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The promotion of security sector reform strategiesComparing the
roles of the European Union and Canada
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Abstract

This article analyzes the role of the European br{leU) and Canada in the promotion of Security
Sector Reforms (SSR) activities in two regional amigations, the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the North Atlamtieaty Organization (NATO). The concept of
SSR seeks to address the effective governance afritse in post-conflict environment by
transforming the security institutions within a otny in order for them to have more efficient,
legitimate and democratic role in implementing sggu Recent debates within the EU have led to
the adoption of an SSR concept from the Councilanéw strategy from the European Commission
on the SSR activities. Within the framework of 88DP, the EU has positioned itself as a leading
actor, in this domain, including in its crisis mgeaent operations. On the other hand, Canada,
through its whole-of government and human secymtgrams has also been an important actor in
the promotion of SSR activities. Yet, even thosgheral international organizations (including the
United Nations, the OSCE and NATO) are effectivdbyng SSR activities on the ground, there does
not exist a common framework within any of thesgamizations despite the role of the EU and
Canada. As such, it is surprising to found no dl@mmmon policy for SSR while this approach is
precisely holistic in its foundations. Taking thedements into consideration, this paper analywes t
specific aspects : a) the absence of a commonypfienework within international organizations
and b) the major differences between the approachttee OSCE and NATO in the domain of SSR
and the implications for the EU and Canada’ roles.
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1. Introduction

After the demise of the Soviet Union and the enthefCold War, one of the main challenges for the
international community was to deal with a new siéglenvironment where regional conflicts and
civil wars were multiplying around the globe. Whda the theoretical level, this challenged the view
of the ‘end of history’, it also had clear practioaplications for the international community: hdav
develop tools, strategies and policies to cope widse new threats and to transform these zones of
conflicts into zones of peace. These new practidethe international community towards these
zones of conflicts include the development of ndarzces, the transformation of peacekeeping into
a more robust and strong proposal, the interndtiadaninistration of entire zones of conflicts,
military invasion, sanctions and, in the case @& EBuropean Union and NATO, enlargement and
membership prospects.

Addressing the issue of conflicts, wars and viog&enhowever, is only one aspect of the entire
security-development nexus (Stewart 2004). Transfog zones of conflict into zones of peace is the
first step, but this needs to be reinforced bytthasition from zones of peace toward zones oirnlgst
and sustainable peace. This means that, in theidarhaecurity, a double challenge emerged in the
1990s: conflict resolution and post-conflict redomstion. This study aims to understand the latter
and more specifically the development of new t@old strategies aimed at creating the conditions for
a durable and peaceful security environment. Therobbjective of this study is to understand the
evolution of the role of the international commuyniih the practices of post-conflict reconstruction
and to assess the different ways the internatiooramunity dealt with this issue.

In order to do so, this paper focuses on the dgweént, both on the field in post-conflict situatso
and at the international level, of security seceiorms strategies (SSR). While the Disarmament,
Demobilisation and reintegration process (DDR) @fi2004) seeks the return of ex-combatants in
the civil sphere following a conflict period, theopess of Security Sector Reform (SSR) is a more
comprehensive framework. The concept of SSR seeiddress the effective governance of security
in post-conflict environment by transforming thesety institutions within a country in order for
them to have more efficient, legitimate and demicr®le in implementing security. This includes
the democratic control of the military complex, thedesign of civil-military relations and the
professionalization of security services and thdéigiary system (Clingendael 2002, Schnabel and
Erhart 2005). In short, this approach seeks notlgag than the reinstitutionalization of the milyta
police, political and judiciary sectors to fostestlv internal (citizens) and external (state) seguri
(Toft 2007). This concept was developed after the @& the Cold War as a possible way to be more
efficient in addressing post-conflict reconstrustiand the development of good governance. It has
been experimented in Panama, El Salvador, Sonhédidi, East Timor and, on a larger scale, Kosovo
and Afghanistan (Brzoska 2006).

However, while SSR has developed as a tool thaishal dealing with post-conflict reconstruction, a
gap emerged between practices on the ground aratedeht the international level, between the
many international organizations and the donor camity in general. In short, this means that will
security sector reforms strategies have effectibelgn implemented in post-conflict situations, with
mixed but often positive results (Law 2006a), tkebate at the international level on how to ‘do’ SSR
and how to develop a substantial reform agenda l@we a positive impact has not been
systematically addressed. First, even though (atfteasame time, because of this) SSR strategees ar
meant to be holistic in nature, definitions withire donor community (European countries, Canada,
United States of America, OECD, UN, NATO, OSCE)w#r large degree. Secondly, the approach
towards SSR also varies, ranging from a securitssgeetive to a more development-centred
framework. Finally, the actors at the internatioo@anmunity share different interests in doing SSR.
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For some, it is used as an instrument of poweriafigdence, as a tool to enhance its own foreign
policy structure, as an ideological aspect or $nfim a more pragmatic way) as another available
policy in the toolbox to deal with post-conflictvddopment and reconstruction (Law 2006).

In order to explain this puzzle, this gap betw#enlocal and international level, this paper f@esus
on two main actors in the development of secueistar reforms practices and two regional security
organizations. Thus, the main research problem &nalyze the promotion of security sector reforms
at the international level using the case of tvamsatlantic security institutions, the North Atlant
Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Organization $mrcurity and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE),
and to understand these elements:

1) Why have these organizations failed to develeprarching framework in the field of security
sector reform practices?

2) How can we explain the differences between tagsvboth organizations do SSR?

This study proposes that the main explanatory bbeies the way member and participating states of
these organizations have promoted the debate onir@8Rally. More precisely, this study focuses
on the role of two leading actors in the field, @da and the European Union. By focusing on a set
of actors and organizations that have a long histbinteractions and where the same countries are
often member and participating states of both dmgaions, this study follows a most-likely case
scenario. This approach follows closely the onepsstbby Checkel et al (2003) in their discussion of
the socialization influence of international orgaations. This means that if the findings of thisdst

are not entirely conclusive, it would be difficttt apply this framework to other inter-institutibna
cases related to SSR (see also George and Beloéit 2

Hypothesis A
The failure to develop an overall framework desmjmo spearhead security sector reforms practices

in NATO and the OSCE is explained by the differemchanisms employed by the member and
participating states (cooperation, competition ARB- coordination) and the resulting division of
labour where these members (mainly the Europeanri)@anada and the United States) attempt to
take the lead on this issue.

Hypothesis B
The differences in the field of security sectororai policies between NATO and the OSCE can be

explained by this same behaviour and the differefmteéhe use of mechanisms of competition (in the
case of NATO) or cooperation and norm-driven (ia tase of the OSCE).

By highlighting the way actors behave and intematthin these security institutions, this paper
develops a multi-level governance framework thatdes over both rationalist (cost-benefits
analysis) and sociological (understood at the orievel analysis of individual actor interactions)
perspective. This paper then presents the differ@thanisms and explains the relative importance
and the development of SSR practices using thesghanesms. The paper then shows that the
differences in the practices of security sectoomeffor NATO and the OSCE are explained by the
different pattern of behaviour (simply put, compe& or cooperative) of the main promoters of SSR
(the EU, Canada and the United States).

By approaching this research puzzle on the evalutib security sector reforms at the local and

international level using a narrower perspective(actors and two organizations) enables us to gain
a more precise and detailed understanding of aakpgct, namely the relationship and interactions
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between the principal actors involved, within théernational community, in the promotion of SSR
practices. This paper also attempts to contribatethe debates on the role of international
organizations and the development of the EU astmmnational actor. On the theoretical level, this
paper develops a multi-level governance approaah ubes both institutionalist and constructivist
input. On the empirical level, the objective isuaderstand the internal mechanisms of the debates
and practices of security sector reforms and tdlfgbt, in an exploratory way, the way these
mechanisms are used and how they influence th@mets of security sector reforms on the field. On
the policy side, this project aims to provide sosements (best practices, lessons learned, positive
interactions amongst actors) that may lead to poltcommendation as to better address and deal
with the development of a common practice (or c@mntary practices) of security sector reforms.

The paper is divided as follows. The next sectisstusses the origins and evolution of security
sector reform practices during the 1990s in ordeirame the paper. This is done at three different
levels: the field, where SSR has been experimerited international and, more specifically, the
development of SSR within the policies of Canadd e EU. The third section is used to present the
theoretical and analytical framework, based onnatitutionalist perspective, and to explain themmai
hypothesis and explanatory variables. The followimg sections consist of the empirical focus of the
paper and looks first at the different mechanisha tlefined the debates on SSR practices at the
international level and the role of Canada andBhkin these debates before moving towards an
analysis of the impacts this has on both NATO dredl ®SCE. The final paper reviews these main
findings and presents the way forward within tleisearch agenda.

2. The evolution of security sector reform practice

Two dimensions of security sector reforms practiees taken into account in this section: the
promotion at the international level and the impdeation at the local and field levels.

2.1 On the ground

In order to understand the development of secsegtor reform in post-conflict environment, it us
important to frame the initial debates on the depelent of strategies towards post-conflict
reconstruction. In the early to mid 1990s, thedeats have focused mainly on the transformation of
the military and the changing dynamic of civil-rtaliy relations. This approach was also
supplemented by DDR (disarmament, demobilizatiod agintegration programs). The security
sector was, mostly, defined, as the external mylithmension and aspects of political and judiciary
institutions, democratization programmes were predeut not at the forefront. These elements of
post-conflict reconstruction were, in short, ingieg in terms of quantity and quality, but could no
be described as a comprehensive and holistic viesgaurity sector reform.

Following, the creation in the development donemmunity of the term security sector reform in

1998; several attempts have been made to tie teigétiese individual aspects of security sector
reform. This shift on the international level ton@re general and broad security sector reform edeat

the opportunity to integrate the different reformojpcts of the security sector into one roof. The
impacts of the new debate on security sector refemre thus, in a large degree, reflected on the
ground with mixed, but positive reviews (Brzosk@®@) In short, “while the concept itself was new

in 1998, practically all of its components, suchra®rm of the defence forces, improvement in

democratic oversight of armed forces, police refcetn, were not” (Brzozka 2003) .

2.2 The international level
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This however was not the case at the global ornatenal level. “In surveying the global response
to SSR, it is clear that there is a great deal malg that could fall under the rubric of SSR buht

in any way comprehensive” (Smith 2005). To underdtthis gap, it is important to understand the
origins of this debate at the international level.

In Europe, the United Kingdom has been the maing®o of security sector reforms as a way to link
security and development issues together in pasiicbsettings. In 1998, Clare Short, at that time
UK Secretary of State for International Developméramed the concept of security sector reform,
and its holistic approach, in public. While in Epep the Netherlands and the UK remain the two
main actors, the European Union has started t@rate the concept of SSR into its rhetoric and
practices (albeit with some inconsistency on th@lé@mentation part, Sedra 2006) Following the
European Security Strategy in December 2003, then€lbof the European Union adopted an EU
Concept for ESDP Support to Security Sector Refior@ctober 2005. This document highlights the
aim of SSR activities under the ESDP, the intednakion of labour expected between the Council
and the Commission and the modalities and planctbra concerning the implementation of SSR.
This was followed by a similar exercise by the Cdswsion in its documents “A concept for
European Community Support for Security Sector Refoin May 2006. Finally, the Council
adopted recently, in June 2006, a policy framewbek is aimed at combining both approaches to
SSR into an operational code of conduct. As sutthe framework of the European Union’s external
relations, the EU has positioned itself as the naaior involved in the promotion of the debate on
security sector reform, most notably throughoutitsis management operations (rule of law mission
in Iraq and Georgia, police mission in Bosnia-Hgmena, Palestine, Macedonia and Condo and
security sector reform assistance in RDC)

On the other hand, Canada has also been a coneaoigside the UK, Netherlands and the EU.
Security sector reform debates were originally giesil and promoted as new way of thinking the
security-development nexus, reconceptualising netf state security and recasting this approach in
terms of human security. Since the mid-1990s, Carfsas been a strong advocate of a human
security agenda. This approach, developed largelly then Minister of Foreign Affairs Lloyd
Axworthy, effectively seeks to address similar &spethan security sector reforms (individual
security, democratic control of the military complaéew civil-military relations, good governance
and lasting peace development) (Owens et ArneiBL98lore recently, in its International Policy
Statement (2005), Canada has developed a plantiohaat the international level that reflects this
issue of security sector reform: the 3-D approdtfis policy seeks to improve the existing practices
of the role of Canada on the international scertkadso in post-conflict setting by uniting the effo

of diplomacy, defence and development. Finallyhvti$ strong engagement in Afghanistan, Canada
has put into practice this notion of security secédorm in the context of Provincial Reconstruntio
Teams (Boivin 2006).

At the level of international organizations, soh@s, and especially regional organizations have
started to deal with the notion of SSR, includingTD and the OSCE in Europe, ECOWAS or
SAGD in Africa. The UN has, at the global levelgaged in discussions concerning the use of
security sector reform. In February 2007, the Sec@ouncil held high-level discussions and an
open debate on this issue, although the results hiavto be released (most probably a presidential
statement is forthcoming). The UN is also active@ordinating SSR activities in Afghanistan (Toft
2006).

However, none of these organizations has develapaaverall framework or a set of guidelines for

the implementation of security sector reforms, desfhe fact that in its conceptual origins, SSR
precisely calls for a coordinated and holistic pecdive. In fact, despite the rhetoric on SSR dued t
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few but limited actions aimed at fostering betteordination, this lack of global framework is quite
surprising. This is reinforced by the fact that thain actors involved in SSR are also members of
these organizations (NATO, UN and OSCE and CarddaEU and Netherlands).

This gap between rhetoric and practice is bestaggd by the absence of coordination amongst
actors at the internal level (within national gowveents and between departments) and the external
level (between different countries, institutionsdaorganizations). The latter is what this project
focuses on.

3. External security governance and the making ofesurity sector reform policies

On the theoretical level, this project seeks toegrate elements of both institutionalism and
constructivism. The main building blocks of thi®ject are as follows. First, this project drawsiro
the literature on multi-level governance (Hooghd &farks 2004) attempting to understand the way
that the debates on SSR within NATO and the OS@Estauctured among these decision-making
sites This can explain how institutionally the dtbis developing. Yet it cannot account for what a
the content and the process of these institutiaiated. The second aspect thus attempts to
characterize the decision-making process withiritiut®ns using a security governance inspired
framework (Krahmann 2003) In short, this multi-ley®vernance approach to understanding the
debates on security sector reform attempts todramd highlight the mechanisms that support the
interactions between these two institutions andtreeactors under study, Canada and the European
Union.

Finally, the third central element of this reseaggsign is to move the analysis from the domain of
“high politics” to the sphere of “low politics”. Ti& means that the focus is on small level functiona
cooperation and not on the high-level rhetoric. Tigective of this is to analyze the different
mechanisms of the debate between a focus on higicp@n which the main actors could not agree.
By shifting the weight of the decision-making pregse¢o a much smaller scale, the main actors could
provide a way forward. In short, this move fromhigplitics to low politics is the central argument
of this thesis and will be analyzed through the slements mentioned above: a governance-inspired
perspective on the dynamic of power relations adentity construction and an institutional
perspective that builds on a multi-level governaviesv.

Three mechanisms can best explain the interactionengst the donor community and, more
precisely, the dynamic between EU, Canada, NATOthrdOSCE. These mechanisms are used as
explanatory variables: competition, coordinatiod division of labour.

The notion of inter institutional competition isetfirst mechanism described. It refers first tooa n
cooperation relation. This notion however can dsoviewed as a strategic competition between
different organizations over resources, policy chsj domains of actions and sphere of influence.
Competition over resources reflects the fact thanyninternational organizations share the same
member countries and that they have to fight to ¢fa largest share of resources (financial, human,
administrative, etc.) available. Different polickioices can also be the source of competition where
the organizations attempt to gain control over ecsft strategy. Taken together, these two elements
are considered the internal competition, i.e. cditipe over the internal direction that these
organizations adopt. On the other hand, competii@r domains of actions (fight against terrorism,
human security, defence reform, justice and legadrm for examples) and sphere of influence or
territory of intervention (examples include NATORartnership for Peace programme, the EU’s
neighbourhood policy and the OSCE'’s claim of beimg largest security organization, ranging from
Vancouver to Vladivostok) are the external modes aaimpetition between international
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organizations.

Another explanatory variable is the cooperationatigion. This is taken here in a very narrow sense.
This mechanism refers to specific and limited soheicooperation between two organizations, for
example the transfer of the mission in Bosnia ardzeigovina from the NATO-led SFOR to the EU-
led Althea operation in 2004 stands as a clear pl&am

Finally, this article proposes to revisit the natiof division of a labour and the so-called Eurapea
security architecture debate that was prominetiténbeginning of the 1990s. The notion of division
of labour was a recurrent them in the early 1990ere several ideas where launched to integrate the
different security organizations (NATO, EU, the G5CThe idea of a hierarchical division of labour,
usually with the OSCE as the organization with bh@adest security agenda, has not however taken
place. This is especially true due to the increqasole played by the EU and the development of the
ESDP. However, while the conceptualization of amrall division of labour between these security
organizations has failed to materialize, it is clé#et some specific form of cooperation has been
institutionalized. In this sense, the third medbanseeks to present the way that these organizatio
cooperate not only on aad hoclevel, but also on broader terms. For examplei] vetently, the
OSCE has remained the leader in security relatiotisthe former Soviet Union Republics in Central
Asia. Defence reform has also been the domain of @Avhile the EU focused on civilian crisis
management.

4. Framing the debate within NATO and the OSCE: anechy, hierarchy or division of labour?

It is possible to understand this debate on tihe obregional organizations by looking first aeth
different programmes implemented by both the OSGEMNATO. The objective of this section is to
provide an overview of the roles and contributiohthe OSCE and NATO in SSR policies on which
it will be possible to compare and analyze the rsarfenteractions.

4.1 NATO and Defence sector reform

NATO activities in the field of security sectorffeem are centred on capacity-building and defence
sector reform more precisely. Its sphere of adgisities both with the Euro-Atlantic developed
countries and in post-conflict reconstruction.dtmost active in the field of defence reform in the
Balkans and Afghanistan and is also promoting sgcsector reform through the partnership for
peace programme and its membership plan. This tipesah understanding of SSR, as opposed to a
concept or framework, is seen in the lens of thedlgue of norms for the PfP Defence Institution
Building.

Regarding the Partnership for Peace Programme, NAa©developed the Individual Partnership
Action Plans (IPAP) in which NATO and one PfP cayratigree to work together to achieve domestic
reform impacts. The first country to sign an IPABeorgia in 2004, has since moved on to an
intensified dialogue (ID) with NATO in 2006 whick the next step after the initial reform is set and
may lead to a Membership Action Plan. The GeorglaF® IPAP has led to a drafting of National
security concept and the elaboration of a stratdgfence review which sets the goal for the reform
of the military and has paved the way for the tran®f the Minister of Defence to a civilian
administration.

4.2 The OSCE, norm-building and SSR

The OSCE activities in the domain of SSR (Law 2)@G8&volve around the norm-building dimension
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and are centred around the OSCE Code of ConduPlbbtico-Military Aspects of Security (1994).
This politically binding instrument while not effiaeely a SSR concept does provide a normative
policy-oriented perspective for the developmenS&R activities in the OSCE Long term missions
(LTMs). The guiding lines of this code, linking seity and stability to the democratic control oéth
security system (military, political and policeatdd complex) are reflected in the technical-
assistance and norm-building approach to SSR fleOSCE. However, this code of conduct does
not address all aspects of security sector refarchshould be understood more as a normative tool
rather than an overall framework.

The OSCE is particularly active in its long-termssions in the domains of police reform, border
management and civil-military relations and theerof the civil society in the security sector. As

such, the OSCE is not directly involved in defenei®rm per se; rather its comparative strength lies
in its use of both development and security tagdsred in part by a human security agenda.

4.3 Comparing and Contrasting NATO and the OSCE

The different approaches used by NATO and the O&fEquite different. For example, NATO
relies on high level cooperation with individualucries and assists only indirectly in the local
process of reform. The OSCE is however more prestethie local level where its field missions have
a large autonomy to conduct reforms and to helplloanership of the SSR process. In short, NATO
has developed an operational understanding baseltfence reform while the OSCE has used the
Code of Conduct as a guideline for implementingmmbuilding SSR activities in its long term
missions.

Once this overview done, one can argue that thehamsms (competition, coordination and division
of labour) have in fact an important influence be tibsence of an overall framework guiding SSR
activities and this can in turn explain the diffetes between NATO and the OSCE.

On the question of mechanisms, three elementsnapertant to highlight. First, the competition
mechanisms seem to be the main element that govieenselationship between NATO and the
European Union. This is best explained by the ateseri division of labour mechanisms and the
intention of the EU of becoming an increasingly artant international actor and the need to become
thede factocrisis manager in the European security fieldsTialso explained by the general lack of
coordination amongst the different actors, Candfld, and both NATO and the OSCE. On the
ground, this coordination is not very, as is highted for example in Afghanistan and the Provincial
Reconstruction Teams. The third mechanism, divisiolabour, also seems to be a secondary factor.
First, division of labour is not clearly definedtiveen Canada, EU and NATO. This means that all
actors attempt to ‘do’ SSR in the same geograppace, especially in Afghanistan and in the
Balkans. However, there seems to be a better definf roles between Canada, the EU and NATO
where both Canada (with its human security programai)the EU leaving a substantial, but secondary
role for the OSCE to play in the norm-building pees of SSR activities. This means for example,
that the OSCE is the primary actor in Central Asia.

This in turn better explains the differences betwdNATO and the OSCE. While NATO has
developed an operational understanding and ha$S$Rt rhetoric and elements in many important
aspects of its program (PfP, membership plan, Afgitan), it has had to deal with a lack of
coordination and competition from other actors be ground which has limited its capacity to
develop an overall framework. By not being ablehtove a defined role on the ground and to
implement specific (i.e. defence reform) aspectS®R, NATO could not use a consistent set of SSR
practices to shape a conceptual debate. The defiaesalso been limited at the international level
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because of this competition between the EU and NATO

On the other hand, the OSCE has been able toafintthe in the field of SSR activities and has
developed, using the Code of Conduct, limited, dultstantial field activities. However, the division
of labour between the OSCE, the EU and Canadairhdsd the capacity of the OSCE to go beyond
this practical norm-building program and to upd#te Code of conduct to reflect conceptual
development back from the field. This means thatEk) and Canada wanted to keep the OSCE as a
secondary actor by keeping it practical. This ®atxplained by the internal mechanisms of OSCE
decision-making and the rule of consensus and laatisés (Vandemoortele, 2006).

In short, one can argue that what best explaingliffierences between these organizations and the
absence of an overall SSR framework is the intgrptween the competition and cooperation (both
ad hoc and institutionalized) mechanisms preseihenEU-OSCE-NATO triangle. NATO has not
adopted an overall framework in large part becatusas to deal with the competition at the internal
level (policy choices and resources) and the eatdavel (especially the domain of action where
NATO has created a niche for defence reform). & Bko driven its SSR strategy on high level
cooperation with individual countries because i$ fi@und a way to institutionalize its cooperation
with the EU and the OSCE by targeting the elemédeéence reform within the SSR strategies.

The OSCE has to deal less with competition tharfabethat its high-level of specialization (norm-

building and long term missions) has led to a dvisof labour where the OSCE’s domain of

intervention is shrinking while NATO and the EU ag®wing in the domain of SSR policies. The

OSCE still remains an important SSR actor on tleengl, but it is rapidly losing its distinctiveness

and the internal competition over resources anttypachoices has led to the failure of developing a
new SSR strategy or at least an update of the C@@ié of Conduct.

5. Conclusion

The preliminary results of this study highlightsveeal key aspects surrounding the debates on
security sector reform within the international coomity. The objective of this study was to
understand why the OSCE and NATO have not developedhll SSR framework and what were the
roles of the European Union and Canada in the ptiomof these debates. By exploring the way that
these institutions and actors have shaped theamship and interactions using three mechanisms
(competition, coordination and division of labout)is paper provided a better understanding of this
debate.

On the policy side, this project also tried to fartvard several elements of reflection and disarssi
that should be highlighted here and put togethiest,Rhe idea of understanding inter institutional
dynamics in terms of competition and cooperatioausth put in perspective the debates on closer
cooperation between the OSCE, NATO and the EU. Pphjger proposes to revisit the notions of
competition and cooperation and proposes a roadtoapew forms of interaction in which
specializations, sharing and pooling resourcesandw non-hierarchical division of labour should
be put to test. Secondly, this paper also putsdoivthe main positive elements of both the OSCE
and NATO'’s attempts at security reform sector. Maiit is argued that NATO should continue its
focus on defence reform while the OSCE should puitsifield operations. To improve NATO’s
defence reform activities, it would be important sbare information with other organizations
involved and to be more active in the process oéll@wnership of SSR policies. To improve the
OSCE'’s long term missions, a better focus shouldpieon the objectives and key issues to be
addressed in each mission depending on the coatekthe role played by SSR policies. The focus
on local ownership of SSR policies should be maieiat all costs.
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The next logical step for this project will be tovestigate, at the external level, why competii®n
the main lens through which the interactions betwaetors is conducted. At the internal level, a
more detailed study of the decision-making procegse¢he EU and Canada would probably provide
some elements to the way the promotion of SSRipescts done at the international level. Finally, a
third important way forward would be to compare ihgacts of SSR programs between these
different actors and to look at the impacts for tbeal actors involved directly in post-conflict
reconstruction.
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