough, these assurances 

were about to be tested with one of the most complex and prolonged conflicts in Africa 

 the Democratic Republic of Congo crisis. 

Practical Dimension of the Cooperation: military interventions in the 

Democratic Republic of Congo  

The EU and UN have always been considerably involved in the Congolese peace process 

(Major 2008). The UN has been present in the region since 1961, attempting to, either 

militarily or politically, influence the peace process and stabilize the political situation 

(Gegout 2009). The Union has begun its involvement in the early 2000s, providing its 

support to the transition process through civilian and political missions: EU security 

sector reform mission in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (EUSEC RD Congo), 

police mission (EUPOL RD CONGO) and the EU Special Representative to the Great 

Lakes Region (Gowan 2011). In the light of common involvement, Congo was a perfect 

spot for testing the coordination and cooperation capabilities of the two organizations. 

Both, EU and UN, had already conducted peace efforts in the region and knew the 

specificities of the conflict. Nonetheless, the cooperation proved to be problematic and 

generated a lot of tensions between the organizations (Karlsrud 2015). 

In 1999 the United Nation Security Council authorized a peacekeeping mission to 

facilitate the implementation of Lusaka Agreement and support transitional government 

(Gegout 2009). As a complementary advisory body, involved parties, decided to 

establish the International Committee to Assist the Transition. Its main goal was to 

assist the government during the process of transformation, and produce a strategy of 

sustainable development for the DRC. As for 2009, with a budget reaching $1 billion 

hat 'well equipped peacekeeping', being held by the Western countries, 

would not be reserved exclusively for the old continent, leaving the African 'cocktail of 

disasters' to the UN 

Mission de l'Organisation des Nations Unies en Republique Democratique du 

Congo - MONUC 
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and approx. 18,000 personnel the mission became a largest and most expensive 

operation commanded by the UNDPKO (Gowan 2011). 

The mandate of the mission included four factors: implementation of the ceasefire 

agreement; monitoring and reporting violent behaviours; DDRRR (disarmament, 

demobilization, reintegration, repatriation, resettlement); facilitation of transition, 

including assistance during the election process (Rotberg 2003). The mission structure 

was based on regular framework with Force Commander in charge of military 

contingent and the UN Special Representative responsible for civilian matters. Most of 

the mission force was located in the eastern part of Congo, due to its tendencies to 

rapid outbursts of violence (Gegout 2009)The operation started very modestly, with 

personnel of 90 troops, but the scale of the conflict and violent clashes between the 

belligerents called for considerable reinforcements of every aspect of the operation 

including the mandate itself (Doss 2014).  In the period 1999-2010,  the Security 

Council had been reviewing the MONUC mandate three times, adjusting its peace-

enforcement character under Chapter VII, and increasing its force capacity up 22,000 

soldiers (Gowan 2011)

especially,

(LRA) settled in north east parts of the DRC (Murphy 2016). 

In June 2003 the European Union launched its very first autonomous military operation 

within the framework of the ESDP. The main goal of the mission was to pacify the 

region of Ituri  one of the most violent districts of the DRC. The operation consisted of 

a short-term stabilization force, in the timeframe of three-months and authorized until 

MONUC each its full operational capacity in that part of the DR Congo (Major 2008). 

The district of Ituri has always been problematic in terms of security and peacebuilding. 

Since signing the Nairobi Accords in 1999 the region suffered over 50,000 victims in 

factional fighting till early 2003 (Rotberg 2003). In consequence, the IDP rate was one 

the highest in the area  -over 500,000 people fled the district to other parts of DR 

. Since early 2000s, MONUC often participated in joint operations 

with integrated national army, but despite significant demobilisation, many rebe/ 

groups stil/ remained active - Ugandan rebel group Lord's Resistance Army 

Operation Artemis 
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Congo. The Ituri was an example of the rebel sub-state controlled and influenced by 

the external actors from Kinshasa, Goma, Rwanda and Uganda, who backed and 

supplied rival factions (Doss 2014). In 2002 the Luanda Agreement between the DRC 

and Uganda, called for withdrawal of the Ugandan troops from the eastern DR Congo. 

The process was to be followed by an Ituri Pacification Commission, a multi-factional 

body, established as a peacebuilding coordinator. The IPC had  support of all involved 

parties, including Kinshasa , Kampala, and MONUC (Murphy 2016). The Commission 

managed to establish temporary authorities  - Ituri Interim Administration, and 

appointed MONUC as a security provider in region. Unfortunately, the Ugandan 

withdrawal was followed by violent clashes between the militiamen and other 

belligerents. Tribal militias tried to take control over the capitol of Ituri (Bunia), the 

attempt triggered violence throughout the region and made thousands of people to 

abandon their homes (Gegout 2009). The MONUC battalion was unable to protect IDPs 

not mentioning reacting on outbursts of violence outside the headquarter zone. The UN 

force was relatively small (700 troops) and functioned under Chapter VI, that  obliged 

the international force to protect the civilians. Nonetheless, the Uruguayan force 

commander refused to intervene because of deteriorating situation, which was beyond 

violence was at noticeably lower level than it was in Rwanda - that gave the UN time 

and chance to stabilize the situation. 

The first partner, asked for support by the UN was not the EU High Representative but 

the President of France  - Jacques Chirac. The French political involvement in region 

was well known. France had capabilities, proper experience, and especially will to 

intervene.  In his letter of 15 May 2003 the Secretary General 

(Major 2008:12)  The 

purpose of the call was to relieve the UN battalion until 1 September 2003, when 

reinforcement from the Bangladeshi contingent could be deployed. 

MONUC's capabilities. The history of 1994 was about to repeat itself, though the 

called for the rapid 

dep/oyment to Bunia of a high/y trained and we/1-equipped multinational force, under a 

lead of a Member State, to provide security at the airport as we/I as to other vital 

installations in the town and to protect the civilian population 
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France agreed on the intervention, under several conditions: the operation would be 

granted with Chapter VII mandate; there would be approval of the operation from the 

countries involved in the peace process; the operation would be limited in time and 

scope (Murphy 2016). Regarding these limitations, the French government agreed on 

leadership of such operation, with multinational force composition, and under general 

framework of the UN (Gowan 2011). The original codename for the operation was 

During the preparatory phase, the French realized that such operation may be a great 

opportunity to prove the European self-sufficiency in the field military operations 

2012)

The UN Security Council legalized the mission on 30 May 2003. The deployment of 

Interim Emergency Multinational Force (IEMF codename in the UN nomenclature) 

was  authorized on 1 September 2003 and geographically restricted to Ituri region 

(Major 2008). The provisions of the mandate obligated the force 

Security Council 

2003). Respectively to the UN resolution, the EU Council decided to launch its first 

military mission outside the Berlin-pus formula  the Joint Action was adopted on 5 

June 2003(Schmidt and Zyla 2011). 

France was the framework country, which provided not only core military contingent 

(90% of the overall force 4,700) but also whole planning military structures (Gowan 

2011). The EU Member State committed staff officers and troops to work at Operational 

Headquarters in Paris. The Fore Headquarters was in Entebbe ( served also as a Rear 

Headquarters). Apart from French soldiers, the UK and Belgian special units were 

operating on the ground (Brosig 2010). The plan of the operation was quite simple  - 

first the deployment of the special forces, followed by the engineers was to secure 

tactical airlifts of personnel and equipment; second stage was to pacify Bunia, which 

was under control of militiamen, and declare the town and a 10km area around it a 

'Mamba' and was to be conducted with the French planning and strategie capabilities. 

(Simón 

. Thus, with the consent of the Member States the 'Mamba' was Europeanized 

and renamed 'Artemis'. 

to contribute to the 

stabilization of the security conditions and the improvement of the humanitarian 

situation in Bunia, and if situation requires to contribute to the safety of the civilian 

population, the UN personnel and the humanitarian presence in town ( 
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- (Major 2008). The effectiveness of the operation weakened 

military capabilities of the main rebel groups in the region, including cutting them off 

military supplies. In the last phase of the mission the EU-UN troops conducted force 

transformation to the Bangladeshi  led MONUC forces. The Artemis troops stayed two 

more weeks, as a bridging force, participating in common patrols as well as MONUC 

planning programme. With time, the capital of Ituri managed to restore its main 

political and economic functions, the IDPs returned to the city and began the process of 

rebuilding (Karlsrud 2015). 

Another example of EU-UN conflict management in Africa was the case EUFOR Congo-

MONUC cooperation. Due to upcoming elections in DR Congo in 2006, the UN decided 

to reinforce its ground force (MONUC) with the European contingent. On 25 April 2006 

the Security Council adopted the resolution under Chapter VII, authorizing the EU to 

deploy forces in the DRC, as a support team to the MONUC and overall peace process. 

The mission was charged with following tasks: 

Security Council 2006). Accordingly, the EU Join Action 

referred to the overall character of mandate established by the resolution, adding the 

provision securing the explicit political and strategic control over the mission to the EU 

(Kartsonaki and Wolff 2015).        

The EUFOR Congo was comprised of three components: the core military force 

deployed in Kinshasa; an on-call force which stationed in Gabon; and strategic reserve 

in Europe (Major 2008). Altogether, the military contingent of the mission reached 

2,400 personnel from 21 Member States.2 By keeping the stand-by force outside the 

target operational area, the mission remained its flexibility and did not have to keep 

'weapons invisible zone' 

EUFORCongo 

to support MONUC to stabilize a 

situation, in case UN mission faces serious difficulties in fu/fi/ling its mandate within 

existing capabilities; to contribute to the protection of civilians under imminent threat of 

psychical violence in the areas of deployment; to contribute to airport protection in 

Kinshasa; to secure freedom of movement of the personnel as we/I as the protection of 

the EUFOR Congo installations; to execute operation in limited character in order to 

extract individuals in danger ( 
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heavy equipment in the Force Headquarters in Kinshasa. The Gabon component played 

the role of reinforcements, if the original force could not handle the emergency. To 

keep the mission fully operational the Force Commander had at his disposal air support 

from the French airbase located in Chad. The rapid reaction capability was handed over 

to the Spanish Legions ( ), and Polish military police secured 

the base installations (Gegout 2009). 

The main operational goal of the mission was to secure the presidential and 

parliamentary elections. The UN risk analysis anticipated a high probability of violence 

outbursts, especially in Kinshasa. The deployment of the European forces was to ease 

potential attacks during the electoral process. Though, the EUFOR did not face any 

serious military challenges it was involved in stabilization tasks on several occasions. In 

response to the MONUC request, the EU forces pacified violent clashes after the 

announcements of the first round results (Doss 2014). One of the most serious 

intervention took place during the meeting between the presidential opponent, Jean 

Bemba, and the members of CIAT. The presidential gourd  

headquarter with a number of the Western ambassadors inside (Schomerus and de 

Vries 2014). 

Overall, the mission was considered as a success. EUFOR Congo fulfilled its mandate, 

secured the election process, assisted MONUC on request, and did not suffer casualties. 

The European force was able to transform into an efficient military contingent with 

rapid reaction capabilities. Overall cooperation with MONUC resulted with joint 

stabilization initiatives, which limited and constrained possible spill-over of violence 

(Murphy 2016). According to the EU officials the external effectiveness of the mission 

was significant. The superficial image of the mission accentuates only positives but 

there is another side of the story. The mission was never challenged by the military 

threat, the core activities were almost policing. It is difficult to assess the efficiency of 

the capacity when it was never fully exercised. Moreover, the geographical scope of the 

mission is highly questionable. Only a part of the force could have reacted when the 

violence continued outside the capitol. The external observers, regarding the character 

                                                                                                                                                                                          
2 Core military force was from France (1,090); Germany (780); Spain (130); Poland 

Grupo Tactico Va!enzue!a 

attacked the Bemba's 
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of the mission, called it rather cosmetic than substantive. These are only external 

effects of the mission.  There is also another internal dimension of the operation, which 

is even more problematic and requires a detailed assessment.  

Assessing interoperability 

During the analysis of the cooperation I shall refer to the three-step typical operation 

assessment, which encompasses the following aspects: decision-making and planning 

process; cooperation in the field; and logistics.  As it was highlighted in the previous 

parts of the chapter, the external effectiveness of both Artemis and EUFOR Congo 

operations was considered to be significant. However, the purpose of this section is to 

elaborate the inter-operational aspect of the mission, with regard to the joint EU-UN 

crisis management framework.  

The operation Artemis was a typical supplemental mission, established to fill the UN 

operational gap. Rapid deployment capacity of the European forces was a remedy for 

the deteriorating situation within the Ituri region. Small  scaled and short-termed force 

comprised of well-trained and equipped personnel appeared to be a very precise tool of 

providing peace. The planning phase was proceeded almost explicitly within the French 

framework, and the decision making process was without neither detailed consultations 

with the UN nor other Member States (Murphy 2016). The success of the Artemis 

mission inspired the European Union to build a completely new capacity within the 

Community framework  -the EU Battle Groups concept. The character of the mission, an 

autonomous EU-led operation with the UN authorization followed by the UN 

-UN framework. 

Thus it did not require close field cooperation between the forces. The EU troops simply 

supplemented the UN in the field, where MONUC  could not operate. The only 

cooperation was at political level, though it was not significant, and during transitional 

phase when the EU force was handling over its mandate. 

                                                                                                                                                                                          

(130); Belgium (60); Sweden (55) 

reinforcements, is an example of the 'second case operation' of the EU 
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The case of EUFOR Congo is far more complex and from technical point of view -

challenging. The Congo mission of 2006 was to be an example of well-coordinated joint 

EU-UN effort in the field. It is interesting to notice that the formal request for the 

military support was addressed directly to the Presidency bypassed the whole system of 

inter-institutional consultations - the mechanism, which was established exactly for such 

situations (Gegout 2009). The call for support came to Brussels in December 2005 

requesting 

 (Major 2008). Finally, the consultation process proceeded at 

political level within diplomatic EU, UN and interested Member States staff. The overall 

nts:  UN Security 

Council resolution, EU Joint Action, and letters exchanged between the High 

Representative and Secretary General. After the agreement on overall framework the 

EU and UN could proceed to the second phase of mission planning process. 

The preparatory process in the case of the DR Congo mission appeared to be a hard 

laboured and extremely prolonged process, which suffered from lack of proper political 

leadership not mentioning technical capacity (Doss 2014). Traditionally for missions in 

Central Africa, the lobbing countries were France and Belgium. The problem was that if 

one these state would become a framework country the neutrality of the operation 

could have been question. Thus, the French decided to involve a third actor, which was 

be a leader of the whole joint undertaking  - Germany. The problem was that neither 

Germany nor other Member State was willing to welcome this responsibility. To 

overcome German reluctance, the French initially proposed deployment of the EU Battle 

Group (Franco-German BG). Unfortunately the idea was rejected by Germany, due to 

unequal national proportions within the force (Major 2008). Moreover, the Battle Groups 

were to attain Full Operational Capability in 2007, and as for 2006 were unable to cover 

the UN mandate. A compromise was achieved when Germany and France each obliged 

to cover one-third of the overall force capacity of the mission.   

The European Union did not launch the institutional planning process until the domestic 

disputes were settled. Official proceedings started in March 2006, after the decision on 

strategic structures and the contributing states. The final EU mission plan outlined force 

full assessment and the EU demands on c/arifications regarding the possible 

mandate for the operation 

process of 'joint mission' launching circumscribed to three core docume 
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deployment options, but did not address the fundamental aspects of the EU-UN field 

cooperation. The whole preparatory process had been concluded before the UN legally 

authorized the operation. This approach revealed lack of any kind of EU-UN 

coordination during the most crucial moments of planning phase. The EU introduced to 

the Security Council complete set of documents, which was not followed by necessary 

inter-organizational consultations. The EU manifested its limitations and the Security 

Council had to adjust the resolution to the mission capacity. It rather showed an 

unequal character of the cooperation, at least at the preparatory level. Even though, 

there was a mechanism of inter-institutional dialogue, none of the actors involved in the 

process exercised it.     

 

Operational Coordination 

The main problems with EU-Un operational coordination concerned mostly the aspects 

of: military intervention, complexity of the procedures, different chains of command, 

and limitations of the EUFOR contingent.  One of the principle goals of the EUFOR was 

to reinforce and assist MONUC. The problem was that according the EU rules of 

engagement, the European force could react only within restricted area and in response 

(Murphy 2016). If the 

EUFOR intervention was to take place, it required lengthy authorization process 

beginning with the EU High Representative and other top EU officials (Major 2008).

Another problem was a lack of agreement on exchange of classified information. Due to 

technological and procedural differences, the intelligence exchange between EU and UN 

was practically impossible. This made the cooperation far less effective, more 

problematic as both organizations, which were to cooperate with each other had to 

keep literal secrets from one another. 

Further, the cooperation between the mission was affected by the different Chain of C 

Command (CoC) and a different allocation of competences at operational and force 

level (Major 2008). The MONUC command consisted of two levels: political-strategic 

controlled by the UNDPKO; and military strategic which was commanded by the Force 

to exceptional circumstances beyond MONUC's capabilities 
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Commander General Gaye in the DRC. The UN Force commander was equipped with 

wide autonomy in the field and relatively small but efficient military staff. EUFOR on the 

other hand, suffered from defragmentation of competences. The EU CoC encompassed: 

Political and Security Committee which was responsible for political-strategic aspect of 

the mission; Operational Headquarter in Potsdam that was the highest military 

command and provided overall military-strategic services; and the Force Commander 

who was in charge of operational on ground military force (Gegout 2009). This 

incompatibilies often generated a lot of confusion and unnecessary tensions between 

the organizations and contingent. The most significant problem turned out to be in the 

force assistance procedures. 

(Gowan 2011). The lack practical application of the procedure 

manifested during the command post exercise codenamed MAZURRI in July 2006. The 

purpose of the training was to test the force launching procedures in the case 

answer arrived to the MONUC Commander within 24h. What is even worse, if the crisis 

situation would have occurred outside Kinshasa, the process would probably be 

concluded within 72h (Major 2008). 

The issue of logistics was handed over to the United Nations as an on ground actor. It 

became quickly evident the UN and the EU does not share a commons understanding of 

logistics. The MONUC was practically unprepared to supply a mission size of EUFOR. 

The Europeans did not accept the quality of the UN service, so in consequence decided 

to supply themselves with the local goods  especially food (Gowan 2011). Eventually, 

logistics turned out to be one of the weakest points of the cooperation. Another, almost 

traditional, problem was a tactical airlift. This capability was as important as operability 

of the stand-by force in Gabon. EUFOR in Kinshasa was short in aircrafts, thus the 

potential rapid-deployment could have been one at a time. This shortage seriously 

undermined operational capabilities of the force (Gegout 2009). Fortunately, EUFOR did 

not have to test its rapid-reaction mechanism outside Kinshasa. 

With exception of emergencies, the commitment of the 

EUFOR was to be obtained through a forma/ request by the Secretary General to the 

High Representative 

necessary assistance to the UN. The result was disastrous, but not surprising. The EU's 
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In spite of above-mentioned technical and institutional obstacles, the missions were 

considered successful. Why the cooperation still worked, even though the mechanisms 

appeared to be insufficient? In that particular case the answer refers not to institutional 

or political but to human factor. Both Force Commanders very quickly acknowledged 

the constrains of cooperation and established simple mechanisms of coordination. First 

of all, the structuralized and intensified exchange of information between the EU and 

UN Force HQs through liaison officers. Secondly, daily debriefings on the situation 

followed by the exchange of analysis and assessments (Major 2008). Finally, mutual 

confidence and understanding between two commanders, who luckily shared the same 

academic background - both attended to the elite French military academy (St-Cyr) 

(Doss 2014). All these factors, were extremely beneficial to the overall success of the 

mission. The question is: If the ad hoc structures could handle the cooperation why 

should the organizations establish permanent mechanism coordination? Another mission 

may not be so fortune as it was in the case of EUFOR Congo. Eventually, the European 

Force will be challenged militarily, strategically, and logistically. Mission cannot 

constantly rely on resourcefulness of their commanders, without well-tailored 

mechanism and common understanding the EU-UN missions may turn into 

humanitarian-military disasters. 
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Final remarks 

After more than a decade, the EU-UN inter-institutional dialogue is still developing 

without any substantial progress increasing its operational capabilities. There is an 

advanced mechanism of consultations, through inter-departmental meetings and high-

level summits, but both organizations still lack systematic cooperation at strategic level. 

The EU-UN cooperation in Congo has proved that there is still a long way ahead. The 

two organizations were not prepared to cooperate then, and they are not ready to 

conduct large-scale interventions today. The architects of crisis management on both 

sides have to face their limitations and try to develop a system that would utilize the 

best and strongest elements of the partnership. Both, the EU and UN should more 

concentrate on joint strategic planning and pooling/sharing their resources and 

operational procedures. 
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