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ABSTRACT 
 

Why Organizations Fight: Wars of Choice in an Age of Instability examines the 

participation of three international organizations, the United Nations, the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization, and the European Union, across three wars: The War in Afghanistan, 

the War in Libya, and the War in Iraq. Each of these organizations have, as their mandate, 

crisis management and crisis response. As such, states have a number of organizational 

frameworks that they can select from. However, given the overlap in mandates, the 

organization that is chosen to lead is not necessarily a given. When an organization is 

selected by a state, or group of states, for a mission, that organization may find itself in a 

conflict zone that falls far beyond its initial scope and mandate. How did it come to be, for 

example, that NATO, a regional collective defence organization, would find itself fighting 

an insurgency in Afghanistan? Why, in spite of strong member-state preferences for an 

EU-led response in Libya, was NATO given the lead? And why did the United States, the 

preeminent military power, go to such lengths to try and secure a United Nations Security 

Council mandate for actions against Iraq? In asking these three questions, this dissertation 

is based on a much broader question: How are the roles of international organizations 

negotiated in large-scale international conflict? This dissertation argues that international 

organizations play an active role in shaping policy and outcomes on the battlefield. 

Although one may expect organizations to represent the interests of their membership, this 

is not always the case. Driven by their interest in survival, organizations must continuously 

demonstrate both material and political relevance. But demonstrating relevance is not 

always a straightforward process. Ensuring the survival of an organization requires 

navigating a complex security environment with a multiplicity of competing, and 

sometimes contradictory, interests.   
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Chapter I – Organizations at War 

“The enemy? His sense of duty was no less than yours, I would deem. You wonder what 
his name is, where he came from. And if he was really evil at heart. What lies or threats 

led him on this long march from home. If he would not rather have stayed there in 
peace.” J. R. R. Tolkien, The Lord of the Rings 

 
“I stood in Venice, on the Bridge of Sighs; A palace and a prison on each hand.” – 

George Gordon Byron, Childe Harold’s Pilgrimage 

An Age of Instability 

 
When the towers fell and the Pentagon was hit on 11 September 2001, it was 

unforeseeable to many at the time that the United States and its allies would soon be 

embarking on a path of war that would span nearly two decades, result in costs in the 

trillions of dollars, casualties in the tens of thousands – of soldiers and civilians alike – and 

the displacement of millions more. Following a series of coalition airstrikes, the first steps 

on the path of war were taken with the boots of American, British, Canadian, and Australian 

special forces in the Autumn of 2001. What began as a covert military operation to capture 

and kill Osama bin Laden in the mountainous terrain of Afghanistan would, in just two 

years, transform into a massive international campaign encompassing the entire country.  

Two years later, with battles in Afghanistan still being fought, the question of war 

was again on the table – this time in Iraq. With NATO taking command of the United 

Nations (UN) mandated International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan in 

2003, the US and UK were free to undertake military action against Saddam Hussein in 

Iraq, following a failed attempt to broker a satisfying solution in the United Nations 

Security Council (UNSC) over Iraq’s weapons programme. War in Afghanistan was soon 

followed by War in Iraq. Eight years after assuming command of ISAF, NATO warplanes 

would again see action in the Middle East and North Africa region, this time in 2011 over 
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the skies of Benghazi and Tripoli, in response to Muammar Gaddafi’s violent crackdown 

against his own people.  

If, on the morning of 11 September 2001, it was unknown that dozens of states 

would soon find themselves at war, then the same can be said for many of the international 

organizations (IOs) that would come to play a defining role in the conflicts. As the wars 

would come to leave their marks on the organizations, so too would the organizations leave 

their marks on the wars. But how did these organizations find themselves entrenched in 

these conflicts in the first place? How, for example, did it come to be that the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO), a regional collective defence organization in Europe, would 

soon find itself planning and undertaking a counter-insurgency campaign in the 

unforgiving terrain of Afghanistan? Why, in spite of the preferences of its member-states, 

at the outset of an emerging crisis in Libya in 2011, did a European Union (EU) mission 

fail to materialize? And why, given the pre-eminent political and military power of the 

United States, did the US go to such lengths to try and secure support in the United Nations 

(UN) for the 2003 invasion of Iraq?  

 What unites these three questions is the idea that states are increasingly looking to 

international organizations to help them legitimate, coordinate, and manage international 

conflict. In asking these questions, this dissertation makes a contribution to the growing 

scholarship on international organizations during times of war. The story of these 

organizations during war, along with the experiences and interests of their permanent staff 

and their secretariat, as they navigated a complex international military campaign, remains 

somewhat underappreciated in the broader international relations literature. In order to shed 

light on the role of international organizations during times of war, this dissertation asks 
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the following, more specific, questions: How were the roles of international organizations 

negotiated during these wars? What impact did the organizations have on influencing the 

course of the wars? And what do these patterns tell us about how large-scale, international 

conflict is negotiated and undertaken in the contemporary era? 

To answer these questions, this dissertation analyses the participation of three 

international organizations - the UN, NATO, and the EU - across three, large-scale, 

international conflicts: the War in Afghanistan, the War in Libya, and the War in Iraq. 

Throughout the course of these wars, politically and militarily powerful states came to a 

head with the very institutions they helped establish following the Second World War - 

their task of which was, if not to prevent war between states, then at least to help manage 

it.1 The wars, unsurprisingly given their complexity, produced tension not only between 

Allies, and organizations and their membership, but also between organizations 

themselves. 

The following section serves to contextualize the current study. It provides a brief 

overview of current trends in multinational and multilateral military operations through a 

discussion of the changing nature of security threats. Its primary goal is to lay the 

contextual foundations of an analysis of ‘wars of choice’, told from the perspective of 

international organizations and their leading member states. Given the pre-eminent 

position of the United States, special attention is paid to the American position in relation 

to each of these organizations and conflicts. In addition to exploring the decision-making 

dynamics within, and between, NATO, the UN, and the EU, this dissertation aims to 

																																																								
1 Ian Hurd, After Anarchy: Legitimacy and Power in the United Nations Security Council. (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2008).  
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uncover why these organizations and their member-states choose, in the first place, to 

participate in wars which do not appear to serve their vital interests.2 These wars have been 

described in a number of different ways: as ‘wars of choice’,3 ‘missions of choice’,4 and 

‘interventions of choice.’5  

Wars of Choice 

This dissertation is temporally and contextually bound in that it is a product of a 

present understanding of the norms and values surrounding violent, state-sponsored 

conflict that, in future years, may no longer hold true. In particular, this study reflects the 

idea that international norms and values surrounding the use of force change and evolve 

over time, and will continue to do so as time progresses. One need only look so far as the 

twentieth century to see these changes.6 During the early part of the twentieth century it 

was common diplomatic practice for powerful states – in particular, powerful Western 

European states – to deploy military force against weaker, usually subjugated states, for 

the purposes of debt collection, a practice that fell out of favour after the First World War.7 

As well, total war, which captures the nature of the First and Second World War, seems 

																																																								
2 David A. Baldwin, “The Concept of Security,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 23, No. 1 (1997): 5-
26. 
3 Lawrence Freedman, A Choice of Enemies: America Confronts the Middle East, (New York, Public Affairs: 
2008). 
4 Charles Pentland, “From Words to Deeds: Strategic Culture and the European Union’s Balkan Military 
Missions,” Contemporary Security Policy, Vol. 32, No. 3 (2011): 551-566. 
5 David Auerswald, “Explaining Wars of Choice: An Integrated Decision Model of NATO policy in Kosovo,” 
International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 48, No. 3 (2004). 
6 Theo Farrell, The Norms of War: Cultural Beliefs and Modern Conflict, (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner 
Publishers, 2005): 631-662. See also: Nicholas Rennger, “On the Just War Tradition in the Twenty-First 
Century,” International Affairs, Vol. 78, No. 2 (2002): 353-363. 
7 Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention, (New York: Cornell University Press, 2004). See also 
Margaret MacMillan, The War that Ended Peace. (Allen Lane, 2013). Barry Buzan and George Lawson. The 
Global Transformation: History, Modernity, and the Making of International Relations. (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2015).  
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morally repugnant and impossible today – though, it is perhaps true that it also seemed 

impossible back then.8 Since the end of the Cold War, and increasingly in the Post-9/11 

era, the dynamics, as well as our understanding, of the use of military force, and the 

instances in which violence can be legitimately applied, have changed. As a result of events 

witnessed in Somalia and Rwanda during the first half of the 1990s, the notion of the 

Responsibility to Protect (R2P) and the related concept of human security came to the fore.  

The development and institutionalization of concepts like R2P and human security 

provided both a normative and legal framework for when and where the use of military 

force could be legitimately applied.9 It subsequently became the prerogative, and an 

internationally recognized responsibility, of certain states to intervene in the affairs of 

other, frequently smaller and less powerful, states, insofar as the guiding justification and 

framework was the prevention of a massive loss of life, due to either state inaction or, 

conversely, state-sponsored action. Although these concepts were heralded by many within 

the international community, their application has been haphazard and inconsistent at best 

and, when they were applied, often produced unclear and decidedly dubious results.  

In the post-9/11 era, the complexity of security threats has increased. Terrorism at 

both the national and sub-national levels, for example, has come to be identified by many 

advanced industrialized states in the Western world as a key threat, if not perhaps the key 

threat.10 As a result, the use of military force in the post-9/11-era has been primarily geared 

																																																								
8 Raymond Aron, The Century of Total War, (New York: Double Day, 1954). See also: Barbara Tuchman, 
The Guns of August, (New York: Macmillan, 1962).  
9 Roland Paris, “Human Security: Paradigm Shift or Hot Air?” International Security, Vol. 26, No. 2 (2001): 
87-102. 
10 Frank G. Hofmann, “Hybrid Warfare and Challenges,” Joint Force Quartlery, No. 52, No. 1 (2009): 34-
39.  
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towards either small- or large-scale counter-terrorism operations. That being said, while 

terrorism does present a threat to the security of the state and its citizens, arguably, it is one 

that is in the West still relatively minor when compared against past historical threats. The 

very existence and the survival of the state, for example, is not predicated on the relative 

success of lone-wolf, or even group-sponsored, attacks.  

Given the complexity of the security environment, and the financial constraints that 

many states are facing, for both material and political reasons states are undertaking 

military operations in an increasingly integrated and inter-connected fashion. The United 

States has, for instance, repeatedly professed the necessity of enhancing the degree of 

interoperability with, and among, its various allies. Capability pooling, burden sharing, and 

SMART defence initiatives, as well as un-paralleled levels of security integration within 

the EU and across NATO states, represent efforts by states to maximize security outputs 

through institutionalized frameworks, all the while seeking to minimize inputs.11 In 

addition to the material benefits incurred through cooperative and multilateral operations, 

by undertaking operations and waging war in a multilateral context, legitimacy is also 

imparted onto these operations while offering reassurance that the wars being undertaken 

are not in violation of the present international order, but are, ostensibly, being waged to 

preserve it. The process of waging war – or the how of it – may be as important as the goals 

of the mission itself. This places organizations in a rather peculiar position as being 

																																																								
11 There are a significant number of scholars who have written on the topic of capability pooling and burden-
sharing, so an exhaustive list may not be possible. For key works see: Bastian Giegerich, “NATO’s SMART 
Defence: Who’s Buying?” Survival, Vol. 54, No. 3 (2012): 69-77; Stéfanie von Hlatky and Jessica N. Trisko, 
“Sharing the Burden of Border Security: Layered Security Co-operation and the Canada-US Frontier,” 
Canadian Journal of Political Science, Vol. 45, No. 1 (2012): 63-88; David Auerswald and Stephen 
Saideman, NATO in Afghanistan: Fighting Together, Fighting Alone, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
2014).  
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simultaneously responsible for facilitating, preventing, legitimizing, and de-legitimizing 

war.  

Organizations at War 

Since the invocation of Article V, following the 11 September 2001 attacks, 

international organizations (IOs) have become key actors in numerous large-scale conflicts. 

These various IOs, tasked with maintaining regional and global stability (or, at least, some 

semblance of order) have found themselves operating in areas that, on the surface, appear 

to lie far beyond their original and intended mandates. As these wars have run their course, 

in spite of the fact that it is national contingents doing the fighting, the wars have frequently 

come to be framed as the wars of the ‘organization’, thereby producing a degree of 

‘obviousness’ when looking back at the manner in which these wars were conducted. It 

seems obvious that NATO, for instance, would be the organizational framework through 

which the War in Afghanistan would be conducted. Likewise, it is also fairly self-evident 

that the United Nations would fundamentally disagree with the United States’ approach in 

Iraq. Yet, when the negotiations for how to conduct these wars were taking place, it was 

not at all obvious. It seemed unlikely in 2001, for example, that NATO would be 

conducting its largest military operation less than five years later.  

Nevertheless, the fact that Libya and Afghanistan have come to be NATO wars is 

not a fact that should, or can be, taken for granted. Given that the original purpose of NATO 

was to act as a collective defence organization, it seems peculiar that the role of NATO as 

an out-of-Europe focused, high-intensity warfare-capable organization should be taken as 

something that is obvious. NATO would find new purpose, the UN would come to head 

with the most powerful country in the world, and the EU’s nascent Common Security and 
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Defence Policy (CSDP) would struggle to carve a role for itself in a conflict that, at least 

prima facie, it seemed perfectly suited for.  

The focus of this dissertation, therefore, is not exclusively on the organizations 

themselves. Rather, it explores the ways in which the structure, personnel, and interests of 

these organizations influence outcomes on the battlefield and shape the interests of their 

member-states by acting as channels for the various interests involved during times of war. 

To wit, it seeks to disaggregate international organizations and the institutional 

manifestation of alliance systems, by assigning these organizations a greater degree of 

agency. 

Research Question(s) and Puzzle 

This dissertation is motivated by the following research question and puzzle: How 

are the roles of international organizations negotiated in large-scale international conflict?  

And, given that some IOs display overlap in their mandates, what determines their 

participation in modern conflict? The peculiarity of this puzzle is found not only in the 

determination of which organization will take the lead, but that an organization will be 

selected at all to help lead a war. Given the risks involved in warfare, including the potential 

loss of human life, the economic costs, and the implications for regional security, it is 

somewhat surprising that powerful states will delegate authority at all – if not totally, then 

at least partially – to an organization, with the intention of that organization helping to lead 

a war. In the cases of Afghanistan and Libya, the war effort was entrusted to an organization 

with the leadership of commanders from various national backgrounds. For instance, a 

rotational command structure, which characterized the NATO-led effort and (will be 
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explored later in the empirical chapters), had significant consequences for how the war was 

ultimately fought.  

In addition to this, once the organization is selected, there can be fairly significant 

consequences for how subsequent events will proceed. Rather than being a unilateral effort, 

once NATO is selected as the organizational framework within which to work, the interests 

of twenty-eight different states had to be taken into consideration and forged into 

consensus. Furthermore, the relationship between non-member and partner-states with the 

organization must also be considered. Turkey, for example, has a significantly better 

relationship with NATO – or at least had, until the coup attempt that occurred mid-July 

2016 – than it does with the EU. Thus, hypothetically, if the EU had been selected as the 

organizational framework through which the War in Libya had been undertaken, it would 

have been without the support of Turkey.   

The Argument 

The central argument of this study is that IOs possess a set of interests that can, at 

times, be distinct from their membership, and that this de-synchronization in interests can 

produce conflict at multiple levels. These organizations, it is argued, are able to pursue 

their interests because of the autonomy that they are granted following acts of delegation. 

This autonomy has both a material and political basis and is influenced by factors such as 

institutional design, including: voting mechanisms; funding; the personal qualities of its 

members, in particular the Secretary General (or the High Representative in the case of the 

EU); the foundational and normative mandates that each organization holds; and the 

expertise of its permanent staff. In analyzing the participation of these three organizations, 

this dissertation builds a theoretical framework for understanding organizational behaviour 
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during times of war. It does so by introducing the concept of Organizational Survival to 

understand how organizations react to conflict between them and their membership, as well 

as with other organizations.  

Organizational Survival, it will be argued, is predicated on three types of 

organizational interactions: Rivalry, Activism, and Adaptation. Although these concepts 

will be explored in greater depth in Chapter 3, it is useful to provide a brief overview of 

their main tenets here. Organizational Rivalry refers to the conflict that may emerge 

between organizations and their membership or between organizations and other 

organizations. Organizational Activism can be understood as a type of behaviour wherein 

the leadership of an organization attempts to influence the position of their organization 

vis-à-vis an emerging crisis. Finally, Organizational Adaptation refers to the manner in 

which an organization responds to a rival (in this case, another state or organization).   

 The argument developed in this dissertation is based upon three inter-connected 

theoretical claims. First, first-tier security organizations have interests of their own. In 

other words, the interests of IOs are not reducible to the interests of their membership. In 

making this claim, I draw from a neo-realist understanding of the international system. In 

particular, it is informed by the work of Kenneth Waltz. This may seem, at first, 

counterintuitive or even contradictory given that realists have had the tendency to 

disregard, or deny, the interests and relative power of organizations.12 In order to overcome 

																																																								
12 In many respects, the ‘Neo-Neo’ debate that took place in the field of International Relations throughout 
the 1980s calls into question the relative purpose and power of IOs to mitigate the effects of anarchy within 
the international system. On the one hand, neo-realists tended to view international political outcomes as a 
direct consequence of anarchy within the international system. On the other hand, neo-liberals, who share 
more in common with neo-realists than many may have liked to admit, analyzed international political 
outcomes by positioning ‘international organizations’ as an intervening variable between the state and the 
system. See: Charles W. Kegley, Controversies in International Relations Theory: Realism and the 
Neoliberal Challenge, (Bedford: St. Martin’s Press, 1995).  
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this apparent contradiction, we can apply a modified neo-realist argument to the logic of 

ISOs. This contradiction begins to wear down once we start to treat organizations as  

alternative form of political organization to the standard state form, equipped with their 

own bureaucracy, operating budget, full-time staff and, as a consequence, commanding 

their own set of loyalties.13 Indeed, if we take seriously this idea of ISOs as an alternative 

form of political organization, as Hedley Bull and those of the English school would have 

us do, then there is little compelling reason to treat organizations as being an aggregate of 

state interests. 

The implication, then, is that organizations may acquire a logic of their own that 

cannot be reduced to the sum of their parts. This opens up the possibility, and a new 

analytical space, that organizations may be able to shape and influence state interests in 

decisions leading to the use of force to a greater degree than what is currently found in the 

literature. This is especially salient given that many of these organizations operate on the 

basis of consensus; the role of the organization in the consensus-building process demands 

greater scrutiny.14  

The second hypothesis is that the interests of organizations, like those of states, are 

oriented towards ensuring its existence and survival, and it ensures this by continuously 

having to demonstrate its relevance and purpose in the international system. This 

hypothesis is explicitly formulated to reflect the notion that an IOs position is not aggregate 

an of their member-states’ position. In making such a claim, however, it recognizes that 

																																																								
13 Joel Migdal’s analysis of the various levels and structures of state bureaucracy is instructive for our 
purposes here. See: Joel Migdal, State in Society: Studying how States and Societies Transform and 
Constitute One Another, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001).  
14 When asking individuals at NATO, both from the IS and from the Canadian delegation, about the relative 
influence and autonomy of the IS, several individuals commented that the IS is colloquially known as the 
“29th country”. 
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these organizations exist only because states have opted to create them and that their 

continued existence is predicted on the membership, and support, of their members.  

The third and final hypothesis is formulated as follows: if the existence of an 

international organization is more contingent than that of the state, then organizations will 

behave in ways that aim to perpetuate the organization, even if doing so sometimes run 

counter to the interests of some of its membership. As the previous discussion surrounding 

norms and the use of force and, in particular, the emphasis and trend of conducting war 

through an institutionalized multilateral framework, international organizations will 

behave in ways that coincide with their foundational logic even when the risk of conflict 

with key state interests exists.  

Objectives and Contribution 

The main objective of this study is to bring a greater and more nuanced 

understanding of the relational-power dynamics that exist between, and within, 

organizations and states. Its analytical focus is on three international organizations: The 

United Nations (UN); the European Union (EU); and the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO).  

International security threats in the post-Cold War and post-9/11 era are 

multifaceted and multidimensional. Due to financial as well as normative limitations, states 

are increasingly looking towards interoperability and the integration of military 

capabilities. Resulting from this is the growing reliance placed upon both coalitions as well 

as institutionalized alliance frameworks. States, for a multiplicity of reasons, are no longer 

willing, or able, to ‘go it alone’. This places international organizations in a peculiar 

position in the international system, as they are no longer passive generators of security, 
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but now must be active contributors. The theoretical goal of this study is to develop an 

analytical framework for understanding the power dynamics that exist between states and 

first-tier security organizations, as well as understanding what these relationships tell us 

about the nature of the international system itself. It seeks to develop a theoretical 

framework for understanding international organizations and their relationship towards 

conflict. The empirical objective of this study is to present new empirical data on the topic 

of multilateral military interventions, acquired through semi-structured elite interviews, 

and primary documentation regarding the procedures and practices surrounding 

organizational and state participation in multilateral military interventions. The final 

objective of the study, which is oriented towards policy-makers, is to develop clear policy 

prescriptions for various stakeholders in government and civil society, with a particular 

focus on strengthening civil-military relations in an effort to better understand, as well as 

manage, negotiations in decisions leading to the use of force. 

Methodology & Case Studies 

In an effort to better understand the organizational and state dynamics of twenty-

first century inter-state conflict, this study employs the method of a small-n, focused and 

structured comparative case study analysis. In doing so, it analyzes in detail the Wars in 

Afghanistan, Libya, and Iraq from the perspective of the organizations through which they 

were negotiated and fought. The Wars in Afghanistan and Libya share in common the fact 

that they both began with resolutions originating from the United Nations and, eventually, 

resulted in NATO providing the organizational framework. Libya differs slightly from the 

War in Afghanistan in that the EU, for the first time, was seen to offer a viable alternative 

to a NATO-led operation. Ultimately, however, NATO was once again found to be the 
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preferred framework. Thus, in the Afghanistan and Libya cases, both the UN and NATO 

continued to act within the region. The War in Iraq can be seen to act somewhat as a 

negative case in that the UN was involved in negotiations at the outset, just as in the other 

two cases, but negotiations between the United States and the UN quickly fell apart. The 

War in Iraq, therefore, sheds light on the dynamics of organization-state rivalry.  

This study is less focused on ‘outcomes’ than it is on ‘beginnings’ and ‘middles’ – 

it does not purport to argue in a normative or empirical way the relative successes and 

failures of the wars being scrutinized – though it does examine the manner in which, due 

to organizational and state rivalry, the bumpiness of the wars in question. Its main 

analytical focus is on the processes and decisions that first led to a particular ISO being 

selected and the consequences of that decision for the conduct of the war. In other words, 

it investigates the underlying processes that led to a particular organization being selected 

for a war by identifying which stakeholders were most influential during the negotiation 

process. Following from that, it assesses in detail the ways in which the structure, day-to-

day activities, and interests of the organizations themselves had a role to play in the 

evolution and conduct of the wars.  

Data Collection 

Interview Sites 

The data used in my dissertation is qualitative in nature and draws from original 

research conducted during my time in the field at various interview sites. For the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization, I conducted interviews at two locations: (1) NATO 

Headquarters in Brussels, Belgium and (2) the Supreme Headquarters of Allied Powers 

Europe (SHAPE) in Mons, Belgium. For the European Union, I conducted interviews with 
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members of the European Union Military Staff (EUMS) and with personnel within the 

European External Action Service (EEAS). Unfortunately, I was unable to secure access 

to the United Nations Headquarters in New York. To overcome this, however, I 

interviewed a number of individuals working at NATO who either had prior work 

experience at the UN, or had familiarity with the UN and its overseas missions. At NATO 

HQ and SHAPE, I interviewed individuals at the Canadian Forces delegation to NATO, 

the US Mission to NATO, the United Kingdom delegation to NATO, as well as members 

of the International Staff (IS) and the International Military Staff (IMS). In total, I 

conducted 32 interviews (18 at NATO, 11 with the EU, and 3 with individuals who have 

familiarity with the UN experience).  

Participant Recruitment 

Participation in the study was largely a consequence of availability, and the process 

of attempting to recruit participants was a fairly straight forward, if not always fruitful, 

endeavour. Each potential participant was provided with a letter of information and a letter 

of consent. Potential participants were also made aware that I was a Doctoral Candidate 

conducting fieldwork for my dissertation and that I was affiliated with the Department of 

Political Studies at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario, Canada. Participant 

recruitment at each organization differed slightly, but followed a similar pattern. 

For NATO, a visitor’s pass was acquired through the assistance of Megan Weekes 

at the Canadian delegation and through the help of Major-General Christopher Coates. 

Although a number of individuals assisted me during my time at NATO, both Megan 

Weekes and Megan Minnion and generously served as my primary points of contact within 

the organization and provided assistance to me in navigating the internal structure of both 
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the Canadian delegation, other member-states delegations, as well as the International Staff 

(IS) and International Military Staff (IMS). Participant recruitment generally unfolded in 

one of three ways: the first way was through direct contact, whereby an introductory e-mail 

was sent to them inquiring about their availability and interest in participating in the study. 

A cover letter was then forwarded to them, if they expressed interest in being involved in 

the study. Upon meeting potential participants, they were then provided with a physical 

copy of the letter of information as well as a letter of consent (see Appendix A and B for 

samples). The second way was through internal-networking within the organization itself, 

whereby individuals offered to serve as points of contact and arranged interviews with their 

colleagues based on areas of expertise as well as availability. The third way was through 

the ‘snowball’ method, wherein at the end of each interview I asked my interviewee if they 

could suggest anybody that might wish to speak with me.   

Fieldwork Challenges and Limitations 

Fieldwork Post-Attack 

Fieldwork in Belgium proved to be more difficult than originally anticipated. My 

fieldwork in Brussels began in May 2016, just five weeks after the bombings at Zaventem 

Airport and Maelbeek metro station that left thirty-two people dead and more than three 

hundred people injured. Upon landing in Brussels, the section of Zaventem airport was still 

closed and a heavy military and police presence was visible throughout the city. Following 

the attacks, both organizations were also placed on ‘High Alert.’ Given the timing of the 

attacks, arranging interviews prior to leaving for Brussels was not a possibility. 

Nonetheless, after spending nearly eight weeks in Brussels, I was able to obtain access to 

NATO Headquarters, the Supreme Headquarters of Allied Powers Europe, and several EU 
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buildings, on more than one occasion. However, obtaining access to NATO or EU 

buildings, at this time, was not a straight forward process. By the time I received my 

visitor’s pass at NATO HQ, the organization’s threat level was still at “Bravo+,” meaning 

that I was not permitted to go anywhere on the NATO campus, not even in the non-secure 

and press areas, without an escort and constant supervision.  

In addition to the increased security and heightened alert levels, NATO was also 

preparing for two rounds of Ministerials, which included visits from the Canadian Minister 

of Foreign Affairs and the Canadian Minister of National Defence. Preparations were also 

underway for the main event: The Warsaw Summit, which took place in July of 2016. The 

already small Canadian delegation was stretched thin, meaning that they had precious few 

individuals to spare to assist a PhD student in his research. In spite of the business at the 

organization, several individuals – including those mentioned above – selflessly and very 

graciously volunteered their time to escort me to and from interviews.  

Challenges in securing and conducting interviews did not just originate from within 

the organizations themselves. Brussels, at the time of my fieldwork, was not only dealing 

with internal security threats, but also with general labour unrest that manifested in the 

form of ‘savage’ transit strikes - they’re referred to as ‘savage’ because the strikes affected 

random transit lines and the only way to know if the train was going to show-up was to 

wait on the platform and hope! These transit strikes, on more than one occasion, threatened 

interviews that I had setup at SHAPE and NATO HQ. Perseverance, persistence, and a lot 

of assistance from my supervisor, Dr. Stéfanie von Hlatky, helped salvage what was 

increasingly looking to be a failed attempt at fieldwork. 

   



 

 18 

Data Analysis: Process Tracing  

 In an effort to develop a theoretically rich and analytically accurate framework for 

analyzing organizational behaviour during multilateral military interventions, this study 

will employ the use of process tracing as its predominant methodological approach. Process 

tracing allows for the construction of theoretically and historically rich narratives of 

complex political phenomena. It does so by tracing, in a linear fashion, the casual 

connection between explanatory factors. Alexander Bennet and Andrew George provide a 

strong justification for the use of process tracing: 

The process tracing method-attempts to identify the intervening causal process – 
the causal chain and causal mechanism – between an independent variable (or 
variables) and the outcome of the dependent variable […] Process tracing forces 
the investigator to take equifinality into account, that is, to consider the alternative 
paths through which the outcome could have occurred, and it offers the possibility 
of mapping out one or more potential causal paths that are consistent with the 
outcome and the process tracing-evidence in a single case.15 
 

Process tracing as a method, therefore, enables one to explore and identify the causal 

mechanisms that exist between independent variable(s) and a dependent variable. Since the 

purpose of this dissertation primarily aims to understand the ways in which international 

organizations behave in the process leading up to, and during, times of war, process tracing 

offers a compelling and methodologically rigorous way to study the relationship between 

independent and dependent variables. This is valuable when analyzing decisions leading 

to the use of force given the multifaceted, multi-stakeholder nature of these types of 

negotiations. And, given that, in the context of this study, decisions leading to the use of 

																																																								
15 Andrew Bennet and Alexander George, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences, 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005): 206-208. See also: David Collier, “Understanding Process 
Tracing,” Political Science and Politics, Vol. 44, No. 4 (2011): 823-830; Oisin Tansey, “Process Tracing and 
Elite-Interviewing: A Case for Non-Probability Sampling,” Political Science and Politics, Vol. 40, No. 4 
(2007): 766-768.  
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force often consist of multiple actors with, at times, competing interests, process tracing 

enables one to see the relative importance of different independent variables as the 

negotiations and operations are underway.  

Chapter Outline 

The dissertation is structured in two parts (introduction and theory and then case 

studies and conclusion) which totals eight chapters. Part I includes chapters one (the 

introduction), two, three, and four. The first chapter serves as an introduction to the 

dissertation, and provides the context and justification for the analytical focal point of the 

study, in addition to highlighting the dissertation’s main contributions. In doing so, it 

highlights the scope, objectives, and limitations of the study by formally elucidating the 

research question, argument, and various methodologies employed in the study. The 

second chapter turns its attention to a review of the extant literature on international 

organizations and authority and legitimacy in the context of multilateral warfare. Chapter 

III then builds upon these insights and develops the theoretical framework within which 

the remainder of the dissertation is to be viewed. Chapter IV serves as a bridge between 

the theoretical and empirical portions of the dissertation, by providing an overview of the 

case studies. Part II of the dissertation consists of an analysis of three wars as well as a 

conclusion. In analyzing the case studies,  the dissertation employs a focused and structured 

comparative case study analysis. Although the focus of the dissertation is on international 

organizations, the case studies are structured around the three wars, in order to highlight 

the respective roles that each organization played through those conflicts.  To this end, the 

cases are ordered conceptually, rather than chronologically.  
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Part I – Introduction and Theory 

Chapter I – Organizations at War – Introduction and Methodology 

This chapter serves to introduce the dissertation topic and sets forth the contextual 

foundations of the study. It does so by introducing the three wars through the lens of the 

three organizations. It then presents, and justifies, the research question and highlights the 

theoretical and empirical contributions. The second half of the first chapter is subsequently 

dedicated to a discussion of methodology used in the dissertation and aims to justify both 

the case selection and specific methodological approach. The chapter concludes with an 

overview of the dissertation. 

Chapter II – Between Anarchy and Order – Literature Review 

The second chapter of the project serves to situate the study within the extant 

scholarship. The literature being reviewed in this chapter focuses predominantly on the 

position of international organizations within international politics and their relationship to 

modern conflict. In this, the argument presented stems from the ideas of wars of choice vs. 

wars of necessity, that on one-level, organizations serve to legitimize and de-legitimize 

certain forms of behaviour. On another level, these organizations also possess the material 

capabilities and military/political expertise to help coordinate the war efforts themselves. 

The theoretical foundation is built from the ground-up, by first analyzing the position of 

international organizations within international politics, before proceeding to a more 

nuanced argument about delegation, autonomy, and legitimacy. 

Chapter III – Theoretical Framework 

Drawing from the insights found in Chapter II, the third chapter of the dissertation 

analyzes in depth the notion of delegation and the reasons why states choose to delegate to 
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international organizations. In this, a model is developed by first exploring the factors 

leading to delegation, and the consequences for the organization-state / inter-organizational 

relationships once delegation has occurred. 

Chapter IV – Overview of Case Studies 

The fourth chapter of the dissertations serves to build a bridge between the 

theoretical and, perhaps, more abstract discussions of the dissertation, and the empirical 

portions of the dissertation. It does so by tracing the origins and evolution of the 

organizations, in brief, to demonstrate their evolving purpose. In addition to this, it lays out 

some of the key explanatory factors that will be featured prominently in the subsequent 

chapters.   

Part II – Case Studies 

Chapter V – The War in Afghanistan 

`Chapter V of the dissertation begins the empirical analysis in earnest, with an in-depth 

case study analysis of the War in Afghanistan. It examines the events leading to the 

establishment of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) then explores the two-

year period (2001-2003) leading up to the eventual handover of ISAF from the United 

Nations to NATO. The chapter then proceeds to examine the ways in which NATO and 

the UN interacted with each other, and their membership, in theater.  

Chapter VI – The War in Libya 

Chapter VI of the dissertation introduces the case of Libya, beginning with an 

examination of the events leading up to the UN sanctioned, NATO air campaign. The Libya 

case sees the European Union, for the time, as a viable actor. Although the intervention 
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ultimately took place through NATO, parallel discussions were occurring in the Political 

and Security Committee of the EU.  

Chapter VII – The War in Iraq / Discussion 

Chapter VII of the dissertation introduces the case of Iraq. The Iraq War stands 

slightly apart from the other two cases in that ISOs played only a marginal role in the war 

effort itself. Although the United States had initially pursued options through the United 

Nations, due to disagreements with the United Nations, the US ultimately chose to forego 

an institutional framework and instead the war was conducted through a ‘coalition of the 

willing’.  

Chapter VIII – Conclusion  

The final chapter of the dissertation highlights the main contributions of the 

dissertation by providing a summary of the main theoretical and empirical findings of the 

study. The chapter concludes by offering a number of policy recommendations, as well as 

directions for future research. 
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Chapter II – Between Anarchy and Order 

“Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold; mere anarchy is loosed upon the world.” – W. 
B. Yeats, The Second Coming. 

“My centre is giving way, my right is retreating, situation excellent, I am attacking!” – 
Ferdinand Foch, First Battle of the Marne 

 International Organizations and Multilateral Warfare 

The invocation of NATO’s Article V – met initially with a lukewarm response by 

the United States16 – following the attacks on the Pentagon and World Trade Centre on 11 

September 2001, can, at face-value, be seen as two things: (1) a symbolic act of solidarity 

amongst allies; and, (2) a support mission with a limited scope in order to assist an ally – 

the United States – in a time of crisis. With the consequences of the attacks becoming more 

clear, a number of international organizations gradually came to be involved in dealing 

with the fallout. NATO’s role was initially limited to aerial surveillance through a 

coordinated NATO Airborne Warning and Control System (AWACS) deployment over 

the US, as part of Operation Noble Eagle, along with the patrolling of the maritime, as part 

of Operation Active Endeavour.  

On the UN side, the months ahead saw a bustle of activity, with several resolutions 

passed within the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) that served to reaffirm the 

international communities’ commitment to combating terrorism. In the fall of 2003, 

roughly two years after the initial deployment of NATO aerial surveillance assets over the 

US, NATO’s role in the War on Terror came to include responsibility of security operations 

																																																								
16 David Auerswald and Stephen Saideman, NATO in Afghanistan: Fighting Together, Fighting Alone, 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014). See also: Benjamin Zyla. Sharing the Burden? NATO and Its 
Second-Tier Powers. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2014).  
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in Afghanistan following the handover of the UN mandated International Security 

Assistance Force (ISAF). Since the US-led invasion of Afghanistan in 2001, the US and 

(some) of its allies have found themselves involved in two other major wars: The War in 

Iraq and the War in Libya. In spite of the similarities of these wars in terms of national 

security, the fight against terrorism, and the implications for regional and global stability, 

why did they produce different outcomes in terms of which organizations led the fight? 

And, why, given the seriousness and complexity of the Global War on Terror and the 

obvious national security interests, was the United States willing to handover operations to 

an international organization and entrust to it, at times, control over the force-generation 

process and strategic direction of the mission. In other words, and the core question of this 

dissertation, is from the perspective of international organizations, how is large-scale 

multilateral warfare negotiated?  

The rough empirical answer, in the case of Afghanistan, is that the United States 

was preparing for the removal of Saddam Hussein in Iraq, which involved preparations for 

the invasion of a second sovereign country. A theoretical understanding of delegation to 

international organizations during times of war, however, is still wanting as these answers 

do not necessarily satisfy the larger question of why an immensely powerful state, the 

United States in these cases, was willing, in the first place, to trust an international 

organization to conduct a war in its place. This does not mean, of course, that the United 

States removed itself entirely from the conflict – quite the contrary as evidenced by the fact 

that the US continued to undertake the majority of combat operations in Afghanistan. 

Instead, it means that the burden of planning and strategizing fell to NATO/ISAF 

commanders.  
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Furthermore, and perhaps more importantly still, relatively little attention is paid to 

the consequences of this handover and what the implications were for the war effort more 

generally. Although the above questions are the central puzzle being explored in this study, 

the immediate task of this chapter is not necessarily to provide empirical answers to these 

questions. Rather, the central purpose of this chapter is to begin building the foundations 

of a theory of international organization during times of war.  

In so doing, the goal is to accomplish two things: first, to provide a broad theoretical 

basis that focuses upon the characteristics of the international system, with specific 

attention placed on state behaviour in the international system. Second, and following from 

the first goal, these theoretical foundations will inform a more directed reading of the 

literature, in order to develop a better understanding of the conceptual, as well as practical, 

implications of a sovereign state delegating war-fighting tasks to an organization. The over-

arching purpose of this chapter is, therefore, to shed light on the relational dynamics that 

exist not only between states, but also the interactions that exist between states and 

organizations. 

The argument and logic of this chapter unfolds in the following way: intellectual 

context is provided through an assessment of three competing, but related, theories of 

international relations. These primary theories include neo-realism, neo-liberalism, and the 

English School and were selected on the basis that their focus tends to be more systemic 

and generalized, but also because their central concern tends to be on the nature of 

international politics itself – that is to say, whether international relations is comprised of 

a system or society of states. The chapter then proceeds to look at liberal institutionalism 

and constructivism in order to better understand the ideational power resources that 
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organizations have in the management of state relations when war is concerned. In so 

doing, a conceptual understanding of international organizations as both stakeholder and 

actor begins to emerge.   

The theoretical foundations of this chapter begin with a relatively broad stroke and 

are informed by discussions about anarchy, order, legitimacy, and authority. The sub-

sections of this chapter follow a logical progression that builds from the top-down, with 

the counter-intuitive goal of producing a bottom-up understanding of ISOs during times of 

war. The more directed portion of the chapter builds upon the conceptual discussions that 

preceded it by then moving into a more specific review of the literature concerning 

organizational selection (forum shopping) as well as models of understanding delegation 

(principal-agent theory). These latter two sections are of key significance to the study, as 

these are the theories that, at the core, offer the most compelling account of State-IO and 

IO-IO interaction.  

Anarchy and Order  

The theoretical core of this study begins by engaging debates about anarchy and 

order and the position of international organizations in relation to these two concepts. And, 

consequently, whether one chooses to view anarchy and order as fundamental and enduring 

features of the international system, or as ideational constructs that help shape behaviour 

depending upon circumstance. The debates surrounding anarchy and order are, at their 

core, discussions about the boundaries and limits of state behaviour in international 

politics. Of primary concern to this dissertation is the origin of these boundaries in 

decisions leading to the use of force, how they are enforced, and who is responsible for 



 

 27 

enforcing them. The argument being presented here is that although these boundaries are 

built by states, it becomes (in part) the responsibility of organizations to maintain them.   

 Before proceeding to a more targeted discussion, definitional as well as conceptual 

clarity must first be established. The realist concept of anarchy may serve as our analytical 

starting point, which can be taken to simply mean the absence of a world, or international, 

governing authority whose power and legitimacy is above that of a sovereign state. States, 

according to realists, currently represent the highest and most widely recognized source of 

political authority and are subservient to no higher power within international politics, save 

for those other states that may, in the absence of an international or world authority, 

demand conformity of weaker, less powerful states. As such, states, are seen to be the 

principal units of political action in international politics and are free to act in such ways 

that they deem necessary to fulfill the interests of their domestic constituencies – to the 

extent that other states allow it. For realists, there are no prohibitions on war except those 

which are dictated by material capabilities or expediency. One may think back to the 

disapproval and condemnation that was wrought from the international community as well 

as from the UN over the US invasion of Iraq. In spite of this condemnation, the US still 

chose to invade – though not without incurring consequences.  

Order, on the other hand, does not imply, or conversely require, the existence of a 

global or international government capable of instilling upon its constituent members a 

code of behaviour or conduct. Instead, it implies the existence of interests, ideas, norms, 

and values that mitigate the logical consequences of anarchy (detailed in the preceding 

paragraph) through an array of common institutions and understandings. In this 

formulation of the international system (more appropriately defined as an international 
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society, if speaking in the parlance of the English School), behaviour is, in part, regulated 

by states themselves as well as by institutions.17 Whether one chooses to characterize 

international relations as existing within a system of states or society of states is predicated 

upon a number of factors, not least which are directly informed by historical circumstance. 

But even Hedley Bull, the scholar with whom the English School is, perhaps, most 

frequently associated with was careful in making any conclusions about the nature of 

international relations, indicating that the existence of a system or society is both 

temporally and contextually specific.  

 The reason for such early emphasis upon these two key concepts is that these ideas 

form the conceptual cores of the theories discussed later in the chapter regarding the 

sources of an organization’s power and influence. And, in large part, the conclusions 

regarding state behaviour and the general efficacy and position of international institutions 

flows from these concepts. To this end, this study departs from conventional theories of 

international relations in that it examines the space between anarchy and order. In spite of 

the continued existence of states as the preeminent actors within the international system, 

conflict between and among states is regulated not only by the states themselves but also 

by values and ideas about conduct that are embodied within institutions. Thus, it can be 

said that anarchy and order should not be taken as absolute features of the international 

system; rather they can be seen to be in constant tension and conflict with one another.  

 

																																																								
17 Although discussed in myriad texts, the definition of anarchy and order utilized here is drawn from two 
principle sources: Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics, (Columbia: 
Columbia University Press, 1977); Robert Axelrod and Robert Keohane, “Achieving Cooperation Under 
Anarchy,” World Politics, Vol. 38, No. 1 (1985): 226-254; Helen Milner, “The Assumption of Anarchy in 
International Relations: A Critique,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 17, No. 1 (1991): 67-85.  
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Systems and Societies: IOs and International Relations 

 To begin the analysis in earnest, it is instructive to examine the various ways that 

mainstream theories of international relations have approached the question of state 

behaviour in the international system and by extension, conflict and war. Doing so helps 

us better understand not only the reasons why states engage in these behaviours but also 

the role that institutions and organizations can have in either mitigating or facilitating 

certain types of behaviour.18 In this instance, conventional theories fall slightly short in 

offering a compelling assessment of international organizations during times of war. In 

particular, much emphasis has been placed upon the cooperative elements of institutions 

and at which times, and for what reasons, cooperation is either achieved or not. For neo-

realists, however, the role of organizations, unless analyzed within the context of state 

power, has attracted only cursory attention - if they are not outright dismissed.  

Realists like Waltz, Gilpin, and Mearsheimer, to name but a few, have argued that 

the anarchic nature of the international system has a natural tendency towards war, given 

the absence of an overarching authority with which to control, and influence, state 

behaviour.19 For realists such as these, the existence of organizations does not necessarily 

matter as state behaviour is dictated primarily by the relative distribution of material 

capabilities. Ideational factors, for many early realists, are considered to have relatively 

																																																								
18 Another point of conceptual clarification may be needed here in that frequently in this study the terms 
Organization and Institution are used interchangeably. In so doing, I acknowledge that there are conceptual 
differences between the two such that organizations can refer exclusively to specific physical spaces (such 
as the UN, NATO, EU, WB, etc.) whereas institutions may include these but also more enduring ideational 
constructs. Some constructivists, for example, treat anarchy as an institution. See: Craig Parsons, How to 
Map Arguments in Political Science, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).  
19 Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics, (McGraw-Hill, 1979). See also: Robert Gilpin, War and 
Change in World Politics, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981).  
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little explanatory power.20 With good reason, states remain the analytical focal point of 

realist analysis. States after all, are sovereign and answer to no higher authority. Even when 

George W. Bush announced his commitment to the United Nations in 2003 during the 

negotiations leading up to the invasion of Iraq, it was fairly clear that even if the UN did 

not agree with the position of the US, the US would still be free to act in accordance with 

what it deemed to be its national interests.21 But conceiving of international relations in this 

way is necessarily limiting and does not completely capture the nature of the negotiations 

leading up to the invasion of Iraq, Afghanistan, or Libya. In each of these cases, and 

although they had different outcomes, international organizations were involved, if not in 

the beginning, then in the very early stages.  Thus, by simply looking at states as being the 

primary actors, the nuance and details of the diplomatic and strategic processes are missed 

as well as what the implications for the war effort were. Furthermore, by focusing on the 

state, realism tends to neglect the spectrum of interests that are involved in formulating 

foreign policy decisions because of their tendency to view the state either as a black box, 

or as a unitary actor.22  

 To this end, neo-classical realists have fared significantly better in explaining a 

wide range of outcomes by looking both at the structural characteristics of the international 

system and at domestic interests. As such, neo-classical realism has shed the constraints 

																																																								
20 Ideational factors are, on occasion, included in realist analysis.  See: Robert Gilpin’s discussion on prestige 
in Robert Gilpin, War and Change in World Politics, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981). 
21 Many realists, however, disagree with the notion that the invasion of Iraq served the interests of the US. 
See for instance John Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt, “An Unnecessary War,” Foreign Policy, 2007. 
Available at: http://foreignpolicy.com/2009/11/03/an-unnecessary-war-2/ and Robert Gilpin, “War is too 
Important to be Left to Ideological Amateurs,” International Relations, Vol. 19, No. 1 (March 2005): pp. 5-
18.  
22 John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2001).  
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and overcome the limitations of simply looking at system level variables to also include 

domestic factors.23 Neo-classical realism, thus, is key in helping to explain variation in the 

behaviour of primary, secondary, and even tertiary states in multilateral settings. And, in 

so doing, they have forcefully and convincingly made the case that domestic factors, in 

most instances, trump alliance demands.24 Indeed, as Auerswald and Saideman note in their 

analysis of the variation in battlefield behavior during the War in Afghanistan, “there is 

simply too much systematic variation in the behaviour of ISAF contingents to suggest that 

the NATO alliance is determining the behaviour of its members.”25 Saideman and 

Auerswald rightly point out that variation in national behaviour cannot be explained by the 

structure of the alliance alone or the formal organizational design because of the strength 

of domestic interests during times of war. Caveats, originating from nation-states, place 

clear limitations on what a state can do in terms of not only where it can deploy troops, for 

how long it is willing to deploy troops, but also what sorts of operations these soldiers can 

participate in and the degree of risk that they are willing to undertake.26  

However, two key elements are missing from the neo-classical realist analysis and, 

by extension, realist analysis more generally. In particular, what both Saideman and 

Auerswald note is that tension between the organization and the member-states does exist, 

most notably in the force-generation process. Therefore, although member-states are the 

																																																								
23 Gideon Rose, “Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign Policy,” World Politics, Vol. 51, No. 1 
(1998): pp. 144-172.  
24 Stéfanie von Hlatky, American Allies in Times of War: The Great Asymmetry, (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2013).  
25 David Auerswald and Stephen Saideman, NATO in Afghanistan: Fighting Together, Fighting Alone, 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014): pp. 6. 
26 Aaron Ettinger and Jeffrey Rice, “Hell is Other People’s Schedules: Canada’s Limited-Term Military 
Commitments, 2001-2015,” International Journal, Vol. 71, No. 3 (2016): pp. 374. 
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ones who ultimately decide how much to commit, for how long, and where, personnel 

within the organization who are tasked with the force generation process do have some 

degree of input and influence over what ultimately is agreed upon.27 Furthermore, realist 

analysis has the tendency to assume that states are rational actors with clearly defined and 

clearly aligned interests and preferences. Yet, these interests are often articulated 

differently depending upon the organization and venue they are choosing to work in. State 

interests within NATO may run counter to the interests of that state as they are articulated 

in the UN. This is due, in part, to the fact that different organizations serve different 

purposes and have different mandates and thus the interests that are articulated within these 

organizations may not always align. This poses a slight dilemma for realist analysis as the 

creation of international institutions and organizations, especially with respect to 

international security, has created a regime of complexity and confusion with respect to 

which multilateral channels ought to be pursued to resolve a given dispute or for a state to 

pursue its own interests and ends. 28  

Nonetheless, and in spite of the existence of international institutions, neo-realists 

are quick to point out that war remains a recurring feature of international relations. As 

such, neo-realists tend to be deeply skeptical about the role and relative power of 

international institutions, especially with respect to the idea that these institutions may, in 

certain instances, mitigate conflict and facilitate cooperation. John Mearsheimer makes this 

point rather forcefully in stating that: “The bottom line on institutions seems clear: despite 

																																																								
27 The force generation process of NATO is well-described in Auerswald and Saideman, 2014. The force 
generation process of the EU is described subsequently in Chapter VI.   
28 Karen Atler and Sophie Meunier, “Politics of International Regime Complexity,” Perspectives on Politics, 
Vol. 7, No. 1 (March, 2009): 13. 
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all the rhetoric about their virtues, there is little evidence that they can alter state behaviour 

and cause peace.”29 Mearsheimer, in making this argument, draws to attention the fact that 

international institutions, in the immediate aftermath of the Cold War, were unable to 

prevent war in Bosnia as well as genocide in Rwanda.30 Although the position was first 

articulated in 1995, several more wars have occurred since that time: Kosovo, Afghanistan, 

Iraq, Libya, Syria, and Ukraine, to name but a few. The empirical evidence, at least at first 

glance, appears to be firmly on the side of realists and that in spite of the existence of 

international institutions and organizations, conflict between states continue to exist. But, 

in making this claim a few key points are being lost, not least of which is the fact that war 

has not broken out between great powers.31 Thus, to say that institutions are unsuccessful 

at preventing conflict altogether is somewhat flawed given that at least for the time being, 

conflict between great and medium powers is being managed somewhat successfully.32  

Indeed, for scholars of the English School, states routinely limit their behaviour for 

ideational reasons. Hedley Bull, for instance, noted that:  

there has been a reappearance of universalist or solidarist assumptions in the way 
rules of co-existence are formulated. The idea that this means states use in war 
should be limited has been qualified by the reappearance of the distinction between 

																																																								
29 John Mearsheimer, “A Realist Reply,” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer, 1995): 93. For 
Mearsheimer’s first articulation of this position, see: John Mearsheimer, “The False Promise of International 
Institutions,” International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95): 5-49. 
30 Mearsheimer, 1995, 93. 
31 Of course, it would be careless to begin to suggest that organizations are solely responsible for minimizing 
conflict. At least with respect to the US and China state-centric explanations have been offered for why 
tensions have not escalated and conflict has not broken out. It should be noted, however, that the point being 
made here is noting that organizations do prevent conflict, not necessarily that they are the only source of 
conflict prevention. See: Stephen G. Brooks and William C. Wohlforth, World out of Balance: International 
Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2008). See also: 
David Shambaugh, China Goes Global: The Partial Power, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013). 
32 Joshua Goldstein, Winning the War on War: The Decline of Armed Conflict Worldwide, (New York: 
Penguin, 2011). See also: Steven Pinker, The Better Angels of Our Nature: Why Violence Has Declined, 
(New York: Viking, 2011); and Rupert Smith, The Utility of Force: The Art of War in the Modern World, 
(London: Allen Lane, 2005).  
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objectively just and unjust causes for which war is waged, as in the attempts to 
prohibit ‘aggressive’ war.33  
 

The English School’s argument about the existence of an international society helps shed 

light on the ideational dimensions of modern warfare.34 Not only does working through 

international and multilateral channels provide valuable material resources to the war 

efforts, but by working through the institutions that are seen to represent ‘international 

society’, they also have the added benefit of providing legitimacy to those efforts. This 

helps explain why the United States, in the aftermath of the Iraq war, was willing to 

participate in the Libyan conflict only after international support had been secured.  

Although peace cannot be attributed entirely to the existence and presence of 

international institutions, it can be said with a fair degree of confidence that it is prevented, 

if not wholly, then in part because of these institutions. Of course, the extent to which 

institutions are responsible for this peace is a methodological question that for the time 

being falls beyond the scope of this particular study. But, the key point that stems from this 

discussion is to highlight the position of many prominent realists who have had the 

tendency to discount the efficacy of institutions. And, furthermore, although Mearsheimer 

is correct in noting that states remain the pre-eminent actors in international relations, his 

conclusions hinge on the notion that power is materially based and ignores the relational 

dimensions of power in favour of a purely outcome-based assessment of world politics. 

The primary limitation of conceptualizing international relations in this way is that it has 

																																																								
33 Bull, 1977, 34. 
34 It should be noted that English School theorists do not presume the permanent existence of an 
international society. Instead, they argue that when certain conditions are met, an international society may 
arise from the international system.   
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the tendency to ignore the process by which decisions are made and what the processes 

more generally tell us about the nature of international politics.  

Liberal Institutionalism: Organizations and State Preferences 

How then do other theories treat international organizations in conflict? Liberal 

institutionalism, in contradistinction to realism offers a slightly more optimistic account of 

the role of institutions in managing international affairs and conflict. Keohane and Nye, for 

instance, argued that international institutions are able to mitigate outright hostilities (read: 

armed conflict) when conditions of interdependence arise. Of course, this argument is 

formulated with the added nuance and understanding that conflict between states will not 

be obviated in its entirety.35 Instead, they suggested that the nature of conflict will 

qualitatively, if not quantitatively, be changed. Thus, although these authors may disagree 

on the relative importance of international institutions and international organizations in 

preventing conflict or facilitating cooperation, what these two theories do hold in common 

is the notion that international institutions are primarily state-driven entities. The liberal 

position is articulated clearly by David Lake when he writes that, according to liberals 

“institutions aggregate conflicting societal interests, with varying degrees of bias, and 

condition the bargaining between opposing groups.”36  Although work by liberal theorists, 

such as Andrew Moravcsik, does acknowledge the role that organizations, as sites of state 

bargaining, can have in shaping state preferences, Liberal theory itself does not necessarily 

																																																								
35 Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye, Power and Interdependence: World Politics in Transition, (Boston: 
Little, Brown and Company, 1977). 
36 David A. Lake, “Theory is Dead, Long Live Theory: The End of the Great Debates and the Rise of 
Eclecticism in International Relations,” European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 19, No. 3 (2013): 
575. 
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consider the influence that the organization’s staff may have in shaping policy.37 IOs have, 

therefore, tended to be viewed as sites of cooperation or forums through which state 

interests are channeled and negotiated. But, by not considering the role of the organization, 

and focusing on the process from the perspective of states, a number of important locations 

of power are missed.  

Although liberal institutionalists and neo-realists come to significantly different 

conclusions about the purpose and efficacy of international institutions in managing 

conflict, the two positions do share much in common with respect to the idea that 

institutions and organizations are best understood as being aggregators and conditioners of 

state interests.38 Organizations, in both formulations, however, are themselves treated in a 

fairly benign way and without consideration for the interests of the organization.39 At least 

for liberal institutionalists, state interests will be channeled through an intermediary, 

wherein outcomes will be shaped and moulded until a satisfactory result is negotiated for, 

if not all parties, then at least most. For liberal institutionalists though, the shaping and 

moulding of preferences remains a largely state-driven process. Even neo-classical realists, 

																																																								
37 Andrew Moravcsik, “Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory of International Politics,” 
International Organization, Vol. 51, No. 4 (1997): 513-553. 
38 Charles W. Kegley, Controversies in International Relations: Realism and the Neoliberal Challenge, 
(Bedford: St. Martin’s Press, 1995). See also: David A. Baldwin, Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The 
Contemporary Debate, (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993).  
39 To this end, other scholars have written extensively about institutions as sites of learning. For instance, see 
Stephen Krasner (ed), International Regimes, (Cornell: Cornell University Press, 1983) and Stephen Krasner, 
“Sovereignty an Institutional Perspective,” Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 21 No. 1 (April 1988): 66-
94. These ideas are also well documented in the comparative politics literature: Peter Hall, “Policy 
Paradigms, Social Learning, and the State: The Case of Policymaking in Britain,” Comparative Politics, Vol. 
25, No. 3 (1993): pp. 275-296. See also: Bart Kerremans, “Do Institutions Make a Difference? Non-
Institutionalism, Neo-Institutionalism, and the Logic of Common Decision-Making in the European Union,” 
Governance, Vol. 9, No. 2 (1996): 217-240. Hans Hasselbladh and Jannish Kallinikos, “The Project of 
Rationalization: A Critique and Reappraisal of Neo-Institutionalism in Organization Studies,” Organization 
Studies, Vol. 21, No. 4 (2000): 697-720; and, Kjell Goldmann, “Appropriateness and Consequences: The 
Logic of Neo-Institutionalism,” Governance, Vol. 18, No. 1 (2005): 35-52.  
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for whom analysis of international relations and foreign policy outcomes is predicated on 

a multi-variable and multi-level basis also tend to treat organizations as relatively benign 

entities. For both liberal and neo-classical realists, then, the interests of the organization 

are relegated to being either second-order variables or are not included in the analysis at 

all. 

In simplified terms, this means that rather than settling disputes through armed 

conflict, disputes may instead be resolved through peaceful diplomatic means.40 In this 

sense, institutions play a vital role in not only resolving and preventing conflict, but also in 

shaping state preferences and potentially in altering their behaviour as a result. Liberal 

insights help explain in part the role that organizations and institutions can have during 

times of war and help to fill an explanatory gap by focusing on the decision-making 

processes within the institutions themselves. Since many of the IOs under scrutiny in this 

study operate on a basis of consensus, the institution itself then serves as a vital forum for 

these deliberative processes. At the same time, however, liberal institutionalism can be 

seen as being somewhat incomplete in its analysis of the decision-making process in that 

it views institutions first and foremost as aggregators of state preferences and shapers of 

preferences secondly. Thus an analytical space is opened by liberal institutionalism by 

interrogating more closely the decision-shaping processes that occur within these 

organizations. Although liberal institutionalism does not examine the practices of the 

organization, a follow-up to the liberal argument would demand that attention be paid to 

																																																								
40 Keohane and Nye, 1977. It should also be noted that the organizational behaviour literature has begun to 
examine how organizations exert power, but findings in this area have yet to be really incorporated into 
international relations theory. See for example the edited volume by Dean Tjosvold and Barabara Wisse 
(eds), Power and Interdependence in Organizations: Cambridge Companions to Management, (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2009).  
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the practices of international organizations in order to better understand the manner in 

which consensus is built, decisions are reached and what influence the organization itself 

has on shaping these processes.   

Constructivism 

For this reason, constructivism, which emerged partly in response to what scholars 

saw as the limitations of the structural and material based theories – the neo-neo debates, 

for instance – offers a number of valuable insights. Not least of which is their focus on 

disaggregating state interests, but also in their ability to add context and nuance to these 

interests and preferences and thereby offer a more relational understanding of the ways in 

which organizations and institutions can affect state interests.41 Two aspects of 

constructivism, then, can help explain the ideational reasons behind why states choose to 

work through specific organizations during times of war and aim to maintain specific 

institutions: the first is the idea that norms and ideas constrain, or shape, state behaviour.42 

Institutions thereby reflect a particular set of values and ideas about how the world ought 

to operate and they do their best to maintain this vision. Martha Finnemore, for instance, 

has written extensively on the idea of the ‘logic of appropriateness’ which, for our present 

purposes can simply be taken to mean that states behave in accordance with a set of 

																																																								
41 Yosef Lapid, “The Third Debate: On the Prospects of International Theory in a Post-Positivist Era,” 
International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 3 (1989): 235-254. See also: Yosef Lapid, “Through Dialogue 
to Engaged Pluralism: The Unfinished Business of the Third Debate,” International Studies Review, Vol. 5 
No. 1 (2003): 128-131. 
42 Richard Price, “Reversing the Gun Sights: Transnational Civil Society Target Land Mines,” International 
Organization, Vol. 52, No. 3 (Summer, 1998): 613-644. See also Finnemore, 2003; Ted Hopf, “The Promise 
of Constructivism,” International Security, Vol. 23, No. 1 (2012): 171-200; and Jeffrey Checkel, “The 
Constructivist Turn in International Relations Theory,” World Politics, Vol. 50, No. 2 (January, 1998): 324-
348. For a methodological discussion of practice theory, see: Vincent Pouliot, “Practice Tracing,” in Process 
Tracing: From Metaphor to Analytical Tool, eds. Andrew Bennet and Jeffrey Checkel, (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2015).  
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prescribed norms and values.43 To some extent, Finnemore’s work builds off earlier 

analysis by Richard Price, especially with respect to the limitations and values that limit 

certain behaviours during times of war.44 To this end, constructivism helps partly explain 

why even powerful states go to great lengths, as is evidenced in each of the cases under 

scrutiny, to modify their behaviour so that it does appear to conform to expectations.45  

The second, and perhaps more accurately identified as an offshoot of 

constructivism, is the practice theory approach, which explores the ways in which day-to-

day politics as well as professional cultures affect policy outcomes in organizational and 

departmental settings. Rebecca Adler-Nissen and Vincent Pouliot have employed this 

method to explain how the intervention into Libya unfolded and the power struggles within 

different missions to the UN, EU, as well as NATO noting that the trajectory and unfolding 

of the NATO mission in Libya was predicated on the knowledge that British 

representatives at the UN and at NATO had of the diplomatic process.46 This study 

therefore relies upon certain elements of practice theory to better understand the relational 

dynamics that exist not only within states but also diplomatic spaces. Practice theory can 

also be seen as being a more sociological approach to the study of International Relations, 

consistent with the works of Joel Migdal and Timothy Mitchell, whose theories of state in 

society power relations were mentioned in Chapter I.47 

																																																								
43 Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink, “International Norm Dynamics and Political Change,” 
International Organization, Vol. 52, No. 4 (1998): 887-917. 
44 Price, 1998. See also: Finnemore, 2003.  
45 Brian Bow. The Politics of Linkage: Power, Interdependence, and Ideas in Canada-US Relations. 
(Vancouver: UBC Press, 2009).  
46 Rebecca Adler-Nissen and Vincent Pouliot, “Power in Practice: Negotiating the International Intervention 
in Libya,” European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 20, No. 4, (2014): 889-911. 
47 Migdal, 2001. See also: Timothy Mitchell, “The Limits of the State: Beyond Statist Approaches and Their 
Critics.” American Political Science Review, Vol. 85, No. 1 (1991): 77–96. 
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Practice theory also helps challenge the notion held by conventional theories of 

International Relations, that organizations lack autonomy to the extent that other theories 

may view them simply act as aggregators of various state and societal interests. This is not 

to suggest that organizations are completely autonomous – as we shall see in the following 

section on delegation. Far from it. But, it also makes little sense to completely discount the 

agency of those who work within the organization, especially when those individuals are a 

vital source of institutional memory and diplomatic competency48 In many cases, member-

states are reliant upon the expertise of the individuals working within these organizations, 

as these support staff will not only have knowledge of an organization’s decision-making 

climate, but also the positions of the various member-states. Because these organizations 

operate on the basis of consensus, members of the organization fulfill a vital and 

indispensable role in helping to forge that consensus.  

Hierarchy in Anarchy: Organizations as Sources of Authority 

Thus far, I have sought to establish the following: that states are the primary actors 

in international relations, but that these states alter and shape their behaviour based upon 

an agreed upon set of values, norms, preferences, and interests. These norms and values 

are constructed by states, but are upheld through organizations and institutions. Thus, while 

this study acknowledges certain elements of the realist argument, it also suggests that the 

realist analysis of international relations is slightly incomplete. To this end, an assessment 

of Liberal Institutionalism sought to demonstrate that institutions and organizations can be 

																																																								
48 Heidi Hardt, “Who Matters for Memory: Sources of Institutional Memory in International Organization 
Crisis Management,” The Review of International Organizations, Online first, (2017): 1-26. See also: Heidi 
Hardt, “How NATO Remembers: Explaining Institutional Memory in NATO Crisis Management,” 
European Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (2016): 120-148. 



 

 41 

seen to be occupying a middle ground between ‘anarchy’ and ‘order’, in that they serve not 

just as preference aggregators, but also preference shapers. In turning to constructivism, 

and practice theory in particular, the goal was to establish that not only are institutions 

preference aggregators, but the physical spaces that they themselves offer can shape state 

preferences. By attempting to establish an analytically eclectic approach to the study of 

organizations during times of war, I have not sought to definitively prove or disprove one 

paradigm as being superior (or inferior) to others. Instead, I have sought to take the insights 

of each and to apply them in a coherent way that helps more accurately capture the nature 

of organizations in the international system. The remainder of this chapter, then, applies 

the insights taken from the earlier discussions in order to begin to establish the theoretical 

foundations of the rest of the study. To this end, the theory proposed here (and elaborated 

upon in a more formal way in Chapter III), aims to establish credibility and credence to the 

idea that organizations derive special authority and autonomy beyond what their 

membership might have originally intended. Thus, this portion of the chapter explores the 

idea of authority, legitimacy, and hierarchy within international relations.  

Authors have recently sought to re-invigorate the debate about systems and 

societies and to combine the two with the introduction of more sophisticated concepts like 

regime complexity and international hierarchies.49 As such, the debates that are now taking 

place have begun to challenge the conventional assumptions inherent within the systems 

vs. societies debate. Instead, authors such as Janice Mattern, David Lake, and Jack 

																																																								
49 Daniel Drezner, “The Power and Peril of International Regime Complexity,” Perspectives on Politics, 
Vol. 7, No. 1 (2009): 65-70. 
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Donnelly have introduced the idea of hierarchy in the international system.50 In so doing, 

states, as particular forms of political configuration remain near to the top – though 

inequality persists among states depending upon their relative capacity and capabilities – 

but the relations between states, within states, and between other political organizations are 

more complicated and these entities are not powerless. As Lake notes, hierarchy should not 

be seen to be replacing anarchy as an ordering principle in international relations theory, 

but instead should be added to it; i.e., the debate should be centered around hierarchy in 

anarchy.  

Introducing hierarchy into analyses of international affairs helps resolve some of 

the dilemmas encountered by structural realists such as Waltz and Gilpin. As Donnelly 

notes, characterizing anarchy and hierarchy as being dichotomous and mutually 

incompatible misses the point. The key is to consider that anarchy is, perhaps more than 

anything else, experienced in an asymmetrical way and that the ability to navigate through 

an anarchic system is predicated upon both material as well as ideational resources. 

Symbols and ideas can be sources of power as well and, as Hurd notes, international 

organizations not only embody certain symbols, but also act as the gatekeepers to these 

symbols. This helps to explain why even though the United States is the single largest 

contributor to the UN, the UN can still withhold access to its symbols.51  

																																																								
50 An exhaustive list of participants in this debate is not possible, but some of the more noteworthy texts 
include: Janice Mattern and Ayse Zarakol, “Hierarchies in World Politics,” International Organization, Vol. 
70, No. 3 (2016): 623-654; David Lake, “The New Sovereignty in International Relations,” International 
Studies Review, Vol. 5, No. 3 (2003): pp. 303-323; Jack Donnelly, “Sovereign Inequalities and Hierarchy in 
Anarchy: American Power and International Society,” European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 12, 
No. 2 (2006): 139-170; Katja Weber, “Hierarchy Amidst Anarchy: A Transaction Costs Approach to 
International Security Cooperation,” International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 41, No. 2 (1997): 321-340. 
51 Hurd, 2007, 6-10. 
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As well, although the field of International Relations tends to revolve around 

conceptions of unitary states acting in an anarchic environment, “the history of 

international politics is replete with security arrangements that are hierarchical, that is, they 

require curtailment of some freedom of action, and that display different degrees of 

institutionalization.”52 As such, power is not something simply wielded by states but is also 

vested in certain organizations to fulfill specific tasks. And even though “the United 

Nations is not in any respect a superstate, able to act outside the framework for decisions 

by its member governments. It is an instrument for negotiation among, and to some extent 

for, governments.”53 But an international organization need not be a superstate for it to 

effect influence or change. And, although the UN and similar such IOs are constrained, to 

a degree, by the frameworks established by their member-states, these frameworks and 

boundaries are not rigid and in certain instances may exert influence over their member-

states. The World Trade Organization (WTO) has repeatedly done this in international legal 

verdicts surrounding trade. The question thus raised in this discussion is: what are the 

sources of authority and legitimacy for international organizations?  

Hierarchy in Practice: Authority Derived from Legitimacy 

Bringing the previous discussion regarding the position of states and organizations 

and, more generally, the qualities of international relations into a more directed and 

coherent narrative is the purpose of this next section. In doing so, I look at two distinct, but 

deeply-connected concepts: those of sovereignty and legitimacy. These concepts are 
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53 Lawrence Ziring, Robert Riggs, and Jack Plano, The United Nations: International Organization and 
World Politics, (Belmont: Wadsworth Publishing, 2004): 7. 
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distinct in that, at times, sovereign states may appear to be acting illegitimately should they 

be seeking to question, or undermine, the foundational principles upon which international 

behaviour is dictated. On the other hand, they are deeply-connected given that sovereignty 

is predicated upon a tacit recognition that the state is the legitimate form of political 

organization at present. But this legitimacy is not absolute and where the legitimacy of the 

state has eroded, either for actions within its boundaries or outside of it, international 

organizations can try to hold to account those states that are in violation of the principles 

of the international system. Above all else, organizations are created in the images of the 

states that design them and we can thus envision organizations and institutions as 

embodying many of the same principles of the civil societies which produce them.54 But 

just as societies are not static, so too can the organization take upon a logic of its own, 

whose professional and permanent staff, as well as the representatives who are steeped 

within the daily politics of the organization and whose aims are, at least in some sense, to 

perpetuate it.55  

But if organizations do derive their power and authority from legitimacy, a potential 

criticism is that even if the organization holds some power, the level of power, and 

authority that the state wields dwarfs that of the organization. However, states may 

voluntarily relinquish, temporarily, a degree of their sovereignty to the organization. In this 

regard, it can be said that in creating these organizations and by delegating tasks to them, 

states may relinquish aspects of their sovereignty and may voluntary limit certain actions. 

																																																								
54 Though not specifically discussed, the ideas in this section are built upon work done by Michael Mann. In 
particular, see: Michael Mann, “The Autonomous Power of the State: its Origins, Mechanisms, and Results,” 
European Journal of Sociology, Vol. 25, No. 2 (1984): p. 185-213. 
55 Krasner, 1983.  
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As David Lake notes: “power may be a foundation of authority, but authority does not itself 

rely upon the exercise of coercion. Authority can rest on pure voluntarism (B complies 

because of the legitimacy of A).”56 Thus, even if states are the final decision-makers, the 

fact that power and influence can be derived from authority in a voluntarist system is not 

necessarily at odds with realist accounts of IR.  

The key point, however, is to view the concepts of legitimacy and sovereignty as 

not being absolute, but instead to add a relational and somewhat subjective lens to them in 

order to demonstrate that the two are inextricably linked and at any given time may be in 

direct contestation or cooperation with one another. For this reason, Alexander Wendt’s 

theory regarding the socially constructed nature of anarchy is instructive. Wendt’s path-

breaking argument is, in essence, that anarchy should not be taken as a given and that it, 

like other forms of political organization and interaction, is a product of social agreement 

and understanding intersubjectively experienced by a multiplicity of actors in the 

international sphere.57 Anarchy, then, is socially constructed and serves as an idea that 

guides, regulates, and helps predict state behaviour. At the same time, however, if we 

accept that anarchy is an idea – no matter how strong or pervasive it may be – then the idea 

of anarchy is also in conflict with other ideas. When taken to its logical conclusion, then, 

Wendt’s argument tacitly acknowledges that states are constrained by the perceptions that 

they hold regarding what constitutes and perpetuates the nature of the international system 

																																																								
56 David A. Lake, “The New Sovereignty in International Relations,” International Studies Review, No. 5, 
No. 3 (2003): 305; See also: Hurd, 1999.  
57 Alexander Wendt, “Anarchy is what States Make of It,” International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 2 
(1992): 391-425. 
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itself.58 In other words, state behaviour is not only constrained by material and structural 

factors, but by the very set of ideas that provide the moral and ideational foundation upon 

which structural factors are built. Thus, when a state chooses to engage in armed conflict, 

not only must it consider the material resources at its disposal, as well as the costs it is 

likely to incur, but it also must consider the social consequences of doing so as well. The 

US invasion of Iraq and the fact that the support of certain states for the war effort was tied 

to a UNSC mandate is a stark example.  

 Before proceeding, it is again important to underscore the idea that states are not 

beholden to international organizations or international norms. The strength of an 

institution and norm is directly linked to the support and recognition that the state provides 

it. This is all to say that the organizational setting, the mandate upon which it was 

established, and the norms and values it is seen to embody will impact the ways in which 

states interact with them and pursue their interests through them. For example, Ian Hurd 

suggests that “Being seen as legitimate makes an institution an attractive resource for 

states. For states that seen an institution as legitimate, it contributes to the process of 

socialization that can shape their perception of their interests.”59 A state may, of course, 

always choose to operate outside of an institutional setting, but may do so with the 

understanding that it may incur reputational costs therein. Hurd further notes that “IOs have 

power over states to the extent that states are willing to ‘pay’ for the use of the IOs 

symbols.”60  

																																																								
58 Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1999).  
59 Hurd, 1999, 498. 
60 Ibid, 498. 
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Just as we looked at the structural explanations of state behaviour during times of 

war, with particular emphasis placed upon material resources therein, we can treat 

legitimacy as a resource that states draw upon to illicit additional support from allies as 

well as the international community more generally. It is difficult, if perhaps not 

impossible, to assess whether the outcome in Iraq would have been different if the US had 

been successful in acquiring a second UNSC resolution, but the key point remains that in 

spite of the overwhelming power asymmetry that exists between the United States and the 

UN, the United States still made significant efforts to secure UN approval for the invasion 

of Iraq.  

Principals and Agents: Delegating Authority 

In turning to specific acts of delegation, principal-agent theory (PAT) as well as the 

greater attention paid to delegation, its causes and consequences, offers two specific 

benefits for the current study: first, it provides a conceptual framework through which to 

understand IO selection during times of war. Second, the introduction of delegation and of 

principal-agent theory into the analysis helps to capture, in a more accurate way, the 

processes and causal mechanisms at play once the decision to go to war has been made. 

And finally, theories of delegation help clarify the conceptual waters by allowing for the 

identification of a multiplicity of factors – including state control and organizational 

autonomy, the sources and factors of which are discussed in the next chapter – both 

domestic and international, that helps move beyond the more unitary conceptualization of 

the state that tends to be prevalent in the conventional IR literature.  
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In the last decade, delegation in international relations has become a key point of 

inquiry for IR scholars.61 And, theories of delegation, in recent years, have been used to 

great effect in uncovering the causal mechanisms and processes not only behind decisions 

in foreign policy, but also in decisions involving IOs and states. Initially, “principal-agent 

theory was developed in economics to assess the difficulties associated with situations 

where a principal hires an agent to accomplish a task.”62 In two of the three cases covered 

in this project, we see the lead state delegating authority to international organizations with 

the specified mandate of undertaking either counterterrorism options or development, or 

both. The question, of course, remains as to why states choose to delegate in the first place. 

Given the immense military and civilian capability, and in spite of its initial recalcitrance 

to involve NATO and the UN in two wars (Afghanistan and Libya), the US delegated 

complex security tasks to these organizations and even tried to elicit organizational support, 

albeit unsuccessfully, for its invasion of Iraq. As such, the question of why states delegate 

to organizations has elicited a number of responses and answers. Perhaps the most 

comprehensive understanding of delegation to IOs has been offered by Darren Hawkins et 

al.  

Hawkins et al. identify a core set of reasons for why states may delegate to IOs. In 

so doing, they suggest that “All delegation is premised upon the division of labor and gains 

from specialization. These gains interact with other benefits that may induce states to 

delegate to an IO: managing policy externalities, facilitating collective decision-making, 

																																																								
61 James D. Fearon, “Domestic Politics, Foreign Policy, and Theories of International Relations,” Annual 
Review of Political Science, Vol. 1 (1998): 293. 
62 Robert Rauchaus, “Principal-Agent Problems in Humanitarian Intervention: Moral Hazards, Adverse 
Selection, and the Commitment Dilemma,” International Studies Quarterly, No. 53, No. 4 (2009): p. 873. 
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resolving disputes, enhancing credibility, and creating policy bias.”63 With these points in 

mind, delegation to an international organization during a time of war makes sense, though 

it remains unclear as to why a state like the United States, which does possess perhaps the 

greatest specialization in warfare, both in terms of planning and actual operations, would 

entrust NATO with the war-effort in Afghanistan.  

Although the War in Afghanistan fell beyond the geographical scope of NATO and 

signified a considerable shift away from the Alliance’s original role as a regionally-

focused, collective defence organization, shifting the bulk of responsibility for the war-

effort made some sense. NATO offered a clear framework for the division of labour and 

offered specialization in both command and control and conducting theatre operations. 

NATO also offered a fairly rigorous and robust framework through which to make 

decisions, as the entire organization is principled and predicated upon consensus – 

described as a consensus-building organization by a variety of civilian and military staff at 

NATO is key.64 

Once a state has selected a particular organization through which to implement its 

goals, it may then elect to designate some, or all, authority to that particular organization.65 

Of course, it should be acknowledged that organizations do not possess their own decision-

																																																								
63 Darren G. Hawkins, David Lake, Daniel L. Nielson, and Michael J. Tierney, Delegation and Agency in 
International Organizations, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006).  
64 Negotiations take place primarily between the various national delegations, with support and input from 
the permanent international staff. Because staffing at the various delegations are done through national 
bureaucracies and are therefore appointments, delegations experience a fairly rapid turn-over in staff. It is 
fairly rare to encounter individuals in the delegations who have been there for longer than a five-year period. 
As such, institutional memory primarily resides with the permanent staff. Interview conducted with Canadian 
delegation member, May 2016.  
65 The case of NATO, assuming command of ISAF in Afghanistan from 2003 until 2006 is a good example 
of this, as it fell to NATO to develop a strategy for the expansion of the ISAF mission. See also: Hawkins, et 
al, 2006, p. 13. 
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making structures independent from its membership – though it is, in rare instances, tasked 

with developing policy of its own.66 In large part, however, the power of the organization 

to affect policy outcomes stems mostly from its influence during the implementation and 

negotiation stages of a particular policy. In this, the organization can offer its expertise and 

its understanding of the issues in order to influence the actors responsible for developing 

policy. This influence appears not only with lower risk issues, but may also be the cases of 

extreme sensitivity and importance. The role of the organization, then, is roughly 

comparable to the relationship that the civil-service has with government. As well, states 

have a vested interest in maintaining control over the organization that they have selected. 

Auerswald and Saideman’s seminal piece that sought to analyze battlefield behaviour 

during the War in Afghanistan relied heavily upon a principal-agent framework. They 

demonstrated that outcomes in the battlefield and the various ways that states behave on 

the battlefield is attributable, in large part, to factors within the state. At various times, key 

leadership figures played a significant role in helping to shape the war. Thus, even though 

states participating in ISAF were corralled and organized through the NATO organizational 

framework, member-states retained control over their militaries through a number of 

caveats, restrictions, and legal requirements. In essence, the degree to which the agent was 

afforded autonomy had significant consequences for the war effort itself.67  

																																																								
66 The example that comes to mind is the role that the International Staff had in re-structuring the NATO 
command structure in the 1990s. Key member-states were pushing strongly for a headquarters to be 
established in their own territory – most of the time this was due to the infrastructure gains that would be 
derived from it. Ultimately, it fell to the IS to convince these member-states that such reforms were not 
possible, even though the member-states were the ones footing the bill. Details of the command reform 
structure were ascertained through an interview with a former IMS officer. This example is also noteworthy, 
as it is an instance where authority fell entirely to the organization not just to assist in the implementation 
process, but was also tasked in developing the policy from the ground-up.  
67 Auerswald and Saideman, 2014.  
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But organizations are not always so tightly controlled by their membership. There 

have been several instances wherein organizations have displayed behaviour contrary to 

the expectations or interests of its membership. In their study of the World Bank, for 

example, Daniel Nielson and Michael Tierney note that: “The World Bank exhibited 

significant independence from its member governments for nearly a decade, then suddenly 

and repeatedly changed its behaviour in response to increasingly coordinate demands by 

member governments.”68 Since ISAF took over in 2003 and up until General McNeil took 

charge of the war effort in 2007,69 the war effort in Afghanistan had largely stagnated. This 

was due in part to the rotational command structure of NATO itself, with eight-month 

rotations on theater commanders. As well, the United Nations was even less controlled by 

its membership in its development and aid efforts. The tension that would arise between 

the United Nations and NATO will become more apparent when the issue of corruption, 

development, and civilian casualties come to the fore.  

Forum-Shopping & Institutional Interactions  

What happens, then, when a state delegates to more than one organization to 

conduct its affairs? The effects of inter-institutional interaction, as Stephanie Hofmann 

notes, has only been afforded a cursory look in the IR literature.70 Outside of the work 

																																																								
68 Daniel L. Nielson and Michael J. Tierney, “Delegation to International Organizations; Agency Theory and 
World Bank Environmental Reform,” International Organization, Vol. 57, No. 2 (2003): 242. 
69 McNeil was the first American commander to take charge of ISAF in 2007 and since that time only 
Americans have commanded ISAF.  
70 Stephanie Hofmann, “Overlapping Institutions in the Realm of International Security: The Case of NATO 
and ESDP,” Perspectives on Politics, Vol. 7, No. 1 (2009): 45-52; Stephanie Hofmann, “Why Institutional 
Overlap Matters: CSDP in the European Security Architecture,” JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, 
Vol. 49, No. 1 (2011): 101-120. See also: Michael F. Harsh, The Power of Dependence: NATO-UN 
Cooperation in Crisis Management, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015). Joachim Kops, “Theorising 
Inter-Organizational Relations: ‘The EU-NATO Relationship’ as a Catalytic Case Study,” European 
Security, Vol. 26, No. 3 (2017): 315-339. 
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published by Gehring and Oberthür, relatively few scholars have looked at the 

consequences of overlapping, and competing, institutional mandates during times of peace, 

let alone during times of war.71 When warfare is concerned, the lead state has a number of 

institutional and organizational frameworks to choose from.72 And, especially in the cases 

of Afghanistan and Libya, organizations are mandated with different goals and tasks. With 

this in mind too, the particular organizational configuration that a conflict takes is 

predicated on a number of different factors. States may pursue a conflict unilaterally; with 

the assistance of a key regional power; or may band together with several allies, which may 

occur through either formal or informal alliance frameworks. Further complicating the 

situation is the fact that many organizations fulfill broadly comparable roles in the areas of 

crisis management and development. Given the primacy of states in international relations, 

and the fact that decisions leading to the use of force rest solely with the state, it is clear 

that the type of intervention that takes place is contingent upon the interests of the lead 

state. Sarah Kreps, in examining the case of Afghanistan, notes that the United States broke 

with precedent during the War in Afghanistan by initially pursuing a unilateral intervention 

into Afghanistan. In spite of the overwhelming support that the US received, and what she 

calls a “temporary respite in anti-Americanism and resistance to US politics abroad,”73 the 

United States opted to use international assets strategically and specifically made a point 

																																																								
71 Thomas Gehring and Sebastian Oberthur, “The Causal Mechanisms of Interaction Between International 
institutions,” European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 15, No. 1 (2009): 125-156. 
72 Daniel W. Drezner, “The Power and Peril of International Regime Complexity,” Perspectives on Politics, 
Vol. 7, No. 1 (2009): 65-70. See also: Hofmann, 2011. Hannah Murphy and Aynsley Kellow, “Forum 
Shopping in Global Governance: Understanding States, Business, and NGOs in Multiple Arenas,” Global 
Policy, Vol. 4, No. 2 (2013): 139-149. 
73 Sarah Kreps, “When Does the Mission Determine the Coalition? The Logic of Multilateral Intervention 
and the Case of Afghanistan,” Security Studies, Vol. 17, No. 3 (2008): 532. 
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to avoid multilateralism during the initial stages of the conflict. As the situation on the 

ground shifted, ISAF’s mandate changed as well. But there were clear attempts to avoid 

overlap and to confuse the ISAF mandate with that of OEF. What Kreps aims to 

demonstrate is that regardless of what the response was from the international community, 

the lead-state ultimately dictated the organizational framework through which it thought it 

could best achieve its interests. As such, Kreps takes issue with the idea that the behaviour 

of the US was in any way contingent upon Finnemore’s Logic of Appropriateness.74  

Yet, in this regard, Kreps’ findings perhaps warrant greater nuance. Although she 

notes that the US was able to draw upon, whenever it deemed fit, resources from a number 

of countries and had also wanted to avoid cumbersome multilateral channels, the fact that 

the US had the support of NATO, the UN, as well as through individual state declarations 

of support means that US behaviour did actually conform to standards and expectations. 

Unlike the War in Iraq, the War in Afghanistan was sanctioned by the UNSC and was 

widely supported by US allies. The United States had assumed that the War in Afghanistan 

would be fairly quick and relatively straightforward. Although the US pursued the War in 

Afghanistan in a unilateral way, it then went to great effort to elicit the support of allies 

and supporters in the lead-up to the 2003 handover. What this means, at least on the surface, 

is that legitimacy, and especially when it is lacking, limits and constrains the resources that 

are available for states to draw from. Legitimacy is a powerful resource that can be 

exploited by states to garner support for a set of interests or as a justification for pursuing 

those interests.  

																																																								
74 Finnemore, 2003.  
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Alliances and Organizational Autonomy 

 The previous sections have attempted to make clear the theoretical value of 

conceiving of organizations as stakeholders and actors unto themselves. This attempt to 

disaggregate the organization from its membership can also be applied to the alliance 

literature, where the tendency has been to examine interactions within the Alliance in a 

state-centric way while coalescing around a number of general themes, including: alliance 

creation, durability, reliability, and cohesion. In explaining decisions leading to the use of 

force, a number of valuable insights have been proffered relating to state behaviour with 

alliance systems.75 In addition to this, analytical attention has also been given to the 

behaviour of second-tier powers in alliance systems, which in many respects has called 

into question the notion that second-tier states are subservient to the interests of their first-

tier counter-parts. Secondary states, for both domestic and inter-alliance reasons, 

sometimes choose to behave in ways that are in contravention to states that are much more 

powerful and often employ various strategies that aim to minimize reputational 

consequences on such occasions.76 In many respects, this project follows these attempts 

within the alliance literature to disaggregate and identify the multiplicity of interests held 

by stakeholders that constitute what can be referred to as institutionalized alliance systems. 

By demonstrating that powerful states are not the sole decision-makers in alliances and 

																																																								
75 Stéfanie von Hlatky, The Great Asymmetry: American Allies in Times of War, (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2013); Kreps, 2010; Andrea Locatelli and Michele Testoni, “Intra-Allied Competition and Alliance 
Durability: The Case for Promoting a Division of Labour Among NATO Allies,” European Security, Vol. 
18, No. 3 (2009): 345-362. Wallace Thies, Why NATO Endures, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 
2009). Frédéric Mérand, Stephanie Hofmann, and Bastien Irondelle, “Governance and State Power: A 
Network Analysis of European Security,” JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 49, No. 1 (2011): 
121-147; Lawrence S. Kaplan, NATO Divided; NATO United: The Evolution of an Alliance, (London: 
Praeger, 2004).  
76 von Hlatky, 2013. 
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organizations, and that secondary states themselves employ strategies to offset the demands 

(and consequences) of primary-state behaviour, a separate analytical space is opened 

regarding the role that the stakeholders within the organization itself can have on affecting 

outcomes. In other words, if a variety of interests from a number of different actors must 

be taken into consideration when examining outcomes in alliance bargaining as well as 

battlefield outcomes, then it makes sense to assign greater agency and analytical power to 

the organization that is, itself, tasked with channeling these interests.77  

 What does it mean to say, then, that organizations are distinct from their members? 

And, furthermore, what are the implications of conceptualizing organizations in this way? 

These questions, even when attempting to answer them in areas of non-vital interests, only 

become more complicated still when questions of national- and international- security 

arise. It is for this reason that disentangling and disaggregating an organization – especially 

an international organization – from its membership is not an easy task and attempting to 

do so presents a number of conceptual and theoretical problems that need to be addressed. 

If an organization is merely a collection of states that are behaving in accordance to a pre-

agreed set of rules and norms, then where do the “states” end and the organizations begin? 

And does it make sense to speak of organizations as an entity that are distinct from its 

membership? Institutions can act as a source of legitimacy in that they help states manage 

relations between other state actors as well as sub-state actors. Organizations can exploit 

their responsibility of upholding international order and leverage their position within 

international society in order to perpetuate the interests of the organization itself. 

																																																								
77 Ian Hurd, After Anarchy: Legitimacy and Power in the United Nations Security Council, (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2007).  
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Conclusion: Chapter Summary 

 This chapter sought to lay the theoretical foundations for a theory of Organizational 

Survival that will be advanced in the next chapter. In so doing, this chapter sought to clarify 

a number of key concepts and to build a more coherent theoretical basis for understanding 

the position of international organizations in relation to war. The chapter began with a 

relatively broad discussion of whether or not it is more accurate to characterize 

international relations as a system or society of states. The purpose of this discussion was 

to begin to uncover the theoretical sources of an organization’s power. In analyzing such 

theories as Realism, Liberalism, and Constructivism, and the ways in which they tend to 

theorize about international organizations, it was argued that conventional theories of 

international relations tend to assign too little agency to international organizations. This 

broad discussion of the conventional theories, then, moved into a more focused discussion 

on the loci of power within international relations. By theorizing about international 

relations as a hierarchy of actors, it was argued that organizations and their membership 

have a reciprocal relationship, in that states grant authority to organizations and 

organizations, in turn, may grant legitimacy to states. The implications of this discussion 

are that international organizations possess a dual role: preventing international conflict 

while also, in certain circumstances, legitimizing it. The next chapter, then, takes these 

theoretical insights and develops a theory of Organizational Survival.  
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Chapter III – Theorizing About Organizations at War 

“If a matter is not a decision for the boss, delegate it.” – Donald Rumsfeld 

Delegation: Autonomy and Authority  

In the previous chapter, mainstream theories of international relations were 

analyzed in order to better understand the position that certain international organizations 

(IOs) may occupy during times of war. Owing to their material resources, political 

competencies, as well as the norms that they embody, IOs, it was argued, can be said to 

occupy a unique space in the international system, existing in a state between anarchy and 

order. Although international organizations are products of the state system, their purpose 

lies in helping to build and preserve a form of international society.78 When war is at stake, 

organizations play a crucial role in legitimizing, facilitating, or condemning conflict.  

In preserving this society, organizations have interests that may deviate from those 

of their membership. Since organizations are tasked in part with the maintenance of 

international order, there can arise conflict between organizations and their membership, 

and even other organizations. This type of conflict can be most pronounced in complex 

military operations, where disagreement can arise for any number of reasons, including: 

disagreements over strategy, the friction that arises in pursuing humanitarian and military 

objectives, or even from the personalities of the individuals themselves. In clearer terms, 

conflict arises when organizations pursue interests that conflict with those of their 

membership, or with those of other organizations.    

																																																								
78 Barry Buzan, “From International System to International Society: Structural Realism and Regime Theory 
Meet the English School,” International Organization, Vol. 47, No. 3 (July 1993): 327-352. 
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In making this claim, a modification of realist logic was applied to IOs to 

underscore the idea that organizations have interests of their own, and that these interests 

frequently lie in the persistence and survival of the organization. This claim also serves to 

highlight the importance of analyzing the interests of organizations in times of war.79 The 

ability of the organization to pursue these interests stems from two inter-related concepts: 

autonomy and authority. Although the two are connected, there are several distinctions that 

must be made clear. For the purposes of this study, autonomy can be understood as the 

ability to act freely and without constraint.80 Authority, on the other hand, is a normative 

concept that relates more to the relationship between two actors. To make this distinction 

clearer, consider the following example: The High Representative of the European Union 

has the authority to speak on behalf of the EU with respect to issues of foreign policy, but 

she is constrained by the institutional design of the EU to independently enact policy – any 

policy that is enacted must be agreed upon by the member-states. This does not mean that 

she possesses no autonomy, but rather it should be taken to mean that her autonomy is 

limited.  

What unites these two concepts, then, in relation to contemporary warfare is the 

process of delegation. The decision to delegate to an international organization means that 

a state (or collection of states) are granting two things to an organization: authority and 

autonomy. By designating the organization as an agent, the principals grant the 

																																																								
79 In making this argument, I also draw from the comparative politics and organizational culture literature 
that stipulates that within organizations, loyalties may shift from the member-state to the organization itself. 
These claims are fairly prominent in the European integration literature. As well, several interviewees at 
NATO noted that when International Staff are hired at HQ, they swear an oath to the Secretary-General 
stating that they will uphold the interests of the organization above any interests of their respective home 
country. Other personnel who belonged to the IMS also remarked that IMS officers were first and foremost 
NATO Officers – though this did not always play out in practice, a point I will return to in the next chapter.  
80 This, of course, is not a binary concept but one that exists on a spectrum.  
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organization both the authority and autonomy to act. Part of the novelty of the argument 

presented in this dissertation, is that principals can not only be states, but also (either 

formally or informally) other organizations. 

With this in mind, the purpose of this chapter is to examine more closely the concept 

of delegation to international organizations during times of war. This chapter delves deeper 

into the argument that the degree of autonomy granted to an organization is predicated on 

three things: (1) its institutional design and the material purpose that it serves; (2) the 

political authority that it derives from being delegated a principal (direct authority); and 

(3) the political authority that it derives in embodying a certain set of norms and principles 

(indirect authority). The reason for so much emphasis being placed upon the political 

context within which organizations are situated is due to the fact that if one only looks at 

the material capabilities and the specializations that organizations possess, it misses an 

important source of ideational power that contributes to an organization’s ability to pursue 

its interests. A quick recap of the logic of the argument is that: although IOs are not 

sovereign entities unto themselves, they are afforded, at various times, certain levels of 

autonomy with which they undertake an array of tasks on behalf of their membership. The 

purpose of this dissertation, after all, is to uncover the conditions under which organizations 

have autonomy and the manner in which they exercise that autonomy to pursue their 

interests.  
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The Framework 

Within the context of wars of choice, the theory itself can be reduced to seven core 

theoretical assertions: 

1. Structural:  

• States recruit and delegate tasks to IOs for material and political purposes 
(see the fifth bullet point for specific reasons).  

2. Agential:  

• Following formal acts of delegation, international organizations become 
agents unto themselves.  

• As agents, the permanent staff and representatives of the organization 
embody a set of interests that, at times, may be distinct from that of their 
membership. To wit, they may possess loyalties that extend beyond the 
member-states that comprise their organization. 

3. Institutional:  

• In times of war, these organizational agents will behave in ways that reflect 
a need to remain relevant in order to survive. Survival for the organization 
essentially means demonstrating that the organization continues to be 
relevant and worth the funds that its member-states contribute to it. 

• IOs may demonstrate their relevance in a number of ways including: 
facilitating cooperation, providing effective command and control 
structures, information sharing, and, (most importantly for the present 
study), offering legitimacy to certain types of behaviour and delegitimizing 
other types. 

• Because organizations, in certain areas, possess a distinct set of interests 
from that of their membership, the potential for conflict between one 
organization and another may arise especially with respect to behaviour that 
contradicts or challenges the norms embodied within the organization. 

4. Predictive:  

• Conflict between organizations arises when, in demonstrating relevance, 
different interests and mandates are seen to be, by the actors, either 
incompatible or working towards opposite ends.  

Organizational survival can be taken as an umbrella term encompassing three general types 

of behaviour: organizational rivalry, activism, and adaptation.  
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Figure 3.1 – Organizational Survival and its Associated Concepts 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.1 – Expected Outcomes 

Behaviour Rivalry Activism Adaptation 

Factors Institutional Design; 
Voting Mechanisms; 
Funding (material) 

Leadership Qualities; 
Personality of 
personnel (political) 

Both (material and 
political). 

Conditions Disagreement between 
political / material 
interests: state vs. IO; 
IO vs. IO.  

Encompasses the 
‘hierarchy’ discussed in 
Chapter II.  

Pre-emptive or 
responsive. If relevance 
is in question, may 
attempt to lobby on 
behalf of organization. 

Can occur after 
‘activism.’ Political or 
material “lessons 
learned.” Occurs when 
an organization is 
challenged and must 
adapt to demonstrate 
relevance. 

 

Organizations at War: Why States Delegate 

In discussing delegation, a number of key questions arise: Why, during times of 

war, do states sometimes delegate to organizations? And what, exactly, is being delegated? 

The answer to these two questions can be found by looking at a number of political as well 

as practical factors. More than anything else, the purpose of a security organization is to 

facilitate cooperation between its membership by providing an institutionalized forum for 

Organizational Survival 
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the channeling of an often disparate and contradictory set of national interests. Security 

threats, especially those of which are non-existential in nature, will elicit uneven attention 

and interest between actors. In addition to this, the imperatives of war are not shared evenly 

across an organization’s membership. For example, the national security interests of 

Romania and the United States, even though both were involved in the War in Afghanistan, 

were clearly different. Organizations, in effect, provide a means to mitigate this 

‘asymmetry of interests’ by helping to develop a coherent material and political strategy.  

Without the imperatives of an existential threat, and again stemming from the 

problem of ‘asymmetrical interests’ that was identified above, it may be difficult for states 

to offer a sustained and long-term commitment.81 And, although it may be a serious issue, 

a conflict is also but one issue among many in a state’s foreign policy portfolio. IOs, can 

therefore help overcome problems such as issue cycling82 in order to build and “sustain 

credible commitments, provide information that states might not otherwise share and, in 

general, reduce the transaction costs of decision making.”83 Furthermore, IOs provide 

reassurances to their membership, by offering specific informational signals to member-

																																																								
81 Ettinger and Rice, 2016.  
82 Because political bodies have a variety of issues and problems with which they have to address, they are 
often faced with a situation of issue-cycling, whereby they are unable to make a sustained commitment to 
any single issue before moving onto another. Delegating an issue to a committee and assigning it a specific 
portfolio will alleviate the problem of issue-cycling by narrowing the amount of issues that it needs to resolve. 
Preventing issue-cycling is therefore synonymous with building a sustained commitment on a specific file or 
portfolio. For a general discussion about issue-cycling, see: Bryan Jones, Reconceiving Decision-Making in 
Democratic Politics: Attention, Choice, and Public Policy, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994), in 
particular pages 90-110.  

Interviews conducted at NATO and the EU give mixed opinions about this idea. Although there are 
substantially fewer issues with which an organization can focus upon, interviews at NATO and the EU 
indicate that there is also disagreement within the organization not only over the range of issues that the 
organization should focus upon, but also the manner in which the organization should aim to address them.  
83 Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks, “Delegation and Pooling in International Organizations,” The Review of 
International Organizations, Vol. 10, No. 3 (2015): 306. 
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states indicating that the norms and expectations regulating behaviour in the international 

system are not being overtly challenged or actively undermined. Thus, offering an 

organizational framework whose responsibility is maintaining and sustaining credible 

commitments on the part of its membership is where the vital service of the organization 

can be found. Organizations are thus asked to think and plan long-term, whereas its 

membership may be more inclined to think politically (i.e., in response to domestic political 

gains) and in the short-term.  

Amid shrinking defence budgets, states are increasingly reliant on international 

organizations to help them meet their domestic and international security needs. As a result, 

organizations also help states overcome some of the logistical, operational, and monetary 

problems associated with certain types of modern warfare. The nature of modern warfare 

– especially in the presence of an ongoing insurgency, and its associated complexities – 

places additional pressures on the lead state (i.e., the states for whom the stakes are the 

highest) and demands that they be able to fulfill a number of complex and unique, but also 

inter-related, tasks ranging anywhere from combat, to counter-insurgency, to post-conflict 

development and reconstruction, including economics and security sector reform. In these 

instances, different actors are better suited for these tasks than others. Although combat 

remains a vital aspect of any war, building long-term and sustainable peace is as important 

as defeating one’s enemies on the battlefield. Tom Keating and W. Andy Knight, for 

example, note that for states: “Peacebuilding has emerged as one of the most critically 
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important, albeit vexing aspects of international involvement in conflict and post-conflict 

situations.”84  

Accomplishing these feats necessarily means establishing coordination among 

numerous actors at different levels. And, although the introduction of new actors may yield 

added complexities, in most cases the ability to offset and share costs and tasks amongst 

allies means that it is the logical choice (in most cases) for even powerful states to pursue 

multilateral options. For these specific reasons, as well as for those more general reasons 

mentioned in the previous section, states may seek to share the costs of war and peace by 

developing a division of labour amongst states, IOs, and even NGOs. For the purposes of 

this present study, it is within these specialized areas and spaces in a conflict zone that IOs 

are able to exercise certain levels of autonomy.  

Admittedly, when issues of foreign policy and warfare are concerned, IOs will 

almost always be secondary to the states themselves – Chapters V, VI, and VII demonstrate 

this quite clearly. While organizations may seek to influence the process, states must still 

agree to it. However, the importance of IOs and the relative power they possess in helping 

shape policy responses and state preferences becomes more prominent during times of 

international crisis; so much so that even powerful states cannot rely upon organizations to 

realize their interests all the time. During times of international crisis, especially when there 

is potential for armed conflict, states have a number of strategic options that they can 

																																																								
84 Tom Keating and W. Andy Knight, “Recent Developments in Postconflict Studies – Peacebuilding and 
Governance,” in Building Sustainable Peace eds. Tom Keating and W. Andy Knight. (Edmonton: The 
University of Alberta Press, 2004): 31. 
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pursue. Even powerful states will weigh the benefits and risks of choosing a particular 

course of action, whether that be acting unilaterally, multilaterally, or multinationally.85  

If states ultimately choose to recruit the support of allies – which I have argued they 

frequently do for material and political reasons – it tacitly means that they are recruiting 

the help and support of a wide-range of actors with potentially distinctive sets of interests. 

Military officials in allied states, for example, may hold different strategic goals than the 

lead state, while politicians may envision a different set of goals not only from the lead 

state but also from their own military.86 As such, when the number of actors in a given 

conflict increases, so to does the number of associated interests. Even in cases where there 

are clear power asymmetries, lead states still need to be cognizant of the interests of their 

allies and organizational counter-parts.  

Since different member-states have different interests and resources, they may also 

display varying levels of commitment and support. In large measure, it often falls to the 

organization’s staff to assist states in pursuing strategies of coordination in order to create 

coherence and cogency in the war effort. For instance, member-states will frequently rely 

on the permanent staff for their expertise on foreign policy issues to help them develop a 

‘radar’ for the positon of other member-states within the organization (especially within 

the case of NATO), and to help them navigate the complicated and, at times, cumbersome 

decision-making processes within the organization itself.  

																																																								
85 In this case, the distinction between multilateralism and multi-nationalism is organizational. An 
international military operation is multilateral if it involves an organizational framework, as was the case in 
Afghanistan and Libya with NATO. On the other hand, an operation is multinational if the primary 
coordinating framework is non-organizational, but national, as was the case with the coalition of the willing 
in Iraq.  
86 Ettinger and Rice, 2016.  
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 It is in this attempt to create coherence and cogency that representatives of the 

organization will try to exercise their autonomy as they seek to shape member-state 

contributions and efforts in order to realize the goals of the mission. Although states in the 

end make the decision for themselves which strategies and multilateral frameworks to 

pursue (if any), as well as the degree of resources they would like to commit, IOs can exert 

some influence in shaping the policy preferences of their membership and the options 

available to their membership. This type of organizational activism can take place either 

before, during, or after a crisis. The personnel of the permanent bureaucratic structures of 

these organizations possess varying levels of competency that the various delegations may 

lack, whether due to personnel turn-over or because of career specializations within these 

structures. While it is true that both the IS and IMS experience high rates of turn-over 

within NATO, on average their tenure tends to be longer lasting than those at the various 

delegations – this is also true of the EEAS and of the EU commission.87 

 Given that NATO, the EU, and the UN are under scrutiny, the question of why 

these particular IOs were selected must be addressed. The IOs under scrutiny in this study 

were selected because they share many functional similarities.88 That being said, there are 

also several key differences between each of them. NATO, for example, is built upon an 

idea of collective defence; the UN, on the other hand, along with its various governing 

bodies are modelled upon liberal internationalist ideas, and as such, the emphasis there is 

																																																								
87 This was evidenced in several interviews conducted at NATO and the EU. These claims are also supported 
by the work of Heidi Hardt, 2016 and 2017.   
88 The main characteristic that these organizations have in common is that they are all, in one way or another, 
designed to maintain order and can be fundamentally characterized as status-quo organizations.   
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built around that of collective security.89 The EU, in contradistinction to both NATO and 

the UN, can be said to occupy somewhat of a middle ground between these two ends of the 

spectrum, as it is neither a collective defence organization nor is it a collective security 

organization. Instead – although its design orients it towards having a regional focus – 

much like NATO, the EU often acts outside of its geographical confines. Unlike NATO, 

however, and perhaps in this case it has more similarities with that of the UN, it can be 

characterized as being primarily a civilian and political organization, but also possessing 

an array of burgeoning military capabilities.90 Although these organizations do not 

themselves possess sovereign military capabilities (i.e., while forces may adopt the ‘brand’ 

of the organization, they are all reliant on member-state contributions), they are frequently 

entrusted with the planning and conduct of military operations and, at times, are also 

responsible for the outcomes of these operations91 – outcomes which are related to the tasks 

that are selectively delegated and entrusted to them by their membership.   

 

 

																																																								
89 Lawrence Ziring, Robert Riggs, and Jack Plano, The United Nations: International Organization and 
World Politics, (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth: 2005).  
90 Although collective security and collective defence are frequently used interchangeably, this is not so in 
the case of this particular study. For clarity, collective defence can be taken to mean any defence or alliance 
arrangement whose membership is characterized by exclusion rather than inclusion. Collective security, on 
the other hand, has a more global focus and membership in a collective security organization is built around 
inclusion rather than exclusion. It is important to note though that these two definitions are somewhat 
problematic, given the globalized nature of security threats and the geographical location from which they 
originate means that there will be considerable overlap in terms of ‘areas of interest’ for the various IOs. For 
a discussion on collective defense / collective security, see: Geoffrey Lee Williams and Barkley Jared Jones, 
“Collective Security or Collective Defence?” in Geoffrey Lee Williams and Barkley Jared Jones (eds), NATO 
and the Transatlantic Alliance in the 21st Century: The Twenty Years Crisis, (London: Palgrave, 2001). 
91 Each organization, for example, is tasked with force generation as well as assisting in the drafting of official 
policy papers and strategic outlook.  
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Organizations at War: Principals and Agents 

The previous section sought to highlight the main reasons for why states delegate 

to IOs during times of war, while also attempting to highlight the importance of including 

the interests of the organization in analyses about conflict. Building upon this discussion 

about delegation, this section explores the relationship between principals and agents in 

times of war with a particular focus on the ways in which organizations express their 

autonomy and the mechanisms by which states (and other organizations) attempt to curtail 

that autonomy. With this in mind, the central question of this section is: what enables these 

organizations to pursue their own interests? The answer to this question lies, in part, in the 

autonomy that organizations are granted once they are delegated as an agent.92 Any act of 

delegation by a principal necessarily grants the agent a degree of latitude in choosing how 

to complete a task. Any discussion about autonomy, however, is complicated by the fact 

that autonomy is not simply a binary concept, but rather one that exists on a continuum. 

Robert Brown, for example, argues that scholars studying delegation sometimes take for 

granted the conceptual underpinnings of delegation itself. He notes that only few authors 

have systematically sought to empirically demonstrate how much authority or capacity is 

entrusted to an IO when delegation has occurred.93 Since organizational autonomy is a key 

																																																								
92 In this particular instance, the UN comes to mind as a key example given that the UN can be regarded as 
the pre-eminent legitimacy-granting authority. See: Lawrence S. Kaplan, NATO and the UN: A Peculiar 
Relationship, (Columbia, Missouri: University of Missouri Press, 2010): 1-6; Goulding Marrack, “The 
Evolution of United Nations Peacekeeping,” International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 
1944-) Vol. 69, No. 3 (1993): 451-464; Rafael Biermann, “NATO’s Troubled Relations with Partner 
Organizations: A Resources Dependence Explanation,” in Sebastian Mayer (ed). NATO’s Post-Cold War 
Politics: The Changing Provision of Security. (London: Palgrave, 2014). 
93 Robert L. Brown, “Measuring Delegation,” Review of International Organizations, Vol. 5, No. 2 (2010): 
143. 
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concept of this study, it is important to clarify some of the conceptual waters surrounding 

delegation.  

For our purposes here, demonstrating when delegation has occurred is perhaps 

slightly easier to do than demonstrating the degree of autonomy that an organization 

possesses. At least for the former, delegation can be conceived of in roughly binary terms; 

i.e., elements of an organization’s membership have either sought the resources – political, 

material, or otherwise – of an organization or it has not. Identifying the degree of autonomy 

granted to an organization, however, is perhaps slightly more difficult. Nonetheless, it is 

clear that an organization derives its autonomy (as well as experiences constraints on that 

autonomy) by factors such as: institutional design, decision-making processes, funding, 

voting, organizational/mission mandate, the degree of interest that a state has in a particular 

issue, and the personal leadership styles of the principals themselves – be they heads of 

state, ambassadors, or ministers. All of these factors can either serve to impinge upon, or 

contribute, to an organization’s autonomy.94  

Given these methodological challenges, this study does not attempt to quantify 

levels of delegation or autonomy. Rather, it explores the consequences of delegation in the 

form of inter-organizational conflict by developing a typology of organizational responses, 

which are made possible by the variety of material and political resources that are available 

to the organization.95 The reason for this particular focus stems from the fact that even 

when delegation does clearly occur, tensions come to the fore between states organizations, 

																																																								
94 The specific sources of an organization’s autonomy are explored in depth in the next chapter, where the 
institutional design, funding and voting mechanisms, as well as organizational brand (among others) is 
discussed for each organization.  
95 The typology of organizational responses is outlined in Table 3.1 on page 62. 



 

 70 

and even other organizations, as each attempts to realize their own interests. In certain 

areas, states are more successful at this than in others.96 As we will see in the cases of 

human rights and civilian casualties in the War in Afghanistan, the UN routinely sought to 

exert control over NATO and its member-states; often times to great effect. This 

demonstrates that even powerful states will sometimes adapt their behaviour and strategies 

in the face of organizational pressure.  

Adding to the difficulties of discussing autonomy is the fact that both the capacity 

of the IO to act and the autonomy granted to it is not static, but something that may change 

overtime depending not only on the type of tasks assigned to the organization, the political 

context within which it is working, but also how well the organization is able to fulfill these 

tasks. Environmental factors also play a role, such as strategic evolution and situational 

changes on the battlefield. As the situation on the ground changes, states may try to assert 

greater control over the organization. What should be clear from this discussion, then, is 

that it is not that an IO is assigned a task and it is then completely free to complete this task 

as it sees fit. Autonomy and capacity, as states assess whether their interests are being 

fulfilled, ebbs and flows.  

 It is also the case that certain IOs are afforded far greater autonomy than others and 

that organizations do not exist on a level playing-field. For instance, Cortell and Peterson 

note that civilian organizations like the World Health Organization (WHO) tend to be 

granted significantly more autonomy to conduct their affairs when compared to military 

organizations like NATO who possess relatively little by comparison. The EU’s Common 

																																																								
96 Donald A. Wells, The United Nations: States vs. International Laws, (New York: Algora Publishing, 2005). 
See also: Hylke Dijkstra, International Organizations and Military Affairs, (Abingdon, UK: Routledge, 
2016).  
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Security and Defence Policy (CSDP) and its associated institutions exist somewhere in the 

middle, as they are a civilian-military organization. The key point here is that there are 

limits to an organization’s ability to act autonomously and states will, when they can, 

attempt to reassert control or curtail an organization’s autonomy if it feels its interests are 

not being fulfilled. The ability of a state to curtail an organization’s autonomy depends, in 

part, on the issue that is being considered. 

How then do organizations pursue their interests, and in what ways do their 

membership seek to curtail their autonomy? The answer to the former question is 

predicated and contingent upon, in large part, the task that the organization is currently 

working towards or the problem that it is currently trying to resolve. Recently, these 

organizations have been delegated responsibility on a wider range of areas than previously 

seen. An organization’s portfolio may now include: development and reconstruction in the 

UN case, and force generation, strategic planning, and defence standardization in the cases 

of NATO and the EU. The IS and IMS at NATO, for example, have a range of 

responsibilities: “staff assist with force development, standardization, and infrastructure 

development, studying issues, facilitating the exchange of information, and identifying 

common standards and collective needs.”97 This presents an interesting dynamic. Although 

it is invariably a state’s decision to deploy force and to go to war, once that decision is 

made it frequently falls to the organization to ensure that the state remains committed and 

active. In particular, the force generation process both within the EU and in NATO will 

																																																								
97 Andrew P. Cortell and Susan Peterson, “Dutiful Agents, Rogue Actors, or Both? Staffing, Voting Rules, 
and Slack in the WHO and WTO,” in Darren Hawkins, David A Lake, Daniel Nielson, and Michael J. Tierney 
(eds.) Delegation and Agency in International Organization. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2006): 258.  
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frequently demand greater participation and contributions from their membership; efforts 

which often run into the obstacles and barriers of a states’ domestic politics.   

The significance of the previous section should not be understated, as it is where 

this study parts company from other conventional theories of international relations. In so 

doing, it contributes to a growing body of scholarship that analyzes the practices and 

processes that permeate these organizations.98 Although there are shared interests between 

states as well as between organizations, there can arise situations of conflict and tension 

between an organization and its membership. After all, wars are, at their core, a struggle 

for influence and power. Struggles may therefore also take place between intervening 

parties at the state and organizational levels when confronted with the limits of a state’s 

political willingness to commit resources when developing strategy.99  

Within these struggles, there are opportunities for influence in those instances 

where the states have delegated authority to the organization. States will retain control, as 

much as is possible, over outcomes, if not during the strategic planning stage, then through 

other mechanisms such as national caveats which, although subject to change, clearly 

identify what states are willing and unwilling to do. National caveats – which will be 

explored in the next chapter – were always seen as being highly-political and the source of 

most of the frustration from HQ and SHAPE officials and even EU officials.100 At the 

																																																								
98 Rebecca Adler-Nissen and Vincent Pouliot, “Power in Practice: Negotiating the International Intervention 
in Libya,” European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 20, No. 4 (2014): 889-911; Vincent Pouliot, 
Practice Tracing,” in Andrew Bennet and Jeffrey Checkel (eds). Process Tracing: From Method to Analytical 
Tool. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015); Frédéric Mérand and Antoine Rayroux, “The Practice 
of Burden Sharing in European Crisis Management Operations,” European Security, Vol. 25, No. 4 (2016): 
442-460.  
99 Idean Salehyan, Kristian Skrede Gleditsch, and David E. Cunningham, “Explaining External Support or 
Insurgent Groups,” International Organization, Vol, 65, No. 4. (2011): 709-744. 
100 This information was relayed through, and corroborated in a number of separate interviews conducted at 
NATO Headquarters (HQ), NATO’s Supreme Headquarters of Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE), and with 
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outset, states will also grant different levels of autonomy to different organizations both 

across cases as well as within cases too.  

For example, the institutional design of NATO precludes NATO itself from 

behaving in such a way that runs contrary to the interests of its member-states. But, to 

this end, this characterization of autonomy may be slightly limiting given that, as noted 

in the final portion of the quote above, they do acknowledge that the NATO 

administrative element can at times influence preferences, behaviour, and outcomes. 

This is notable with respect to the drafting of documents by both the IMS and IS as well 

as in coordinating roles like the one occupied by the Senior Civilian Representative 

(SCR). For reasons that will be elucidated in greater detail in the next chapter, when 

discussing NATO’s role in Afghanistan, it will become clear that NATO, at least during 

the initial handover when the US was preoccupied with preparing for the invasion of 

Iraq, was granted a considerable amount autonomy in terms of the strategic planning of 

the conflict. As well, interviews at NATO indicate that the rapid turn-over of support 

staff within the various delegations means that institutional memory is largely 

concentrated in the International Staff. Furthermore, in the case of the EU, especially 

during the force generation process, the EEAS essentially develops an operational plan 

independently from its membership, insofar as the planning fulfills the operational goals 

of its member-states in a general sense. The force generation process of the EU will be 

explored in greater detail in Chapter VI when discussing the negotiations leading up to 

the intervention in Libya.  

																																																								
individuals currently and formerly in the European Union Military Staff (EUMS). Because of the contentious 
nature of the claim, individuals relayed these frustrations on the condition of anonymity.  
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Until this point, only the material sources of an organization’s autonomy have been 

analyzed, which has presented a rather incomplete picture. However, there are also political 

(ideational) sources of an organization’s autonomy that enable it to act – in the form of 

speeches, public declarations of support, public condemnation, and issue framing – in 

instances when it is not formally involved in the decision making process. For example, in 

Chapter VII when the War in Libya will be discussed, the analysis demonstrates that 

regional and international organizations played an influential role in framing the emerging 

crisis, with organizational representatives at the Arab League and the UN being the first to 

speak out against systematic human rights abuses.  

The ability of an organization to shape policy responses and to generate interest in 

specific international issues using its symbolic political power again relates to the issue of 

hierarchy discussed in Chapter II. The argument presented in that chapter was that the 

selection of a lead organization has the effect of establishing a hierarchy of actors in a given 

conflict zone. Although the selection of the organization is a contributing factor to this 

hierarchy, it is also not the sole factor that determines it. Instead, the hierarchy of actors is, 

in many ways, contingent upon two inter-related, though slightly distinct, factors: passive 

authority and active authority. In this case, passive authority can be described as the 

normative and ideational authority that organizations have on a daily and regular basis. 

Active authority, on the other hand, refers to the authority and subsequent autonomy that 

organizations derive from a specific act of delegation. In other words, passive authority can 

be said to exist outside of being delegated a specific task, whereas active authority can be 

said to be event-specific. For example, in its takeover of ISAF from the UN in 2003, NATO 

had the active authority to coordinate wartime efforts among its allies. At the same time, 
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however, the UN in handing over ISAF to NATO lost its active authority but retained its 

passive authority by virtue of the fact that ISAF was still working through a UN mandate. 

Although the UN relinquished control of ISAF at the behest of the UN Secretary-General, 

it still remained active in its oversight. And, on more than one occasion, conflict arose 

between the two.  

A Theory of Organizational Survival 

International Organizations are afforded a degree of autonomy and latitude in 

accomplishing the objectives given to them by their membership. When IOs set forth to 

accomplish these goals, however, they are frequently working within a hierarchical 

division of labour where there can be a multiplicity of competing interests. The nature of 

this hierarchy should not necessarily be assumed to be conflictual, as cooperation between 

actors routinely occurs. However, the growing portfolio of issues that organizations are 

increasingly responsible for has produced a situation of heightened interaction between 

organizations in times of war.101 What happens, then, when the interests of an organization 

conflict with the interests of other actors, be they states or organizations? When conflict 

does occur, an organization must navigate a complex political environment by not only 

demonstrating its relevance by accomplishing the strategic goals given to it by its 

membership, but must also do so within the material and political constraints imposed upon 

it by that same membership.  

																																																								
101 As of 2008, and in addition to the NATO, the UN, and EU working within Afghanistan, there was 
(according to UN estimates) roughly 1,550 non-governmental organizations and roughly 1,700 social 
organizations registered with the Afghan Ministry of Economy and Ministry of Justice, respectively, though 
the exact number is unclear. See the report by the International Centre for Not-For-Profit Law, Available at:  
http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/un-dpadm/unpan044373.pdf  
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To offer one clear example, a recurring source of frustration from interviewees at 

both NATO and the EU (and a theme that will be explored in greater detail in Chapter V 

and VI), is that an organization’s personnel would request greater resources in order to 

achieve the strategic objectives set forth by its membership. However, its membership, 

often lacking the political will to commit greater resources, would impose barriers upon 

the organization by frequently denying these requests. The development of NATO 

Communication Information Systems (CIS) in the War in Afghanistan illustrates this point 

rather clearly.  

Outside of these material constraints, conflict may also arise because of different 

organizational cultures.102 Given the complex security environment in Afghanistan, for 

example, UN development and peace-building largely took place under the ISAF security 

umbrella. At the same time, however, the NATO led mission in Afghanistan was ultimately 

taking place under the auspices of a UNSC mandate. As such, in instances where there are 

limited resources, IOs may lobby states for additional funding and contributions. And, in 

these cases the organizations have a vested interest in not only seeking out contributions, 

but obtaining them as well. Although the War in Afghanistan proved to be a tumultuous 

time for the Alliance, total member-state contributions to the alliance did increase 

dramatically in the years following 9/11, sometimes in excess of seventy-five percent.103 

Given that these organizations are perpetuated exclusively by member-state donations, 

																																																								
102 Joseph L. Soeters, Donna J. Winslow, and Alise Weibull, “Military Culture,” in Giussepe Caforio (ed). 
Handbook of the Sociology of the Military. (New York: Springer, 2006): 237-254. See also: Donna Winslow, 
“Strange Bedfellows: NGOs and the Military in Humanitarian Crises,” International Journal of Peace 
Studies, Vol. 7, No. 2 (Autumn/Winter, 2002): 35-55; Séverine Autesserre. Peaceland: Conflict Resolution 
and the Everyday Politics of International Intervention. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014).  
103 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, “Financial and Economic Data Relating to NATO Defence,” NATO 
Public Diplomacy Division, PR/CP (2012) 047-REV1. Retrieved from: 
http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2012_04/20120413_PR_CP_2012_047_rev1.pdf 
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demonstrating relevance can have an impact on funding and contributions which serve to 

perpetuate the organization. On a more practical and simplified level, this necessarily 

means that the organization can recruit and hire more personnel; those same personnel who 

adopt the cultures and loyalties of the organization that they are working through.  

As well, there are clear risks for organizations when they are delegated as agents 

since different tasks and their outcomes can become associated with specific organizational 

brands that some may work to preserve.104 Concerns over negative organizational branding 

may help explain Catherine Ashton’s risk-averse behaviour at the outset of the crisis. 

Indeed, rather than being merely an issue of prestige, negative branding may spell negative 

consequences for future military operations as these brands may also linger within the 

memory of the local populations and can affect the degree of trust, and by virtue of that 

trust, greater latitude to work within a specific area. If an operation goes poorly, for 

example, blame may be placed on that organization rather than on the national 

contingencies. To illustrate such a case, UN workers in Afghanistan were free to travel and 

interact with civilians in major cities whereas military personnel were under severe 

restrictions in terms of leaving their compound or forward operating base (FOB).105 UN 

workers were thus able to establish a level of trust with local populations that certain 

elements of ISAF and the US military were not.  

																																																								
104 There is a vast scholarship that focuses on the importance of national brands / identity in military 
operations and foreign policy. For instance, see: Peter Katzenstein (ed.), The Culture of National Security: 
Norms and Identity in World Politics, (New York: Columbia, 1996). See also: Tina Freyburg and Solveig 
Richter, “National Identity Matters: The Limited Impact of EU Political Conditionality in the Western 
Balkans,” Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 17, No. 2 (2010): 263-281; William Wallace, “Foreign 
Policy and National Identity in the United Kingdom and Japan,” International Affairs, Vol. 67, No. 1 (1991): 
65-80.  
105 Jeffrey Rice, “Interview with NATO personnel,” June 2nd, 2016.  
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Beyond the material and more immediately political consequences of delegating to 

an organization, granting authority and legitimacy to an organization can have the effect of 

both transforming what is meant by ‘appropriate’, or can help satisfy membership 

requirements that states are in conforming to international ideas surrounding 

appropriateness. In this respect, not only do organizations provide a strategic forum but 

also an ideational and normative forum as well. With this in mind, though, the literature on 

organizational behaviour and learning also points to the notion that normative and 

institutional transformation may experience a period of delay whereby the interests of the 

organization and its member-states may not necessarily align. Indeed, Cortell and Peterson 

note that:  

Institutional creation, transformation, and evolution follow a “logic of 
appropriateness”: New institutions are adopted because they are understood to be 
legitimate in light of prevailing national or organizational practices, roles, or 
responsibilities (March & Olsen, 1989; Putnam, 1993).106 

 

By delegating tasks and objectives to organizations, states both accrue legitimacy for their 

actions as well as transfer some authority to the institution. In so doing, at least with respect 

to multilateral warfare, states can be seen as acting appropriately when they utilize force 

through organizational frameworks. At the same time, a form of dual-legitimation occurs 

wherein states not only legitimate their own actions but also elevate the organization to be 

a legitimate actor in the conflict as well. Authority for the organization is thereby derived 

from the legitimacy that states afford them and is thus an ideational and normative concept. 

In other words, states make organizations the legitimate actors in a particular instance by 

																																																								
106 Andrew P. Cortell and Susan Peterson, “Limiting the Unintended Consequences of Institutional Change,” 
Comparative Political Studies, Vol. 34, No. 7 (2001): 773. 
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delegating tasks to them while simultaneously legitimizing their own policy preferences. 

Although authority and autonomy are closely connected, the two are also distinct in that 

autonomy examines the latitude that the organization has in shaping policy. The specific 

sources of organizational autonomy, it should be noted, are discussed in the following 

chapter.  

 The relationship between NATO and the UN has always been somewhat peculiar 

but the two of them have only really come into direct contact with one another in the post-

Cold War era during the Kosovo War and then again, to a much greater extent, in the post 

9/11.107 There are quite a number of avenues for potential conflict. As Biermann argues, 

with reference to the idea that even with a problem-driven design – in other words, 

organizations are, in large part, created to solve particular problems – efforts to do so may 

sometimes be stymied. He notes:  

However, this problem-driven impetus is restrained by several actor-driven 
obstacles: by an organization’s interest to guard its autonomy; by a history of 
rivalry; by a mismatch of organizational cultures; by a lack of complementary role 
expectations; and by a fear to compromise one’s own identity and visibility.108   

 

To return this discussion to the IR literature, Adler-Nissen and Pouliot, in their analysis of 

negotiations surrounding the intervention in Libya, notes that internal state crises such as 

civil war and ethnic conflict – which are, in and of themselves, struggles for power and 

influence – open spaces and present opportunities for similar types of struggles for power 

and influence to play out at the international level. They may also play out between states 

																																																								
107 Lawrence S. Kaplan, NATO and the UN: A Peculiar Relationship, (Missouri: University of Missouri Press, 
2010).  
108 Biermann, 2007, 173. 
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and organizations who were heretofore external to the conflict.109 Crises can thus be 

conceived as struggles for influence and power across multiple socio-spatial dimensions.110 

One can therefore expect that international organizations, just as states do, engage in a 

certain type of power-struggle to improve their own capability and standing in the 

international system vis-à-vis other organizations. In other words, organizations will persist 

when they can effectively carry out the tasks delegated to them, but in certain instances the 

tasks delegated to them may not exist harmoniously with the tasks delegated to other 

organizations or even with respect to the tasks undertaken by the states themselves. 

Although this point will be elaborated in Chapter V, a recurring example used by those 

who were interviewed at NATO HQ was with the development projects of both the UN 

and USAID, whereby mass sums of money were poured into Afghanistan without 

recognition of the fact that the Afghan absorption rate was not sufficient to effectively put 

to use the money coming into the country. Excess money was then funneled into the hands 

of insurgent groups, leading to a situation where the money being spent by one organization 

(UN) or one department of a state (USAID) was actively working against the mission of 

other organizations, such as ISAF and OEF.  

What this suggests then is that an organization’s vital interest lies in survival and 

perpetuation, and that an organization ensures this by demonstrating its ability to fulfill the 

tasks assigned to it without violating domestic or international political sensitivities. The 

organizational literature confirms this in a number of areas and can sometimes boil down 

																																																								
109 Rebecca Adler-Nissen and Vincent Pouliot, “Power in Practice; Negotiating the International Intervention 
in Libya,” European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 20, No. 4 (2014): 889-911.  
110 Although he does not specifically discuss crises, the genus for this particular idea stems from work done 
by Michael Mann. See: Michael Mann, “The Autonomous Power of the State: Its Origins, Mechanisms, and 
Results,” European Journal of Sociology, Vol. 25, No. 2 (November, 1984): 185-213. 
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to basic issues relating to funding and job security. Struggles for power and survival, which 

are a prominent feature in interactions between states, may also be seen in interactions 

between organizations, as they exercise the autonomy granted to them which can at times 

run either parallel or in contradiction to the interests of their own membership. This is 

especially the case when there are multiple normative claims in a particular space and when 

there is also a degree of material and normative overlap between organizations.111 As a 

result, internal crises and war may represent opportunities for competition between 

organizations which may be regarded as vital interests for the organization even when they 

may not be vital interests of the states, hence the purpose of differentiated between wars of 

choice and wars of necessity within the introductory chapter of this study. These can be 

deemed vital interests to the organization given that their continued existence and 

prosperity is predicated upon the existence of a certain set of security threats, but also by 

possessing the capabilities to actually address them. Although these organizations seem to 

be a permanent feature of the international system given their high-degree of 

institutionalization, there is no reason to believe that they actually are, in spite of such 

appearances.  

Given that organizational survival is predicated upon being able to demonstrate 

material and political relevance and is therefore tied to three types of generalized 

behaviour: rivalry, activism, and adaptation. Organizations may modify their behaviour if 

they are facing political challenges from a higher-ranking authority within the system, 

organizational rivalry (CIVCAS in Afghanistan). Organizational activism may also come 
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pre-emptively in attempting to avoid negative organizational associations (such as Ashton 

and the EU in Libya), or in response to a crisis (UN and Iraq). 

Conclusion 

According to Biermann, inter-organizational networking “has to an astonishing 

degree remained unnoticed by theoretically informed IR scholars.”112 This is particularly 

true of inter-organizational conflict, with scant attention paid to the consequences of 

multiple organizations operating in the same areas.113 The previous chapter set itself the 

task of trying to fill part of this gap by building off the theoretical foundations of the 

previous two chapters. In doing so, this chapter began its discussion by identifying, in 

theoretical terms, the reasons behind why organizations are able to pursue their interests. 

Central to this discussion was an examination of two key concepts: authority and 

autonomy. In an effort to remove some of the inherent abstraction that lies in these 

conceptual discussions, these two concepts were discussed in relation to the process of 

delegation.  

In identifying what enables an organization to pursue its interests, this chapter 

sought to demonstrate the following: first, to account for why states delegate to 

international organizations during times of war; second, to understand what the 

consequences of delegation are; and, three, to identify what the stakes for the 

organization are once they are designated an agent and how states (sometimes 

successfully, and sometimes unsuccessfully) attempt to assert control over their agents. 

																																																								
112 Rafael Biermann, “Towards a Theory of Inter-Organizational Networking: The Euro-Atlantic Security 
Institutions Interacting,” Review of International Organizations, Vol. 3, (2007): 152. 
113 Stephanie Hofmann, “Overlapping Institutions in the Realm of International Security: The Case of NATO 
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The general argument presented in this chapter was that organizations are given specific 

responsibilities during times of war, including: overcoming transactional costs, burden-

sharing, nation-building, force-generation, and the prevention of issue-cycling, among 

others.114 An organization’s interest lies in demonstrating its usefulness and value in 

accomplishing these tasks in a manner that benefits the organization. But, because these 

organizations are operating in complex security environments, organizations may 

encounter both political and material obstacles that are imposed upon them either by 

their own membership, or by other organizations. Such obstacles can prevent them from 

accomplishing these tasks.  

In instances where the political interests of different organizations conflict, the 

dynamics of inter-organizational conflict are similar to the dynamics of state-

organization conflict. This previous argument led to the development of a theory of 

organizational persistence, which entails both cooperation and conflict with both 

member-states and other organizations. This network of cooperation and conflict and 

the constant need to demonstrate organizational relevance was termed ‘organizational 

survival’ and attempted to highlight what the stakes are for these organizations when 

tasks are delegated to them. These risks included a tarnished brand which can affect 

future operations, to a loss of confidence in the organization from its membership. With 

this in mind, Chapters V, VI, and VII explores in detail cases of inter-organizational and 

organizational-state conflict/cooperation across three wars in order to offer empirical 

evidence for the claims made in these theoretical chapters. The following chapter, 
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however, serves to bridge the theoretical and empirical chapters by providing an 

institutional overview of the three organizations under scrutiny.  
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Chapter IV – The UN, NATO, and the EU 
 

“On the other side of every mountain was another mountain.” – Lt. Col. George Russell, 
Korean War 

Organizations at War 
 

This chapter aims to bridge the theoretical and empirical portions of this study, by 

providing an overview of the three organizations under scrutiny. It will explore both the 

historical foundation and the manner in which the organization’s mandate and function in 

global politics has evolved over time. Briefly tracing the evolution of these organizations 

will help demonstrate, in a general sense, the adaptive nature of international organizations 

and the manner in which they have responded to a changing security environment.115 Doing 

so also helps introduce the types of organizational interaction that form the core of the 

analysis in the following empirical chapters.  

 By drawing upon the theoretical foundations established in the previous two 

chapters, this chapter also introduces the key explanatory factors that help account for the 

relative autonomy that each organization is able to express and how they manifest in each 

organization, including: institutional design and structure of the secretariat and permanent 

staff, voting requirements, voting behaviour, the personal proclivities of the Secretaries 

General (or High Representative, in the EU case), as well as funding sources in order to 

better understand which actors internal and external to the organization have influence over 

the decision making processes. The comparative portion of the chapter, then, helps set the 

stage for the analysis that follows in Chapters V, VI, and VII. In introducing these factors, 
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each organization is divided into its own sub-category but the basic story of each 

organization will unfold in roughly the same way. First, attention will be paid to the 

organization’s foundational, as well as evolutionary, mandate; and second, attention will 

be given to the governance structure of each organization, including: an analysis of the 

secretariat, sources of funding, voting rules, and membership as these factors help account 

for variation in an organization’s autonomy. 

 What unites the three organizations under scrutiny is that they are designed with 

the intention of building agreement and consensus amongst their membership.116 Because 

the decisions reached within these organizations represent the collective will of their 

membership, they carry with them a significant degree of legitimacy. In addition to this, 

however, the consensus-building and conflict resolution mechanisms represent a set of 

foundational norms that help capture the nature of contemporary international politics. 

Legitimacy is therefore expressed not only in the decisions themselves, but symbolically 

with respect to what those decisions represent in the broader international social context – 

i.e., commitments towards peaceful resolutions of conflict (amongst their membership). 

The theoretical implications of this are worth noting, as the broader normative context 

within which these organizations operate, as well as the material service that they supply 

to their membership, extends to the organization a degree of authority that exists beyond 

the interests of any single state.  

 

 

																																																								
116 Consensus-building is more relevant to NATO and the EU, rather than the UN. Although the UNSC 
operates on the basis of unanimity, other UN institutions do not.  
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The United Nations 

Mandate 

The United Nations was established in 1945 following the end of the Second World 

War. Much of its organizational structure, at that time, was carried over from the defunct 

League of Nations, by absorbing a number of already existing divisions and branches. The 

most significant institutional developments within the UN were the creation of the Security 

Council (SC) and the General Assembly (GA). The SC, comprised of five permanent 

representatives and ten temporary members (the temporary members of the SC are elected 

by the GA for two year terms), is the principal decision-making body of the UN with 

respect to issues of foreign policy and decisions leading to the use of force. Much like the 

League, the UN is conceived primarily as a collective security organization, and has served 

as a multilateral framework for a wide range of civilian and military affairs over the last 

seventy years.  

Although the primary purpose of the UN is to facilitate cooperation among its 

membership as well as to provide a forum for the peaceful resolution of disputes between 

states, its scope is significantly greater than any other international organization to date. 

While the EU and NATO, in recent years, have historically held a regional focus – 

acknowledging, all the while, that that focus has shifted and expanded in response to the 

security environment – the UN’s focus has, for the most part, always been (and still 

remains) global. Although there is a plethora of work devoted to understanding the UN 

system, and simply too many to mention here, the present discussion is limited to two 

principle areas: (1) its behaviour during times of war – whether it is merely authorizing the 

use of force, actively involved in combat, or assisting in post-conflict reconstruction; and, 
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(2) the sources of its legitimacy. Focusing on these two elements serves to provide an 

overview of the role that the UN has during times of conflict.  

 In this regard, with respect to major multilateral and/or multinational warfare in the 

post 9/11 era, the United Nations has fulfilled two important roles: authorizing the use of 

force in the Wars in Afghanistan and Libya, and providing post-conflict reconstruction, 

development, and oversight in Afghanistan, Libya, as well as Iraq. Although numerous 

resolutions were passed in support of each of these conflicts, those that are most pertinent 

to this study are identified in the table below.117 

Table 4.1 – UNSC Resolutions 

Conflict Resolution Date Passed Significance 

Afghanistan 1368 (2001) 12 September 
2001 

Recognized right of Self-Defence  

 1373 (2001) 28 September 
2001 

Recognized terrorism as threat to global peace 
and security 

 1378 (2001) 14 November 2001 Reaffirming support for international efforts in 
Afghanistan 

 1386 (2001) 20 December 2001 Establishment of ISAF 

 1401 (2002) 28 March 2002 Establishment of UNAMA at the request of the 
UNSG. 

 1510 (2003) 13 October 2003 Expansion of ISAF 

Libya 1970 (2011) 26 February 2011 Condemnation of Gaddafi Regime 

 1973 (2011) 17 March 2011 Authorization of use of force; Creation of 
NFZ; Invocation of “R2P.” 

Iraq 1441 (2002) 8 November 2002 Deployment of weapons inspectors to Iraq; 
disagreement over interpretation of 1441 
among UNSC members; US-led invasion of 
Iraq without UNSC authorization. 

																																																								
117 Data collected for this table comes from various the text of the associated resolutions. The full text of 
each of these resolutions are available at the following UN websites: 
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2001/sc2001.htm; http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2002/sc2002.htm; 
http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/2003/sc2003.htm; 
http://www.un.org/en/sc/documents/resolutions/2011.shtml  
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 1483 (2003) 22 May 2003 Removal of non-military sanctions; 
recognition, without endorsing, US and UK as 
occupying powers; appointment of UN Special 
Envoy to Iraq.  

 1500 (2003) 14 August 2003 Establishment of UNAMI at the request of the 
UNSG. 

 

Historically, states and other international organizations have relied upon the legitimacy 

that a UNSCR affords when it comes to decisions leading to the use of force. That being 

said, the NATO air campaign in Kosovo remains the only time in the history of the two 

organizations whereby military force was deployed in the absence of a UNSC 

Resolution.118 Every EU civilian and military operation has taken place with the support of 

a UNSC Resolution. As the focus of this study relates to organizational survival and 

autonomy, the key factors enabling organizational autonomy are identified below.  

Sources of UN Autonomy 

The Security Council: Mechanisms for the Use of Force 

The Security Council, comprising those five permanent members and ten 

temporary members, is the primary source of legitimacy for the United Nations. Though, 

paradoxically, the SC is also its greatest source of illegitimacy as well. The political 

machinations which occur within the UNSC can often work towards bolstering, or 

undermining, the UN system – especially when disagreements cannot be resolved through 

UN diplomatic channels. At the same time, however, these five states – whom collectively 

represent the greatest powers in the state system – cede to the UN a degree of autonomy 

																																																								
118 It should be noted that this particular point is referring to the history of the two organizations and the 
dynamics that exist between NATO and the UN. There have been many other times where states have used 
force in the asbence of a UNSC mandate.   
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and authority to help it manage relations between one another. Within the scope of 

international law, the use of force needs the authorization and support of all members of 

the UNSC, without any of the P5 using veto powers.119 A majority of the temporary 

members must also vote in favour of a resolution authorizing the use of force. For the 

purposes of this study, the UNSC was the primary site of negotiations in the Afghanistan, 

Libya, and Iraq cases and played a key role in approving the use of force in the two former 

cases, but not the latter.  

The veto powers held by the permanent members can often be a significant 

impediment to reaching an agreement, however when action is authorized, what is 

ultimately agreed upon carries considerable weight and legitimacy. That these decisions 

are made, in large part through consensus, is a recurring factor that contributes to an 

organization’s legitimacy in the international system. Given that cooperation and peaceful 

resolutions are, in most cases, a more desirable outcome when compared to the alternative, 

these organizations serve a vital function in mitigating anarchical effects.  

The Secretary General 

 The duties and responsibilities of the Secretary General are found in Articles 97 to 

101 of the UN Charter. Each Secretary General is elected through the General Assembly 

on the advice of the Security Council. Articles 98 and 99 are, for the present study, two of 

the most important. The first, Article 98, bestows upon the Secretary General the authority 

to attend the meetings of any organ of the United Nations, including the Security Council. 

The second, Article 99, gives the SG in clear terms the ability to present any issue that he 

																																																								
119 A P5 or T10 member may also abstain, rather than voting in the affirmative or negative. 
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or she may consider to be a threat to peace or security.120 While the role of the SG is fairly 

limited in writing, the SG in practice – both because of what they symbolically represent, 

as well as because of their expertise and competence with respect to the organization – can 

be rather influential in offering advice and guidance to their membership.  

In this regard, the Secretary General of the UN has a deep connection to the Security 

Council. Although this individual represents no state, their picture is hung alongside the 

ambassadors comprising the P5 and T10 states. In spite of the fact that funding for the 

organization comes entirely from the contributions of its membership, the Secretary 

General, in many respects, remains an independent actor. In part, this has to do with the 

fact that the membership of the UN delegates the task to the SG the overseeing of UN daily 

functions, as well as reporting to the various planning committees and governing bodies. 

In this role, the UNSG serves as the chief representative of the UN. Furthermore, the UNSG 

also symbolizes the norms embodied within the UN system. Leon Gordenker aptly 

summarizes the significance of the UNSG in international politics. He writes:  

[the SG] can propose crucial agenda times and offer his views. His position ensures 
that many governments, usually some important ones, will seriously consider what 
he has to say. His staff members work with every one of the numerous organs and 
sub-organs of an organization with a truly global agenda. Like their chief, they 
pledge to act for no single government, not even their own, but the collective will 
of all that are UN members.121   

In this, and much like in the NATO and EU cases, the SG can have a rather sizeable impact 

on the direction of the organization, largely through organizational innovation and 

																																																								
120 United Nations, “Chapter XV: The Secretariat,” Charter of the United Nations. Available at: 
http://www.un.org/en/sections/un-charter/chapter-xv/ 
121 Leon Gordenker, The UN Secretary-General and Secretariat, (London and New York: Routledge, 2010): 
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adaptation. To name but one clear example, the second UNSG, Dag Hammarsköld, is 

largely credited with creating and developing the UN’s peacekeeping role – the role with 

which the organization has become universally synonymous with.122 The second most 

important figure with respect to the United Nations in terms of these missions is the UN 

Special Envoy. The UN Special Envoy is tasked with a country portfolio and counsels the 

Secretary General.  

Organizational Banner 

One of the primary sources of loyalty for the United Nations comes from the fact 

that its missions, especially those concerning post-conflict reconstruction and 

development, are staffed by United Nations workers. Unlike in the case of NATO, where 

nation-states retain clear control over their soldiers, UN workers are primarily responsible 

to their department while deployed. Thus, while NATO soldiers during the War in 

Afghanistan wore ISAF patches and reported to the COMISAF explicitly as NATO 

soldiers, given the political risks associated with participating in war zones, national 

governments retain clear control over their own personnel. Indeed, the organizational 

banner under which individuals operate tends to have a fairly significant impact on loyalty 

and whether that individual pursues organizational or national interests; though, as the next 

chapter discusses, this is not necessarily always the case.   

Funding 

																																																								
122 Carl Bildt, “Dag Hammarsköld and United Nations Peacekeeping,” UN Chronicle, No. 2 (2011). 
Available at: http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/documents/un_chronicle_carl_bildt_article.pdf; See also: 
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The various operations and departments of the United Nations relies almost 

exclusively on contributions from its membership. In this regard, the United States 

contributes substantially more than any other state. For the year 2015, contributions to the 

UN from the United States totalled $654,778,938 for regular operations. The next closest 

donor in terms of net contributions is Japan at $322,419,102; less than half of total 

contributes from the United States.123  

In spite of these discrepancies however, two things are notable: first, although the 

United States single-handedly covers nearly a quarter of the UN bill, as the War in Iraq 

demonstrates, there is no guarantee that US interests will be realized in the UN – though, 

of course, they exhibit a disproportionate amount of influence over issue areas.124 Special 

operations and emergency development funds will also rely on the contributions of donors, 

but are often elicited on a somewhat more ad-hoc basis. The Tokyo Conference in January 

of 2002, for example, saw donations in excess of USD $5 billion over a six-year period in 

order to support relief, reconstruction, and reconciliation efforts in Afghanistan. Owning 

to the broad mandate of the United Nations Assistance Mission to Afghanistan (UNAMA) 

– which included “management of all UN humanitarian, peace-building, and reconstruction 

efforts” – much of this money was channeled through UN development funds, with 

UNAMA seeing the bulk of the funding.125 Interestingly, rather than issuing funds directly 

																																																								
123 United Nations, “Assessment of Member States’ Contributions to the United Nations Regular Budget for 
the Year 2015,” United Nations Secretariat, ST/ADM/SER.B/910, 29 December 2014. Available at: 
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=ST/ADM/SER.B/910; See also: A. Burcu Bayram and 
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UN Security Council: Coercion or Consent? (London: Ashgate Publishers, 2004).  
125 Thomas G. Weiss. Military-Civilian Interactions: Humanitarian Crises and the Responsibility to Protect. 
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to the Afghan Administration, donors chose to channel the majority of their funds through 

UN channels.126 Like each of the other two organizations under scrutiny, funding does not 

appear to significantly constrain the United Nations with respect to its levels of autonomy. 

 The UN, through UNAMA and UNAMI, was entrusted with the overseeing and 

distribution of several billion dollars in humanitarian aid and development projects. 

Although the total amount of money invested in Afghanistan is small when compared to 

the individual contributions of member-states (the US alone has donated roughly USD 

$100 billion for non-military reconstruction in Afghanistan), it nevertheless is a sizeable 

portion for an international organization.  

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

Origins and Evolution  

Considerable attention has been paid to the evolution, trajectory, purpose, and role 

of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Initially conceived as a collective 

defence organization to stymy Soviet and Communist expansion, NATO has evolved “in 

parallel to the global security situation [and] has undergone a tremendous development 

since the end of the Cold War.”127 Indeed, since the end of the Cold War, NATO has 

struggled to define itself vis-à-vis the global security environment; a task made especially 

difficult due to the fact that, at least throughout the early 1990s and 2000s, it was not 

entirely clear what the global security environment actually was. Nor was it clear that, 

																																																								
126 United Nations, “UNAMA Funding,” United Nations, 8 September 2002. Available at: 
http://www.un.org/News/dh/latest/afghan/funding.pdf   
127 Arita Holmberg, “The Changing Role of NATO: Exploring the Implications for Security Governance and 
Legitimacy,” European Security, Vol. 20, No. 4 (2011): 529-546. 
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whatever the global security environment turned out to be, NATO would be able to 

successfully adapt to it. Nonetheless, the end of the Cold War and the subsequent 

unraveling of certain countries created a number of opportunities for NATO to reassert 

itself as a trustworthy and reliable player in the international system.  

 Although established in 1949, it was not until 1992 that NATO undertook its first 

military operation. Following the dissolution of the Soviet Union, NATO was no longer 

confined to its role as a deterrent and was able to transform, or at least reposition, itself 

away from being a deterrent – i.e., a passive collective defence arrangement, into an active 

promoter of security. Beginning in 1992, NATO undertook a series of military missions to 

assist in the enforcement of United Nations Security Council Resolution 787. Throughout 

the crisis, NATO’s role gradually shifted from enforcing a no-fly zone and culminated in 

a series of bombing operations in Bosnia and eventually Kosovo. 

 Following the US-led invasion of Afghanistan, NATO’s involvement in the country 

began in August of 2003 after taking command of the International Security Assistance 

Force (ISAF) – a United Nations mandated force established following the passing of 

UNSC resolution 1386 in 2001. The deployment of the ISAF to Afghanistan, a force which 

comprised of roughly 130,000 soldiers from varying nationalities, signalled what was to 

be a thirteen-year engagement in the region and the first instance of NATO undertaking 

high-intensity combat operations since Yugoslavia. Afghanistan also represents NATO’s 

first foray into the Middle East. Since the end of the Cold War, NATO’s geographic and 

strategic focus has shifted considerably and is quite removed from its original conception 

– a fact bemoaned by some critics of the organization who suggest that NATO is acting 

without a clear strategic vision. Its areas of operation have spanned the Balkans and have 
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settled, at least for the time being, in the Middle East and Northern Africa. Indeed, NATO’s 

commitment to the region would be reasserted following the passing of UNSC resolution 

1973 in 2011, paving the way for airstrikes to take place in Libya. 

Given the complexity and changing nature of international security, NATO is 

adapting and attempting to carve out a new role for itself vis-à-vis the security environment, 

while other security organizations are attempting to make a name for themselves vis-à-vis 

NATO.128 For instance, a brief survey of all CSDP military missions reveals a number of 

interesting trends including the fact that the EU chose to deploy militarily despite not being 

the “first responder” to the scene. In other words, accounting for all positive cases, EU 

action was preceded by either NATO or UN missions. Indeed, prior to any deployment, 

“examinations of whether there is room for an ESDP action” are undertaken.  

Operation Concordia was launched 31 March 2003 in the Former Yugoslav 

Republic of Macedonia (FYROM), following the termination of the NATO led Operation 

Allied Harmony (OAH). The EU force deployed in Operation Concordia comprised of 

roughly 400 soldiers. In terms of the history and development of CSDP, Concordia is 

significant in that it became the first instance of an EU-led force being deployed to a 

conflict zone. During the time leading up to the transfer of power from NATO to the EU, 

U.S. security priorities – notable because the US was the main contributor to OAH – began 

to shift away from the Balkans towards the Middle East (Afghanistan and Iraq). Although 

the U.S. was recalcitrant about handing over command to the EU, the U.S. nevertheless 

																																																								
128 Stephanie Hofmann, “Why Institutional Overlap Matters: CSDP in the European Security Architecture,” 
Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 49, No. 1 (2011): 101-120. 



 

 97 

expressed interest in “concluding the U.S. military role in Balkans in view of greater or 

more pressing U.S. priorities in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere.”129 

Table 4.2 – NATO Operations 

Conflict Operation Mandate 

Afghanistan ISAF 2001-2014 Counter-Terrorism; COIN 

 Resolute Support 2015 -  Training and Advisory 

Libya Operation Unified Protector 
2011 (222 days) 

Enforcement of UNSCR 1970 
& 1973 

Iraq NATO Training Mission – Iraq Training and Advisory 
(UNSCR 1546) 

 

Sources of NATO Autonomy 

NATO’s Decision-Making Structure  

NATO is a complex and multifaceted organization. The North Atlantic Council 

(NAC) lies at the top of the organization, with most subordinate divisions, directorates, and 

departments reporting to the NAC. Prior to 2010, the Defence Planning Committee (DPC) 

served as the primary decision-making body for all issues relating to NATO’s integrated 

military command structure, before having its responsibilities absorbed by the NAC.130 

Most importantly, the DPC’s primary focus consisted of force planning as well as 

approving the overall strategic direction of the alliance.131 The Council is staffed by 

Ambassadorial level delegates from each member of the Alliance and all other departments 

																																																								
129 Alexander Moens, “NATO’s Dilemma and the Elusive European Defence Identity,” Security Dialogue, 
Vol. 29, No. 4 (1998): 463-475. 
130 NATO, “The Defence Planning Committee,” NATO, 11 November 2014: Available at: 
http://www.nato.int/cps/in/natohq/topics_49201.htm  
131 David S. Yost, “Assurance and US Extended Deterrence,” International Affairs, Vol. 85, No. 4 (2009): 
775-780.  
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and directorates (but not delegations) beneath the NAC fall under the responsibility of the 

Secretary-General. The Military-Committee (MC), second to the NAC, is the “oldest 

permanent body in NATO” and is primarily responsible for providing advice and strategy 

to the NAC in decisions leading to the use of force.132   

As of 2016, the central staff (IS/IMS) at NATO consists of roughly 6,800 individuals 

– 1,200 of which belong to the IMS.133 Although the IS is staffed by roughly 6,800 people, 

this number may be a bit misleading in that the IS consists not only of individuals hired 

directly to the IS, but also of individuals seconded from various national delegations. 

 The driving principle of the organization is consensus-based decision making with 

the SG, IS, IMS, and MC working in support of the various delegations and the Council in 

order to achieve consensus. That the organization is consensus-based necessarily means 

that the decision-making process can be rather slow, but that once a decision is reached it 

carries the full weight of the twenty-nine members.134 In making these decisions, however, 

member-states frequently rely on the IS and IMS to support them in the decision-making 

																																																								
132 NATO, “Military Committee,” NATO. 7 April 2016. Available at: 

 http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_49633.htm  
133 NATO’s website states that there are approximately 6,000 members of the International Staff – 1,000 of 
which are located directly at NATO Headquarters. Documents circulated from some of the interviewees 
places the number closer to the 6,800 listed in the dissertation. The official numbers are available at: 
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_58110.htm, but at the time of writing this chapter, the numbers had 
not been updated since 2014.    
134 It should be noted that there are two paths to ‘consensus’ in the decision-making processes of these 
organizations. The first is that a resolution or policy may be agreed upon unanimously by its membership, 
meaning that all members vote in the affirmative. The second is that a core group of member-states will vote 
in the affirmative with others, not wanting to veto the resolution, but abstaining from the vote. There is also 
a procedure within NATO termed ‘breaking the silence,’ whereby a draft document will be submitted by one 
of the national- or NATO- representative bodies with a hard deadline. If no objection is heard within that 
time, i.e., if no state ‘breaks the silence,’ the document will be considered approved. For more on NATO 
decision-making and voting procedures, see: Leo G. Michel, “NATO Decision-Making: The ‘Consensus 
Rule’ Endures Despite Challenges,” in Sebastian Mayer (ed). NATO’s Post-Cold War Politics: The Changing 
Provision of Security. (London: Palgrave, 2014). 
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process. Largely, this stems from the fact that institutional memory resides within the IS. 

Whereas delegations often experience rapid turnover, the IS tends to employ individuals 

for a longer period of time. As Heidi Hardt writes: 

At NATO, the secretariat (i.e., the IS) also provide elites with the most 
experience in terms of staff’s cumulative years of working within NATO on 
crisis management operations. Many members of the IS have worked at NATO 
for decades.135 

This places the secretariat in a unique position to not only support the decision-making 

process of its membership, but to influence it as well. Hardt’s findings are also consistent 

with the responses of individuals interviewed for this study, who were working either 

within the secretariat or for one of the many national delegations.136  

Although much of NATO’s civilian and military staff are located at NATO’s 

central HQ in Brussels, Belgium, there is another headquarters of equal significance for 

this study: The Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe (SHAPE), located on the 

outskirts of Mons, Belgium. As mentioned in earlier chapters, SHAPE is led by the 

Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), is staffed primarily by NATO civilian 

and military staff, and is (most importantly) the site where the force generation process 

takes place within NATO.137 As well, one of NATO’s two military commands – Allied 

Command Operations (ACO) – falls under the responsibility of SHAPE.  Each of NATO’s 

three operational headquarters Joint Force Command (Brunssum, Lisbon, and Naples) are 

																																																								
135 Heidi Hardt, “Who Matters for Institutional Memory in International Organization Crisis Management,” 
The Review of International Organizations, (Online first, 2017): 1-26; See also: Heidi Hardt, “How NATO 
Remembers: Explaining Institutional Memory in NATO Crisis Management,” European Security, Vol. 26, 
No. 1 (2016): 120-148. 
136 Personal interviews conducted by the author with members of the IS and with several national delegations 
serve to confirm this point.  
137 A detailed overview of the force-generation process is masterfully summarized in Auerswald and 
Saideman, 2014.  
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overseen by the ACO, which is managed by SACEUR and DSACEUR. In other words, 

responsibility ultimately falls to ACO and one of the operational headquarters to plan and 

execute NATO’s military operations. To this end, the key point is that many NATO staff 

are directly involved in the decision making and planning processes. A recurring theme of 

the next two chapters is the continuous struggle that the IS and IMS experience in 

attempting to corral, and secure, resources of operations.  

The Secretary-General 

Overseeing these various departments, as well as acting as the chairman of the NAC 

is the Secretary-General, who represents both the organization and collective-voice of its 

membership. And although, ordinarily, one might expect that these two would be in perfect 

alignment, the reality is much more complicated. In addition to speaking on behalf of its 

membership, however, the SG also speaks on behalf of the organization and is required by 

duty to put the interests of the organization above the interests and consideration of any 

single nation. In this, the SG may themselves be peculiarly positioned in that when they 

make public declarations, they can be doing so either on behalf of the member-states – i.e., 

their collective voice – or on behalf of the organization itself.138 In this regard, NATO’s 

SG, much like that of the UN, can undertake initiatives that advance the strategic goals of 

the organization, or assist in adapting to new security environments.139  

 

																																																								
138 Ronald D. Asmus, Opening NATO’s Door: How the Alliance Remade Itself for the New Era, (Columbia: 
Columbia University Press, 2002).  
139 On institutional adaptation and initiatives originating from Secretary-Generals with a focus on the pre-
9/11 era, see: Ivan D. Ivanov, Transforming NATO: New Allies, Missions, and Capabilities, (New York: 
Lexington Books, 2011) and Asmus, 2002.  
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Organizational Chains-of-Command 

 Similar to the United Nations Peacekeeping Forces, but unlike its civilian staff, 

NATO possesses no standing army and relies entirely on the troop contributions of its 

membership. However, NATO does have its own integrated command structure. Although 

the soldiers of contributing nations are placed under the command of a single commander 

during times of war, national contingents frequently maintain open lines of communication 

with their capitals. These lines of communication are intended to retain control over 

contingents within the battlefield, in order to maintain oversight and accountability of 

actions in such environments. These caveats, as well as the structure of NATO’s chain-of-

command is well-documented by David Auerswald and Stephen Saideman.140 

Funding 

NATO’s regular budget is funded entirely by contributions from its membership 

and for military operations utilizes the ‘costs lie where they fall’ principle, meaning that 

member-states are responsible for the costs they incur – though some operations may be 

funded through the regular budget. NATO does have its own defence budget, totalling 

nearly USD $1.4 billion in 2016, but this is once again the result of member-state 

contributions. The daily operations of the Alliance are funded through this defence budget. 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
140 Auerswald and Saideman, 2014.  
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The European Union 

Origins and Evolution 

The origins of the EU as a military actor can be found in the Franco-British meeting at 

Saint-Malo in 1998. The inconsistent foreign policy approaches of member-states during 

the Yugoslav crisis signaled to then British Prime Minister Tony Blair and French President 

Nicolas Sarkozy that the EU needed to develop the institutional capacity to respond to 

regional conflicts and state failure. The European Council meeting in Cologne the 

following year solidified the two states’ commitments to European security with the 

creation of the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). Since the original meeting 

in Saint-Malo, the EU has developed a fairly significant arsenal of civilian and military 

capabilities. Although only few missions involving high-intensity combat operations have 

materialized under a CSDP framework (the EU tends to undertake low- to medium- 

intensity combat operations), the EU has deployed military force a total of six times, mostly 

in the former Yugoslavia and North Africa. Although the scale of these operations has 

differed significantly, each mission has in common the fact that they have all been ‘out-of-

area’ deployments of ‘choice.’  

When the Libya crisis began to emerge there were widespread expectations that the 

EU would take the lead in providing a political or military solution. The mission type 

appeared to fit well with the strategic vision that Europe had for itself and coincided with 

several of the key principals laid out in the ESS, which includes: addressing terrorism, state 

failure, regional conflicts, the proliferation of WMD, and organized crime – with the first 

three being of most importance for our purposes here. As Charles Pentland notes: “it is, 

after all, conceivable that whatever emerges on the declaratory level has precious little to 
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do with how the EU actually responds to demands for action.”141 This was amply 

demonstrated by the non-intervention in Libya. 

At the time, the EU had been developing capabilities to address such a crisis, yet a 

coordinated EU response to the conflict nevertheless failed to materialize in spite of 

pressure from both the United Kingdom and France to work through the EU to address the 

escalating crisis. In the end, as noted in the previous section, the task to bring the crisis 

under control ultimately fell to a recalcitrant NATO, led by an equally recalcitrant US. 

Sources of EU Autonomy 

Table 4.3 Decision-Making Structure: The European External Action Service   

Entity State-Bias EU-Bias 

European Council X  

European Commission  X 

EEAS X X 

PSC X  

 

The EU is particularly interesting with respect to institutional design. Found within 

the organization are a number of institutional biases, with respect to different institutions, 

that can either favour the member-states, the organization, or may be caught in between 

the two.142 Specifically, with respect to foreign affairs, the political waters become more 

																																																								
141 Pentland, Charles. “From Words to Deeds: Strategic Culture and the European Union’s Balkan Military 

Missions.” Contemporary Security Policy, Vol. 32, No. 3 (2011): 554.  
142 Zuzana Murdoch, “Negotiating the European External Action Service (EEAS): Analyzing the External 
Effects of Internal (Dis)-Agreement,” JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 50, No. 6 (2012): 
1011-1027; See also: Michael E. Smith, “The European External Action Service and the Security-
Development Nexus: Organizing for Effectiveness or Incoherence,” Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 
20, No. 9 (2013): 1299-1315; and, Mark Furness, “Who Controls the European External Action Service? 
Agent Autonomy in EU External Policy,” European Foreign Affairs Review, Vol. 18, No. 1 (2013): 103-126.  
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muddied with the creation of the European External Action Service following the 

ratification of the Lisbon Treaty in 2010. Michael Smith noted early-on in the development 

of the EEAS that three sources of conflict are evident with respect to this institutional 

design: inter-governmental conflict; intra-organizational conflict; and conflict over the 

strategic direction of the EEAS and where its priorities might lie.143 The source of these 

tensions resides in the fact that there exists a number of overlapping frameworks for the 

conduct of European foreign policy. The Council text, written in 2008, that lays forth the 

institutional framework from which the EEAS would be built essentially places the EEAS 

as representing both the Council and the Commission, wherein the Council is represented 

primarily by heads of state and foreign ministers while the Commission is represented by 

the bureaucratic wing of the EU.144  

The High Representative and the Permanent Staff 

The creation of the external action service was primarily intended to serve as a 

bridge between the various foreign policy components of the European Union and to help 

streamline the decision-making process, by both advising and counseling the member-

states, while also reporting to the Commission and the Council. The creation of the position 

of High Representative of Foreign Affairs and Security Policy (HR) is indicative of such, 

as it was created by merging the two separate positions with the ratification of the Lisbon 

Treaty: the European Commissioner for External Relations (Commission) with the High 

																																																								
143 Smith, 2013.   
144 Bart van Vooren, “A Legal-Institutional Perspective on the European External Action Service,” Common 
Market Law Review, Vol. 49 (2011): 475-502. 
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Representative (Council).145 In this, the position of HR is not dissimilar to that of the SG 

of the UN or of NATO, however, the mandate of the HR is limited to the external affairs 

of the EU and thus does not speak on behalf of the EU as an organization.146 Given the 

relatively recent creation of the post, only two individuals have  occupied the HR post to 

date: Catherine Ashton, who features prominently in Chapter VI, and then Frederica 

Mogherini.  

Although the implications during crisis management planning of joint loyalties to 

both the Commission and the Council will become apparent when discussing the War in 

Libya (Chapter VI), it is sufficient to provide only a cursory glance of these three 

institutions here. The Council is, among other things, responsible for decisions relating to 

foreign policy. Information relating to emerging crises and threats is provided through the 

Political Security Committee (PSC).147 The EEAS, although it services both institutions, is 

also independent from both the Council and the Commission in that it is represented by the 

High Representative for Foreign Affairs. The permanent staff of the EEAS is significantly 

smaller than that of both NATO and the UN. Whereas NATO’s International Staff is staffed 

by roughly 6,800 individuals, the EEAS is staffed by roughly 1,600; 350 of which belong 

to the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP), and another 180 belonging to the 

European Military Staff (EUMS) who are located in Brussels. The relative sizes of the 

EEAS versus those of NATO and the UN have fairly significant consequences with respect 

																																																								
145 Sophie Vanhoonacker and Karolina Pomorska, “The European External Action Service and Agenda 
Setting in European Foreign Policy,” Journal of European Public Policy, Vol. 20, No. 9 (2013): 1316-1331.  
146 David Spence, “The Early days of the European External Action Service: A Practitioner’s View,” The 
Hague Journal of Diplomacy, Vol. 7, No. 1 (2012): 115-134. 
147 Kolja Raube, “The European External Action Service and the European Parliament,” The Hague Journal 
of Diplomacy, Vol. 7, No. 1 (2012): 65-80. 
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to consensus-building, information gathering, and political decision-making.148 

Interestingly, foreign policy initiatives within the EEAS – although some states are clearly 

more influential than others – may “come from any EU member state, the HR alone, or the 

HR with the support of the Commission.”149 

Most significant with respect to military operations is the fact that the EU does not, 

currently, possess an Operational Headquarters (OHQ). Instead, to execute an EU military 

operation, the EU must currently rely on non-EU strategic command capabilities. In this, 

the EU has three options: first, they may utilize NATO assets and capabilities with SHAPE 

serving as the OHQ – though it should be noted that DSACEUR is always the Commander 

of the EU-Military Brigade; second, they may make use of a national OHQ (presently, 

either German, Greek, French, Italian, or British); or, third, they may utilize the EU 

Operations Centre (EU OPSCEN). A major impediment to a more active ‘European voice’ 

in the realm of overseas military operations, as several interviewees noted, is the absence 

of a permanent Operations Headquarters with its own integrated command structure. The 

standing up of the EUOPSCEN in 2013 was a step towards this direction, but the 

EUOPSCEN serves more to support the Operational Commander than an operation in its 

entirety. 

																																																								
148 Adler-Nissen and Pouliot, 2014, discuss political competencies as a key factor in decision-making 
outcomes in these international organizations. However, neither the size nor the physical geography of these 
organizations factors into their analysis. A recurring theme in interviews done at both NATO and the EU 
relates to the ways in which the physical design of the organization’s campus affects decision-making. 
Whereas at NATO, Ambassadors, delegations, and the permanent staff occupy a single campus, thus 
facilitating informal discussions during breaks and over meals, at the EU, the Council, the EEAS, and the 
Commission all occupy separate buildings in the same general space in downtown Brussels. Although further 
research is needed to assess the impact of the physical geography of organizations and their ability to forge 
consensus, at least with respect to this study, it is worth noting.  
149 Smith, 2013, 1302.  
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Funding 

Much like the UN and NATO, funding for the EEAS comes entirely from its 

member-states. Unlike the UN, however, but similar to NATO, the EU utilizes a “costs lie 

where they fall” mechanism. Nonetheless, a mechanism does in fact exist for dispersing 

shared costs through the Athena Mechanism. The Athena Mechanism essentially operates 

in the same way as NATO’s common budget in that states contribute a percentage at a level 

consistent with their GDP. Although the bulk of military operations are funded by the 

member-states themselves, up to ten percent of the overall mission cost may be funded 

through the Athena Mechanism.150  

Permanent Coordination  

 In spite of the overlap between the security roles and the inter-dependent nature of 

the relationship of these organizations, there exists surprisingly few permanent methods of 

cooperation and coordination between them. For the UN and NATO, there exists no formal 

consultation mechanism as it is largely conducted on an ad-hoc basis. The EU and NATO 

do have the EU-NATO Committee however, which operates out of NATO HQ.  

Conclusion 

This chapter has served as a bridge between the theoretical and empirical sections 

of the dissertation with the preceding overview of the three organizations serving to 

identify the material and political sources of organizational autonomy. Because of 

differences in institutional design, organizational autonomy varies slightly. NATO, with 
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states continuously involved in the decision-making process and needing to operate on the 

principles of consensus, appears to have limited political autonomy. Instead, NATO’s 

autonomy is derived, in part, by the expertise of the permanent staff, whose specialization 

and knowledge of specific issue areas enables them to influence the strategic direction of 

an operation. The UN, on the other hand, derives much of its autonomy because of its 

political position and normative foundations.  

An organization’s autonomy is also influenced by the fact that its permanent staff 

are hired by the organization, rather than the member-states.151 Because of this, the 

Secretary-General, to whom most of the permanent staff are responsible, has a considerable 

amount of political authority when it comes to agenda setting and shaping policy. These 

divided loyalties are perhaps most obvious in the EU case in that divided loyalties between 

the EU and its membership are built-in, (perhaps) largely unintentionally, into its 

institutional design. This particular configuration is unique among the three organizations 

identified and, as it will be demonstrated in the subsequent chapters, can serve to stymy 

diplomatic processes. As well, the evolution of the organization was explored in brief and, 

although much more could be said about the trajectory and evolution of these three 

organizations, the key takeaway of the discussion is that organizations may follow paths 

																																																								
151 An important qualification needs to be made in this case. The IS within NATO is largely composed of 
individuals hired to the organization, but VNCs (voluntary national contributions) also form part of the IS. 
Personnel from the national delegations, as was noted previously, may be ‘seconded’ to work on a NATO 
policy area. This raises the question of divided loyalties. Admittedly, additional data needs to be compiled 
to assess whether or not those individuals who are ‘seconded’ are more likely to promote the national 
interest vs. the organizational interest.  Of the individuals interviewed who spoke of being ‘seconded,’ there 
was general agreement on two things: first, VNCs had the tendency to promote the national interest over 
the organizational interest, but determining who does so is a question of personality. Second, when 
personnel are ‘seconded,’ there is a clear expectation that they not use the position to promote the national 
interest. VNCs, therefore, may not promote the organizational interest to the same extent as those hired 
directly to the IS or IMS, but there appears to conventions in place to mitigate the pursuit of national 
interests.  Interviews conducted with former and current members of the IS corrobate this point.  
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that see them operating in areas outside of their foundational scopes which wrestle them 

between their membership. 
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PART II – Case Studies 
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Chapter V – The War in Afghanistan 

“There was a joke in the International Military Staff: No IMS document survives first contact 
with the nations, just as no battle plan survives first contact with the enemy.” – Former Member 

of the NATO International Military Staff 

“Afghanistan remains NATO’s number one priority. This is not an operation of choice; it is one 
of necessity. We are in Afghanistan for the long term under a United Nations mandate for as long 

as we are needed and welcomed by the Afghan people.” – NATO in Afghanistan, “Master 
Narrative,” Media Operations Centre, (MOC) Report, 6 October 2008 

Organizing the Fight 

The events of 11 September 2001 set the United States and its allies on a course of 

war that would last for more than fifteen years. Standing in front of Congress nine days 

after the attacks, President George W. Bush gave his response to the first attack on the 

American homeland since Pearl Harbor. In simultaneously issuing a threat to the 

perpetrators and offering an ultimatum to its (American) allies, President Bush declared 

that “every nation, in every region now has a decision to make: either you are with us or 

you are with the terrorists.”152 Within this ultimatum was a call to action for the 

international community: the war on terror was not just “America’s fight [… but …] the 

world’s fight.”153  

The international community had a role to play in addressing this new threat, but 

what exactly that role was had yet to be determined or even seriously discussed. In 

recognizing the scope of the threat and the wide range of potential sources of terrorism 

around the world, President Bush sought to enlist the assistance of America’s allies in its 

fight against what he, and his closest advisors, now saw as the preeminent threat in the 

																																																								
152 George W. Bush, “Address to the Attacks of September 11, 2001,” September 22nd, 2001.  
153 Bush, 2001.  
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twenty-first century: global and state-sponsored terrorism. In spite of these calls to action, 

and the somewhat ironic rhetorical emphasis that Bush placed on multinational and 

multilateral approaches to combating terrorism, the Bush administration was fairly hesitant 

to accept assistance from any states, other than a select few – in this case, Canada and the 

United Kingdom. Having recently eschewed a direct offer of assistance from the French, 

the United States foresaw little strategic and tactical difficulties with including special 

forces capabilities from Canada, the UK, and Australia, owing in part to their shared 

strategic and military cultures and high degrees of interoperability. Both Canada and the 

UK, therefore, were among a select and exclusive group of states to have been involved in 

combat operations in Afghanistan since the earliest days of the invasion.  

 Although Bush issued his now famous ultimatum to the international community 

on 20 September 2001, he expressed, as did other key officials in his administration, 

reluctance at the thought of including the international community writ large, and of 

including the assistance of any multilateral and international organizations, more 

specifically. There are essentially two explanations for this initial preference towards 

unilateralism. The first is that the mission in Afghanistan in its earliest days in 2001 was 

extremely limited in scope; it was a military operation intended to capture and kill Osama 

bin Laden and to ‘bring to justice’ the regime – in this case, the Taliban, who had also been 

issued an ultimatum – that had allegedly been harbouring him.154 As such, there was no 

material need to include a wide ranging multinational effort and, given the limited number 

																																																								
154 CNN, “Bush Delivers Ultimatum,” CNN.com 21 September 2001. Available at: 
http://edition.cnn.com/2001/WORLD/asiapcf/central/09/20/ret.afghan.bush/  

For a cultural interpretation of why Bush’s ultimatum to the Taliban was flawed, see: Eric Margolis. War at 
the Top of the World: The Struggle for Afghanistan, Kashmir, and Tibet. (Routledge: New York, 2002).  
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of participating states, no need to enlist the assistance of security organizations to help 

coordinate a wider war effort. The second reason, one that is ideational in its reasoning, is 

that the United States was seen to be invading Afghanistan in an act of clear self-defence. 

The invasion of Afghanistan from the beginning was, in the West, largely seen as being a 

legitimate and appropriate response. Furthermore, the military action that would set off the 

fifteen-year campaign in Afghanistan had been both sanctioned and supported in the UN, 

through the passing of a number of UNSC resolutions immediately following the attacks. 

Among the most notable of these resolutions was UNSCR 1368, which served to recognize 

– specifically relating to the attacks on 9/11 – the “inherent right of individual or collective 

self-defence in accordance with [Article 51] of the Charter.”155 Legitimacy, as well as broad 

international support for the invasion was already on the side of the Americans.156 

Moreover, the populations of many allied states were also supportive of their home-

countries contributing militarily, even if such positions were not necessarily supported by 

the president and his administration. The legitimacy and material supports offered by 

international organizations were simply not needed in the early days of 2001.  

 The experiences of NATO in Kosovo – as discussed in the previous chapter – were 

also still fresh in the minds of many American officials, which helps explain why, in spite 

of the overwhelming show of solidarity, the Americans were largely uninterested in 

accepting any additional offers of assistance. In their minds (i.e., those in the Bush 

administration), incorporating any other states or organizations would only serve to 

																																																								
155 United Nations Security Council, “Resolution 1368 (2001),” United Nations, retrieved from: 
http://undocs.org/S/RES/1368(2001)  
156 Joseph Fletcher, Heather Bastedo, and Jennifer Howe, “Losing Heart: Declining Support and the Political 
Marketing of the Afghanistan Mission,” Canadian Journal of Political Science / Revue canadienne de science 
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complicate what they saw at the time to be a fairly straight forward mission in Afghanistan: 

to kill or capture those responsible for the attacks. The Americans discovered early on 

during the Kosovo War that NATO’s consensus-based governing structure, where every 

issue must be voted on and can potentially be vetoed, was both the alliance’s greatest 

strength and its greatest weakness. Though some states are more influential than others, 

each state must nevertheless agree on the issue. When decisions are made, they represent 

the collective will and interests of twenty-eight states.157 However, arriving at those 

decisions is not an easy-feat, as it is both time-consuming and laborious.158 The Americans, 

in essence, had no interest in waging war by committee.159  

 To avoid the potential pitfalls of alliance warfare, Bush opted for a form of 

‘selective bilateralism’ with specific allies and partners to address the threat posed by 

international terrorism. The first bilateral military operation to come into effect following 

the attacks on 9/11 was Operation Noble Eagle, which remains ongoing at the time of 

writing this study, involved cooperation between Canada and the United States in the 

domain of aerial surveillance. In spite of an initial preference for contained-bilateralism, 

the international community as well as a variety of international organizations did come to 

play a significant role in Afghanistan. The role of these organizations, especially in the 

early stages of the war, was both uncertain and precarious at times.   

																																																								
157 Although there are now twenty-nine member-states, there were only twenty-eight at the time of writing.  
158 Although consensus building is the cornerstone of the NATO decision-making process, this is not to 
suggest that all countries votes are equal. Certain countries still wield a disproportionate amount of power; 
three or four key ambassadors who are in agreement can serve to set the agenda. Indeed, this is also where 
the IS and ‘wordsmiths’ can play a significant role in consensus-forging. A lot of decisions, for example, are 
made not in the conference rooms, but in the hallways and elevators. Key IS and IMS personnel can help 
powerbrokers navigate the NATO decision-making process.  
159 Sean Kay, “NATO, the Kosovo War and Neoliberal Theory,” Contemporary Security Policy Vol. 24, No. 
2 (2004): 252-279. 
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 In spite of the material drawbacks of including the Alliance – the NATO 

bureaucracy can be notoriously slow - it is still worth reflecting on the fact that the first 

invocation of Article V and VI in the history of the Alliance was rejected by the US. 

Contrary to conventional wisdom, the invocation of these two articles actually occurred at 

the behest and urging of America’s European partners.160 The inclusion of NATO, from the 

start, was a European project – a notable point which will be returned to later in the chapter. 

This poses an interesting question, then, and one that gets to the heart of this study: why 

did the United States eventually entrust part of the war effort in Afghanistan to an 

international organization with whom it was initially reluctant to cooperate with? This is a 

puzzling question both from the perspective of the United States, as it denotes a fairly 

significant reversal in official policy and strategy, as well as from an organizational 

perspective, as NATO for the first time would be undertaking a security assistance mission 

far outside of its original boundaries, the Euro-Atlantic area. It is curious, then, that a 

collective defence organization whose foundational mandate saw its responsibility as 

defending Western Europe from Soviet aggression would find itself in one of the largest 

organizational combat operations less than a decade and a half after the end of the Cold 

War. Although NATO had been involved in operations in foreign territory before, notably 

the NATO air campaign during the Kosovo War, it is peculiar that in the twenty-first 

century, NATO would be defined almost entirely by its role in wars in the Middle East. 

With this in mind, a more specific question emerges: Why NATO in Afghanistan? And, 

more specifically, given the limited security assistance role originally envisioned for ISAF, 
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why was NATO selected over the UN as the lead organization, and how did NATO’s 

interests mesh with those of the actors in the region? 

 To answer these two questions, this first empirical chapter will develop in the 

following ways. By drawing from the theoretical insights offered in the preceding two 

chapters, it will first explore the battlefield context and associated decision-making 

processes that led to NATO assuming command of ISAF and thus acting as the lead 

organization in the War in Afghanistan. The second portion of the chapter will then explore 

the implications of NATO assuming the lead role in order to better understand the effects 

of organizational delegation and autonomy during times of war. This latter portion of the 

chapter will highlight NATO’s specific role in contradistinction to the mandates and 

objectives of other IOs and NGOs in Afghanistan. In so doing, the guiding purpose of this 

chapter is to offer empirical support for the hypotheses and theories developed in the 

previous two chapters by analyzing aspects of organizational autonomy and instances 

where clashes occurred between either its membership or with other organizations. 

Although organizational autonomy is a central concept of this study, it is also important to 

keep in mind that organizational autonomy occurs within the context of an ‘actor 

hierarchy.’ In particular, this empirical chapter focuses upon three examples of 

organizational rivalry: human rights, corruption, and the rule of law.  

The main empirical finding of this chapter is that, in spite of the fact that unity of 

effort was touted as the defining strategic approach to Afghanistan (at least with respect to 

the different organizations and actors operating within the Afghan conflict zone), it is clear 

that both organizational mandates and cultures clashed, serving to not only stymy 

cooperation and harm the relationships between these organizations, but ultimately 
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affecting outcomes on the battlefield as well.161 To begin the discussion, then, we can turn 

our attention to the gradual inclusion of international actors into the Afghan warzone.  

The situation with respect to the international campaign in Afghanistan in 2003 

stands in stark contrast to the early days of the war. In just under two years, more than fifty 

countries (including members and non-members of the Alliance), multiple international 

organizations (including the United Nations, NATO, and the EU), and thousands of NGOs 

would come to play active roles in Afghanistan, each bringing their own political interests 

and motivations to the war. Commercial and private entities flowed into Afghanistan as 

well. With the majority of NATO contributing states lacking much in the way of basic 

support infrastructure, the assistance and support of dozens of other commercial and non-

state enterprises - including private security, transport and logistics, and even catering and 

food services - would also be elicited to help the international community with its post-

conflict reconstruction projects in Afghanistan.162 With the centralized Taliban governing 

structure eradicated, Afghanistan existed in a state of collapse and near-anarchy. Each 

actor, motivated largely by their own interests and goals, navigated the complex Afghan 

political, economic, and military terrain. Even though the war had been ongoing now for 

nearly two years, the role of the major international actors (e.g., IOs) had yet to be 

determined or solidified. 
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By 2003, the United Nations Assistance Mission to Afghanistan (UNAMA) had 

been ongoing for two years following the Bonn Conference which saw the formal 

establishment of ISAF – at that point still under UN control and comprising only a small 

stabilization force consisting mostly of German soldiers. NATO assumed command of 

ISAF following a request from the UN in 2003. As well, by 2007, the EU would come to 

play an active role in reforming the Afghan Ministry of the Interior (AMoI) and 

professionalizing the Afghan National Police (ANP).163 Yet the involvement and trajectory 

of the UN, the EU, and NATO in particular, in Afghanistan was never an obvious course 

of action. In late 2002, there was no serious talk about the potential for NATO to become 

involved in Afghanistan. In fact, Afghanistan itself was scarcely mentioned in official 

documents.164 As the number of organizations and actors increased in the conflict, the 

relationship between these IOs and others working in the area, as well as with the lead 

state, was rarely smooth.165 Indeed, if the opening days of the conflict were any indication, 

it seemed unlikely that any international organizations would play a serious role at all. As 

the war progressed, however, discussions at all levels erupted over the inclusion of 

organizations for the post-conflict reconstruction phase with the United Nations in 
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Available at:  
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particular expressing concern about being handed a “poisoned chalice once the United 

States had complete its military objectives.”166 

American Unilateralism and Implications for the Theory 

Before continuing, it is important to acknowledge several key points about the war. 

Most importantly, the war in Afghanistan began as an American war and as such the 

question of American involvement and the evolution of the mission itself must always be 

understood in the broader context of American foreign policy. Given the preeminent 

position of the United States in the international system, the American drive for 

unilateralism does pose a slight, but not intractable, problem for the theory being developed 

in this study. Since the theory stipulates that multilateralism is the preferred model of 

military intervention in the twenty-first century, the US’s reticence to include allies and the 

international community appears to defy understandings offered by the framework. In spite 

of this, although American unilateralism does complicate the theory, it is not necessarily 

counter to it, especially when understood in the context of NATO’s evolution. At the outset 

of the war, American unilateralism can partly be understood by the fact that officials within 

the Bush administration did not anticipate a lengthy, drawn out conflict, but instead 

expected a swift victory. For the Americans, unilateralism offered the convenience and 

flexibility to achieve quick and efficient results, suitable for situations where combat is 

occurring. On the other hand, multilateralism may provide benefits with respect to longer-

term engagements.167 Furthermore, the outpouring of support for the United States and the 
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condemnation that the terrorist attacks drew from the international community meant that 

both Logics of Consequence and Logics of Appropriateness were satisfied in the initial 

decision to pursue unilateralism. 

 As the Americans looked elsewhere to Iraq in 2003, the situation within 

Afghanistan was beginning to deteriorate. With discussions  on going about the nature of 

post-conflict reconstruction, the international community ultimately came to fill the void 

left by the Americans. Reconstruction and reconciliation efforts by this point needed to be 

approached not only from a military strategy, but also required a strong civilian and 

political component as well. As the Master Narrative written by NATO’s MOC notes, 

ISAF will remain in the country only so long as the Afghan government welcomes them. 

This latter point is key. A military occupation can involve brute force, but a successful 

political strategy necessitates that the political actors within the conflict zone be seen as 

legitimate, as representing the broader international community and not just the interests 

of a single state, and, pursuant to this last point, be seen as acting in the interests of the 

Afghan people. Legitimacy was therefore a core concern of each actor working within the 

region. 

Two things are, therefore, notable with respect to theory: first, from an institutional 

perspective, in spite of the American decision to rebuff the first ever invocation of Article 

5 following the terrorist attacks, NATO’s response can be seen as an example of 

‘organizational survival.’ This is because the attempts by the permanent staff of the 

organization (both preceding, but more so following the attacks) were made to demonstrate 

greater utility and relevance to the Americans. The United States, in large part, continues 
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to be one of the main reasons for why the Alliance persists, and as such the organization, 

in understanding this, made demonstrations on a material level to appeal to American 

interests. This was first done after the Cold-War, with a change in mission types and a 

broader security mandate, and again after 9/11, with a re-orientation of the organization 

towards combating international terrorism.  

Second, unilateralism and multilateralism were both essential components for the 

war in Afghanistan, but at different times and for different reasons. Although both 

strategies, as it will be discussed below, were ultimately responsible for the failures of the 

Afghan campaign, material and ideational resources were solicited from the various 

organizations when conditions on the ground demanded it. The introduction of the 

international community, as well as a greater role for the UN, was required when the 

mission strategy turned towards nation-building. Reconstruction efforts, as well as the 

Afghan Interim Government, needed to be seen as legitimate, and such legitimacy could 

arguably not have been accomplished by the Americans alone. 

 Given the immense international presence in Afghanistan, the war in Afghanistan 

can be conceived of in a number of different ways and from a number of different 

perspectives. An account of the events that unfolded over the last sixteen years can focus 

on building narratives surrounding the experiences of individual soldiers, civilians, and IO 

or NGO workers. Each of these individuals and groups of people will have invariably 

experienced the war in different ways. Research to date has only recently begun to cast 

light on the way key actors within international organizations help direct military 

campaigns, how coordination efforts by civilian staff alter state preferences, and how these 

altered preferences affect outcomes on the battlefield. This empirical gap in the research 
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on the Wars in Afghanistan and Libya are a significant oversight and only recently have 

attempts been made to fill this gap. Rebecca Adler-Nissen and Vincent Pouliot’s research 

concerning the negotiations leading to the intervention into Libya are a notable exception, 

but their article remains one of the only efforts to document the negotiation process with 

respect to the daily politics of the organization itself.168 That being said, both Olivier 

Schmitt and Hylke Dijkstra have, more recently, sought to tell the organizational story 

during times of war. However, gaps remain in their respective work.169 The empirical 

starting point of this chapter, then, focuses on the negotiations leading up to the selection 

of a primary/framework organization (which began as the UN and then eventually shifted 

to NATO).  

 Why NATO in Afghanistan? While this question forms the crux of this chapter’s 

focus, it is also significant for another reason. In all of the interviews conducted for this 

study, where Afghanistan was the focus of the conversation, the first question posed to the 

interviewees was always: why NATO in Afghanistan? Given that, ultimately, the decision 

to handover ISAF to NATO would result in the organization becoming involved in one of 

the deadliest wars in the twenty-first century, this is not a trivial question. In spite of the 

frequency with which this question was asked, a clear answer could not be provided. Even 

staff working at NATO for several years were uncertain about exactly why NATO had 

been selected. The answer most commonly given essentially revolved around the idea that 

NATO had demonstrated itself capable during Kosovo and that it was thought that the 
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mission in Afghanistan would prove to be similar in nature. NATO’s earliest involvement 

was, however, based around the invocation of Article 5, but as one NATO official (who 

also had experience with the UNAMA component) put it: “after the 9/11 attacks there was 

solidarity and support behind the first ever calling of Article 5, so it made sense [that NATO 

would become involved] and there was consensus around here.”170 

To begin the organizational narrative, a recap of the chronology of the early events 

concerning the War in Afghanistan is necessary.171 Although some events may be common 

knowledge, this brief summary will serve as a launching point for the discussion of how 

the roles of our three organizations were negotiated and evolved overtime.  

Background to the Invasion  

The United States, even before the invasion in 2001, had a long history with 

Afghanistan. In an effort to combat and deter al-Qaeda, the US routinely engaged numerous 

regional and tribal factions, most notably the Northern Alliance (NA). The intelligence 

apparatus of the US government was active in the region for some time prior to the attacks 

on 9/11. After 2001, as Sean Maloney notes: “the gloves came off.”172  The campaign in 

Afghanistan during the early stages of the War was predominantly American led 

(Operation Enduring Freedom) and was characterized by two main goals: (1) finding 

Osama bin Laden, and (2) toppling the Taliban regime. United States Special Forces, 

members of the Central Intelligence Agency’s (CIA) Special Activities Division (SAD), 

along with liaison teams, were deployed to the northern regions of Afghanistan to re-
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establish contact with the Northern Alliance (NA), with whom they had been in frequent 

contact during the 1990s. Even with the limited deployment of American military assets, 

the Taliban regime collapsed far more quickly than had been originally anticipated, 

prompting a flight of al-Qaeda and Taliban fighters into the east (as far as Pakistan, in some 

cases) and into the southern regions of Afghanistan. Although the US, up until this point, 

had been reliant upon their tribal and regional contacts to prevent the retreat of Taliban and 

al-Qaeda fighters into more mountainous regions of Afghanistan or into Pakistan, the task 

proved too difficult for a collection of de-centralized and disorganized militia groups. The 

requirements on the battlefield prompted the deployment of Canadian, American, and 

British light infantry to assist in the prevention of a greater exodus of fighters into 

neighbouring Pakistan.  

The deployment of Canadian, American, and British light infantry, coupled with 

the trickling in of SOF capabilities from various other, mostly NATO countries, were the 

first signals that the War in Afghanistan, rather than remaining a unilateral effort involving 

the US primarily, would expand to include over fifty alliance and partner states, three major 

international organizations, and over three thousand NGOs. By 2002, key individuals in 

the American administration, such as US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, were 

looking steadily towards Iraq and away from Afghanistan. This encouraged other states 

that were already involved in the war to begin to consider a number of other strategic 

options for how the war effort should continue in Afghanistan.  

As of 2002, the Americans had largely considered the Taliban to be a spent force 

and were keen on diverting resources towards Iraq – notwithstanding the fact that most al-

Qaeda and Taliban members had escaped the initial wave of allied forces into Afghanistan. 
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Given that many key officials within the American administration considered Afghanistan, 

for the most part, a “done deal,” the strategic imperatives for the Afghan campaign were 

no longer as clear as they were during the initial days of the invasion. As a result, American 

resources and assets were beginning to be scaled down from Afghanistan and moved to 

Kuwait, which was to serve as the staging grounds for the impending American invasion 

of Iraq. Yet, even with American interest in the Afghan campaign waning, the handover of 

ISAF a year later to NATO was not yet a foregone conclusion. Discussion amongst allies 

and partner states persisted in trying to determine the composition and future of ISAF. And, 

most importantly, the United States was still reluctant to involve NATO in the Afghanistan 

campaign. In part, this was due to the fact that – as mentioned in the previous chapter – the 

Kosovo air campaign demonstrated the weaknesses of the alliance in terms of rapid 

decision-making. Indeed, the NATO decision-making apparatus, with its emphasis on 

consensus-building largely meant that decision-making was a slow and arduous process. 

Given the potential for an escalation of violence, the US was reluctant to involve the NATO 

bureaucracy in the war. At the same time, decision-makers within the American 

administration, again, widely considered the issue of Afghanistan to be closed and the idea 

in 2002 that Afghanistan would descend into a full-blown insurgency only four years later 

did not make it onto the strategic radar of most policy planners. In turn, as alliance members 

and key states like Canada and the UK continued to debate their future role in Afghanistan, 

it was still equally plausible at this point that ISAF could have remained under the banner 

of the UN, eventually being transformed from a stabilization mission into a UN 

Peacekeeping Mission. 
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Indeed, following a series of factional clashes in the outer regions of Afghanistan, 

then United Nations Special Representative to the Secretary General (UNSRSG) Lakhdar 

Brahimi made a plea to the UNSC during a special briefing. During this briefing, Brahimi 

noted that the presence of ISAF soldiers had led to a marked “improvement in the security 

situation in Kabul,” but that “ordinary Afghans as well as members of the Interim 

Administration and even warlords” were now demanding an expansion to the ISAF mission 

as a way to ease increasing levels of violence.173 An expansion of the ISAF mission had 

general support among Canada and the United Kingdom, in addition to support from the 

UNSG and EU special envoy to Afghanistan Klaus Peter Klaiber. The United States, 

however, opposed any expansion of the mission outside of Kabul with Donald Rumsfeld 

and General Tommy Franks both voicing their opposition to the idea. Indeed, they were so 

opposed to the idea of an expansion of the ISAF mission beyond Kabul that the 

International Security Force (ISF) was eventually renamed the International Security 

Assistance Force (ISAF) to reflect the idea that ISAF would not be providing security to 

the Afghan public, as Afghan public safety was strictly an Afghan problem.174 Eventually, 

key individuals within the American administration came to understand, amid warnings 

from several prominent figures in the international community, that if ISAF was not 

expanded beyond Kabul, factional and ethnic violence was likely to return in short order. 
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Organizational Activism: NATO’s Journey to Afghanistan 

The eventual inclusion of NATO into the War in Afghanistan demonstrates a rather 

sharp reversal in American foreign policy. Although the handover of ISAF to NATO 

occurred in August 2003, institutionally, the conditions that enabled the eventual transfer 

to take place had begun much earlier. Following from the experiences of Kosovo, and 

fearing a repeat of what had taken place in NATO’s last engagement, the newly appointed 

NATO Secretary-General had taken it as his personal mission to both re-invigorate and re-

invent the Alliance. Much of the institutional transformation that paved the way for the 

eventual handover of ISAF to NATO, therefore, occurred under the watch of NATO’s 10th 

Secretary-General Lord George Robertson. Understanding the fact that the future of the 

Alliance rested largely upon America’s continued investment in it, Robertson saw a greater 

need to demonstrate to the Americans that NATO, in the absence of a Soviet threat, was 

still a value-added organization. Much of George Robertson’s days following the attacks 

on 9/11, therefore, were spent re-orienting the organization to the new realities of global 

terrorism. Indeed, in light of the attacks, Robertson arguably “became the foremost 

advocate of Article 5. Where some tentative reservation and hesitation existed, Robertson 

personally phoned heads of state and foreign ministers, ensuring that their countries would 

allow Article 5 to go forward.”175 In this, Robertson used his influence and his position to 

lobby for policies that he thought would benefit the organization moving forward.176 The 

survival of the Alliance, as Robertson recognized, was predicated upon the Americans 
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seeing the organization as a source of moral, political, and material support. In an interview 

in 2002, Robertson noted that he:  

believe[d] that it [was] essential in the current climate of concern here in the United 
States for people to know and understand how NATO is changing and how this 
will benefit the American people and indeed the people in all Alliance countries 
[…] Defense against terrorism … is front-and-center a main focus of our 
activities.177 

Robertson, who upon assuming the position of NATO’s Secretary-General, saw plainly a 

need to re-tool and re-orient the organization to better align with, and appeal to, American 

interests. With Robertson having served as the Defence Secretary for the United Kingdom 

from 1997 to 1999, he was acutely aware of both the successes and failings of the Alliance 

during the Kosovo War. Time and again during the interviews conducted at both NATO 

and EU institutions, interviewees emphasized the point that, given the significance of 

consensus-building, personality and work competency were perhaps the most important 

indicators for successful policy implementation with respect to organizational direction or 

transformation.178 In particular, Robertson saw that the future of NATO, in the absence of 

a Soviet threat, lay in out-of-area operations. As such, under the direction of Robertson, 

NATO saw a number of practical reforms with the intent of making the organization a more 

attractive option for future crisis-management operations. The Crisis Management 

Operations Directorate (CMOD), for example, became a stand-alone division.179 However, 

these reforms were not unanimously supported within NATO. As one interviewee familiar 
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with the reforms noted: “there was concern within the organization about a mission in the 

Middle East and there was a lot of debate about going out-of-area for sure.”180 Nonetheless, 

Robertson’s interest in preserving the Alliance through strategic reform was realized. 

This raises an important point for the eventual expansion of ISAF from Kabul to 

the rest of the country – a decision which culminated in NATO taking the lead on ISAF. 

Standard explanations of alliance behaviour and organizational selection seem to suggest 

that great powers will realize their interests in institutional and organizational settings. 

However, in spite of reluctance within the American administration, the ISAF mission was 

expanded to the entire country and NATO was called in to take command of it. The war in 

Afghanistan, however, seems to suggest that it was not so much a result of American 

interests that the ISAF mandate and scope were expanded, but rather the absence of 

American interests. Given that the United States was gearing up for an invasion of Iraq, 

the absence of strong American interests in Afghanistan allowed other actors within the 

international community, including key figures like Lakhdar Brahimi, to take advantage of 

what may be described as American disengagement. Indeed, Brahimi can be seen as a 

central figure and was widely praised by both NATO officials and delegation members.181  

This narrative does not necessarily contradict the standard account of events 

regarding the international campaign in Afghanistan, nor does it necessarily suggest that 

IOs and middle powers, at the outset, are able to effectively lobby and influence great 

powers (or super powers). What this does show, however, is that when great powers do not 

articulate their interests in a conflict or are otherwise hesitant to become further involved, 
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then this creates conditions – in what can perhaps be called an interest-void – for 

competition between lower ranking members of the international system when pursuing 

their own interests. As such, although the US remains at the top of the hierarchy, in the 

case of Afghanistan around 2002-03, the Americans were acting as a relatively benign 

apex-state. And, because there were nation-states that had already articulated interests in 

Afghanistan in the past and had expressed a commitment to Afghanistan, not only for the 

purposes of pursuing their own national interests, but also in assisting in Afghan post-war 

reconstruction, this created a fluid ‘hierarchy’ where different international actors could 

vie and lobby for power and influence within Afghanistan. In simpler terms, with the 

‘departure’ of American interests in Afghanistan, a situation was created that could perhaps 

be described as a scramble for Afghanistan. By the time the United States displayed a 

renewed interest in Afghanistan – notably in 2006 as the Taliban began to regrow in 

strength, and especially in 2008 following the election of President Barack Obama and the 

admission by General Stanley McChrystal that Afghanistan had descended into a full-

blown insurgency – dozens of international actors and nation-states were already firmly 

entrenched and engaged within Afghanistan. Afghanistan at the time of the handover could 

simply be described as a closed anarchical system where the interest of multiple actors was 

in competition.  

Negotiating the Lead 

If there was reluctance from the lead state about an expansion of the ISAF mission, 

in addition to divisions within both NATO member-states and the NATO organization 

regarding the idea of an expansion of ISAF, then why was NATO delegated this task? The 

absence of strong American political preferences towards Afghanistan, in spite of the fact 
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that the majority of fighting within the country was being done by American forces, created 

opportunities for various actors – national and international – within the region to express 

their own preferences and national interests. NATO member-states that were familiar with 

the failings in Kosovo saw Afghanistan as an opportunity to enhance the credibility of the 

organization. German soldiers, just prior to the transfer, totalled roughly forty percent of 

ISAF soldiers on the ground. In addition to this, Lieutenant General van Heyst urged that 

there be an organizational framework from which to work through. It is no coincidence 

that a German senior officer was in command of ISAF both immediately before and 

immediately after the handover. Up until that point, the ISAF mandate had been entirely 

consistent with the political German culture back at home – who’s forces have been, since 

the Second World War, both legally and culturally restricted in terms of deployment. 

Ironically, although part of the push for the NATO takeover came from the Germans, it 

would be the Germans throughout the deployment who would come to be a source of 

frustration for both the contributing members of ISAF and for the permanent staff of NATO 

itself. The logistical and strategic imperatives that were intended to be resolved by NATO 

were in large part exacerbated later on by other recalcitrant member-states.  

In addition to political interests, there were logistical and strategic considerations 

as well. Given that ISAF had operated, up until that point, on a six-month rotational basis, 

force generation during this time largely fell to the lead nation. Considering NATO already 

had an established force generation process at SHAPE, NATO seemed like a logical choice. 

In late 2002, the German request for NATO to assume command of ISAF was relayed to 
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the NAC – where it was approved.182 The German request was not made in isolation, 

however, and it followed similar calls from the UN and, most importantly, the government 

of Afghanistan.183 Shifting command and authority to ISAF had the partially intended effect 

of freeing up other UN assets and projects within the region. With the responsibility of 

security given to NATO, the UN was able to work within the area without the associations 

of being seen as either an “invasion force” or having the political baggage of military 

control or involvement.  

Thus, in 2003 NATO at the request of the UNSG, took over command of ISAF, 

much to the delight of the Lord Robertson, who declared: “the Rubicon has been crossed, 

because NATO has been doing critical bits of planning with Germany and the 

Netherlands.” He then went on to say: “[…] the biggest obstacle has been overcome, which 

was the decision to go at all.”184 The mission that would eventually come to characterize 

ISAF was significantly different from the one envisioned initially. And rather than 

remaining isolated in Kabul, NATO – in what can be described as a series of stages – 

eventually expanded to most parts of Afghanistan. How then was the NATO expansion 

negotiated? And what consequences did its interactions with other IOs in the region (such 

as the UN and the EU) have for the war effort as a whole? 
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Organizational Rivalry: NATO’s Troubled Expansion 

Conflicts between permanent representatives of NATO and its member-states 

played out most vigorously during the negotiations relating to the expansion of the ISAF 

mission, specifically with respect to the Stage 1 to Stage 3 expansions. In particular, 

discussions for the eventual takeover of ISAF from OEF, its expansion into the south, and 

the standing up of Regional Command South, was a lengthy and drawn out process. At 

various times, the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) expressed frustration 

at the lack of willingness and commitment to the Afghan mission.185 Even meeting the 

basic operational Minimum Military Requirements (MMR) proved to be a herculean task. 

Most often, the MMRs were not met in spite of their immediate operational necessity. In 

particular, when SACEUR relayed requests from the Commander of International Security 

Assistance Force (COMISAF) for the creation of a Communication Information Systems 

(CIS) infrastructure, the entire process took roughly thirty months to complete. As well, in 

spite of the pleas by SACEUR, members of the IMS, and of COMISAF himself, CIS 

implementation was eventually completed, but lacked the requisite infrastructure to 

support communication between HQ and in theater Maneuver Units (MUs). The absence 

of MUs in the CIS infrastructure meant that although the HQ and subordinate commands 

could communicate effectively with one another, they could not communicate with their 

soldiers on the ground. The IMS within several Military Committee Working Groups 

(MCWG) tried in vain to convince recalcitrant member-states to commit the resources 

necessary to effectively develop command and control in the Afghan theater. Up until that 

																																																								
185 Information for this section, specifically relating to NATO’s expansion and the development of CIS, 
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point, ISAF had been using a cobbled together system developed by the US with a high 

risk of failure. 

Fault cannot lie completely with the United States, however, as the disinterest of 

the Americans in a war they began was also, and perhaps more intensely, felt by other allies 

who historically were not only more risk-averse in combat situations but also averse to the 

idea of deploying abroad to begin with. The Spanish, Italians, and Germans were all notable 

examples of forces that were “deployable” but not “employable.”186 As such, extreme 

levels of variation amongst allied and partner states were witnessed across the Alliance. As 

the war dragged on into its seventh and eighth years, alliance cohesion was beginning to 

come to under threat. The task of ensuring alliance cohesion – and this is a notable example 

of instances of organizational autonomy and influence – fell to the staff of the NATO 

organization itself: The International Staff, the International Military Staff, and the 

Secretary-General, whose underlying purpose was not necessarily to articulate and realize 

the interests of their home-countries, but whose primary mandate was to further the 

interests of the organization. Given that the strategic gravity of NATO is predicated upon 

alliance cohesion, it fell to these civilian and military representatives of NATO to do their 

best to ensure coordination amongst their allies and to avoid a repeat of the situation similar 

to that of Kosovo, where the existence of the Alliance itself came under threat.  

What the IO perspective demonstrates is a case of institutional learning and 

adaptation in the face of a changing adversary and constantly shifting situation on the 

battlefield. Changes to the mission mandate – from stabilization to COIN; nation-building 

and development, with a focus on PRTs; and eventually to the transition from ISAF to 
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Operation Resolute Support – came not from the top down, but from the bottom up. The 

professional staff of the organizations have relatively little say in whether they will be 

selected. Senior ranking officials may communicate with member-states and routinely do 

so during meetings, but they ultimately have little sway during the selection process. 

Instead, the initial stages of this forum-shopping process are essentially governed by the 

preferences of states. 

With the decision to hand over ISAF to NATO finalized, the development of an 

Operational Plan (OpPlan) began to take place in order to see the expansion of the ISAF 

mission from a district-mission, principally located in Kabul, to an eventual country-wide 

mission. Although the member-states had collectively agreed upon, in principle, the 

expansion of the ISAF mission, NATO itself and COMISAF faced a number of obstacles. 

The difficult negotiations that COMISAF and NATO faced in appealing for the 

development and implementation of Communication Information Systems (CIS) is 

illustrative of a competing series of interests amongst allied states. At its core, CIS enables 

the commander in theater to communicate with brigade- and ground- level units. 

Appeals for the development of CIS began in early July of 2005, shortly after the 

completion of the Stage 3 Expansion. The ISAF commander in theater at the time, 

Lieutenant General Ethem Erdagi, made a request for the implementation and development 

of CIS. This request was relayed to SACEUR, who then requested the Military Committee 

at NATO to endorse a Minimum Military Requirement (MMR). Three months later, in late 

September, staffing procedures began for a Military Committee Working Group, which 

was chaired by the IMS. Staffing procedures for the MCWG, after five proposal drafts were 

made, were completed in the middle of December with the drafting and approval of 
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OPLAN 10302. Following a number of revisions, OPLAN 10302 was then forwarded to 

the Senior Resource Board who then made the final decision regarding the eligibility and 

merit of developing CIS for Stage 3 Maneuver Units. In late January of 2006, OPLAN 

10302 (Rev1) was forwarded to SACEUR at SHAPE, who subsequently briefed the SRB 

on the necessity of developing CIS for Stage 3 MUs.  

Following intense negotiations and discussions within the SRB, the development 

of a Full Operational Capability was agreed upon, though lacking the requisite 

infrastructure for the MUs. Further discussions then ensued regarding the necessity of MU 

CIS, but no agreement could be made within the SRB. Deadlocked discussions persisted 

within the SRB until the end of March, whereby it was then sent to the NATO Investment 

Committee, in spite of the fact that no decision regarding CIS MU FOC had been made. 

Once the decision to forward the FOC request was made, it took another twelve months to 

determine the FOC contract. Finally, the FOC contract was created, but since the SRB had 

not been able to agree on the development of CIS for MU, the final decision was eventually 

made to award a contract for the development of CIS without the ability to communicate 

with maneuver units.  

Negotiations surrounding CIS are indicative of a distinct set of interests at work 

within the NATO decision-making structure. While discussions were underway regarding 

the development of this particular capability, both IMS and IS personnel attempted to 

influence (when they could) the decision-making process. Furthermore, many of the 

documents reviewed and discussed by the MCWG were written by the IMS. With the 

continuous back and forth relating to the wording of specific documents, many of the 

MCWG meetings were a source of unease for those working within the IMS. The 
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introductory quote to this chapter, that “no IMS document survives first contact with the 

nations, just as no battle plan survives first contact with the enemy,” is indicative of the 

frustration that many in the IMS sometimes felt, especially with respect to decisions that, 

in their minds, were a foregone conclusion in terms of their tactical and strategic value.  

If organizations, especially when it comes to decisions involving resources, 

deployments, and capability development, are fairly constrained and have limited 

maneuverability in decisions such as these because of domestic controls, then NATO is 

fairly constrained. But this does not mean that it has no autonomy in-theater. One 

interviewee noted that the “COMISAF was probably the most powerful person in the 

country. And Karzai would say the same thing.”187 Another noted that: 

I have to say that, that throughout ISAF it was again the commander in theater 
who actually determined the change. Although it had to be approved by the 
nations, and it had to be approved by the NAC, and the US chain of command and 
of course the President, but it was him [the ISAFCOM] … it wasn’t a top down 
decision based on a battle map assessment; it was a battle-map assessment, which 
became a battle-map recommendation. It was just a formality more or less for the 
NAC to approve or for the US to approve on the US side.188 

 

These examples offer clear demonstrations of the tension that existed between political and 

military strategies. Officials at NATO often expressed frustration with the lack of 

willingness to commit to a particular operation, citing caveats on battlefield deployments 

and limitations on funding as being the two greatest impediments to mission success.189  
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In this respect, greater agreement was observed between NATO’s military structure 

than with the political and civilian components of the various delegations. The reason for 

this should be fairly evident: loyalty to the mission was, for the most part, the main priority 

of most military personnel. Likewise, ensuring a successful mission was also the main 

priority of NATO itself. Even before the expansion, the Special Envoy to Afghanistan 

made a number of high profile pleas to contributing states, asking them to remove their 

caveats and commit more thoroughly to the Afghan mission. As one interviewee noted, 

troop numbers were always an issue and “every new commander in theater actually 

requested more troops. Always requested more troops.”190 The same frustration was felt 

prior to the handover of ISAF to NATO. A high ranking UN official who helped lead ISAF 

in its early days is quoted as saying:  

I visited the main capitals begging for 10,000, or at least 5,000 more troops – ISAF 
at this time only had 5,000 troops. But the European governments said they were 
too committed and they had no additional troops they could give ISAF. When I 
asked the US, the US simply told me that they were not in ISAF and I should speak 
to the governments who were members of that force.191 

 

In 2009, troop levels did increase substantially to 140,000, as part of the surge, following 

renewed American interest in the war, and coupled with McChrystal’s assessment of the 

situation in Afghanistan.192 Prior to 2009, a number of organizational representatives 

frequently appealed to their membership to commit more fully to the war effort. In 2006, 

for example, Tom Koenigs, the UN’s Former Special Envoy to Afghanistan, noted the 
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hesitation on the part of member-states to commit to the mission by calling on participating 

states not only to contribute more but to also remove some of the caveats that had been 

preventing greater coordination, stating publicly that there were “too many [caveats] and 

[that they] must be removed.”193 As well, in a speech in Vienna, Austria, in June of 2007, 

Lakhdar Brahimi expressed frustration at the reluctance of the US and allied forces to 

effectively commit themselves to the Afghan mission, noting: “that the US and its 

European partners did not allow the expansion of ISAF outside of Kabul for several years 

was due to their deference to the ‘light foot print’ principle! No one ever said this to 

Secretary General Kofi Annan or to me when we went around pleading for the expansion 

of ISAF from January 2002 onwards.”194 

Competencies and special relationships formed between Brahimi and several key 

ministers including Abdullah Abdullah, Muhammad Qassam Faim, and Mohammed 

Yunus Qanooni.195 These relationships enabled the UN to wield greater than normal 

political influence, in spite of limited resources and a constrained mandate. Given that the 

way UNAMA and the post-conflict reconstruction efforts were established, reconstruction 

necessarily hinged on the establishment of trust networks between the international 

community and the Afghan government. These forms of networks, especially with respect 

to ISAF, were missing and later served to alienate Karzai even further from Allied efforts.  

																																																								
193 The Financial Times “NATO Leaders Fly to Afghanistan as Violence Escalates,” The Financial Times (4 
September 2006).  
194 Lakhdar Brahimi, “State Building in Crisis and Post-Conflict Countries,” 7th Global Forum on Reinventing 
Government; Building Trust in Government, 26-29 June 2007.  
195 Abdullah Abdullah served as the Afghan Minister of Foreign Affairs from 2001 until 2005; Muhammad 
Faim served as Vice-President from 2002 until 2004; and Mohammed Qanooni served as the lead 
negotiator for the Afghan National Alliance in 2001.  



 

 140 

Organizations at War  

Having covered thus far the conditions and negotiations leading up to the NATO 

take-over of ISAF, as well as exploring some of the difficulties that NATO experienced in 

its attempt to solidify its role within Afghanistan, this next section explores in greater detail 

the concept of organizational rivalry. Whereas the previous section served to demonstrate 

the idea that organizational interests and member-state interests can conflict, the next 

section explores how organizations may challenge one another in instances where the 

behaviour of one either jeopardizes or threatens to compromise the mandate and goals of 

another organization. This section explores instances of organizational rivalry between 

NATO and the UN on issues ranging from human rights, civilian casualties, to 

humanitarian aid and reconstruction.    

Conflict between organizations occurred most frequently on issues surrounding 

human rights, humanitarian law, and development. Although ISAF was NATO-led, the 

mission itself fell under the scope of several UNSC resolutions with yearly annual 

renewals, essentially ensured that ISAF continued to act within the parameters of the 

UNSC mandate. That ISAF was a UNSC mandated mission is significant, in part, because 

it gave the UN a certain degree of oversight of the mission. The relationship, however, is 

slightly more complicated in that in one instance, the NATO-led ISAF fell under the 

umbrella of a UNSC mandate, while at the same time the UN mandate in Afghanistan itself 

was largely oriented towards supporting ISAF through civilian and development means. 

This placed the UN in a complicated position. On the one hand, it was tasked with the 

protection of civilians and human rights, while on the other hand its efforts were intended 

to support ISAF. Although on the surface this may not seem contradictory, when issues of 



 

 141 

civilian casualties as a result of ISAF operations began to arise, it did demand of the UN, 

as one interviewee put it, that they “stay away from the war while being involved.”196 

Human Rights and Civilian Casualties 

NATO, therefore, not only had to contend with a resurgent Taliban, but it had also 

to contend with the fact that ISAF remained a UN mandated mission – meaning that the 

UNSC would have to renew it on an annual basis. In spite of reticent certain member-states, 

it is unlikely that the UNSC would have ever rejected its renewal. By 2006, the UN 

presence in Afghanistan had grown considerably. The Afghanistan Compact, agreed upon 

in 2006 in London established a five-year timeline for three priority areas: security, 

governance (rule of law and human rights), and economic and social development.197 The 

new emphasis placed upon these three pillars saw a greatly expanded role for both the UN 

and  donor states. An expansion and renewal of UNAMA, a completed Stage 1 to Stage 3 

transition for NATO, and a renewed interest by the Americans in the war effort, sparked 

opportunities for both cooperation and conflict between organizations and states.  

By 2006, the situation in Afghanistan was escalating. Intense fighting between 

ISAF and OEF forces against Taliban insurgents broke out, resulting in July of 2006 being 

the deadliest year for coalition forces since the earliest days of the invasion. With an 

increase in combat operations throughout the country, the issue of civilian casualties 

(CIVCAS) inevitably came to the fore. As NATO forces were fighting Taliban on the 

ground, NATO and the UN were fighting their own battle over the issue of an increasing 

number of CIVCAS – an unacceptably high number for the UN.  
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By 2007, fighting within Afghanistan had begun to reach its peak. Signs of an 

insurgency were evident as early as 2006, with a resurgent Taliban. In 2006, roughly 116 

Afghan civilians were killed in airstrikes alone. By 2007, that number had increased three-

fold to 321 civilian deaths.198 And, in 2008 alone, there were a reported 2,118 civilian 

casualties – 55 percent of which were attributable to Taliban forces and 39 percent to pro-

government and international forces.199 In essence, NATO’s military mandate was coming 

into conflict with the UN’s civilian mandate. At least within the UN, there was concern 

that ISAF was compromising the UN mission, especially with respect to Governance 

(Human Rights and the Rule of Law).  

Around this time too, allegations of detainee abuse captured the attention and 

agenda of several contributing member-states. In Canada, the first allegations that 

Canadian Armed Forces (CAF) personnel were complicit in the abuse of Afghan detainees 

began to emerge. Public support in most participating countries had also began to decline, 

as the mission moved away from nation-building into one of counter-insurgency. At the 

same time, and with the severity of fighting escalating, the issue of human rights on the 

battlefield also became more pronounced.  

The increase in civilian casualties following intense fighting prompted UNAMA to 

intervene. In 2007 UNAMA, which had now been operating in Afghanistan for roughly 

five years, began publishing data and information pertaining to civilian deaths in 
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Afghanistan.200 The UNAMA quarterly reports provided a breakdown of civilian casualties 

resulting from both the Taliban and International/pro-government forces. Although civilian 

casualties were always an important strategic consideration for ISAF commanders, it 

became a heated political issue following several public statements and reports released by 

the UN. What followed was a modest attempt by the UN to distance themselves from the 

ISAF mission on the grounds of human rights violations. One senior ranking UN official 

who played an integral role in the negotiations in the UN that led to the transfer of ISAF to 

NATO is quoted as saying:  

I was not in the UN anymore, but I begged my friends in New York to distance 
the organization from the new ISAF. The UN is always suspected of doing the 
bidding of the US, but I think that during our first two years we established a strong 
independent identity for the UN.201 

In the face of increasing civilian deaths, the UN asserted its authority in an attempt to 

mitigate the number of civilian deaths incurring as a result of ISAF actions. One NATO 

official explained it in the following way: 

The [ISAF] mission, despite the fact that it was a UN mandated mission, UNAMA 
called on the belligerents to stop fighting, the belligerents being the Taliban and 
NATO. UNAMA at some point, and it was made in public statements, put in the 
same boat [sic] the Taliban with the NATO led mission. And they called on the 
belligerents to stop fighting, to stop killing civilians. It was a very awkward 
moment.202 

The same NATO official, when asked about the mechanisms behind the UN decision to 

publicly denounce an international force operating under one of its mandates, stated that 

the UN essentially, in pursuing its human rights mandate, “had disregard for the fact that 
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ISAF was still a UN mandated mission.”203 But ISAF was, though unintentionally, in 

violation of the UN mandate with allegations being made that NATO ROEs (rules of 

engagement) needed either to be revised or greater care had to be taken to minimize civilian 

deaths. Critically, even though the UN’s condemnation surrounding the killing of civilians 

put NATO and the Taliban in the same boat, the vast majority of civilian deaths that were 

incurred were still the result of direct Taliban action.204 As such, it can be argued that the 

UN’s report was unfair to NATO. However, given that UNAMA’s mandate pertained 

specifically to preventing and minimizing the loss of civilian life, one could argue that 

asking both belligerents to take greater care was an attempt to demonstrate its own 

neutrality; or that international law surrounding civilian deaths was, and should be, a 

concern for all warring parties.  

Unsurprising, the immediate effect within NATO was one of upset. After all, a 

supporting and allied organization within a conflict zone had, even if not intentionally, 

undermined ISAF’s authority and, in effect, served to at least compromise some of its 

legitimacy. The situation was made worse by the fact that President Karzai, in numerous 

statements, had chastised both ISAF, the Taliban, and OEF for what he saw as unacceptably 

high levels of civilian deaths. Specifically, Karzai stated that “But with the United States 

we had a serious difficulty with regard to night raids and civilian casualties, which has now 

improved after much work.”205 In 2007 in particular, Karzai made several high-profile 

public statements lambasting NATO forces for their apparent recklessness following an 
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attack on a Taliban stronghold in Gereshk that left a number of civilians dead, asserting 

that “You don't fight a terrorist by firing a field gun 30-some kilometers away into a target. 

That is definitely surely bound to cause civilian casualties.”206 

Following the publication of the UN’s Quarterly Report, and amid other 

publications by NGOs such as Human Rights Watch, NATO established the Civilian 

Casualty Tracking Cell (CCTC)207 within the ISAF structure in 2007, with an aim towards 

greater transparency and accountability with respect to instances involving the loss of 

civilian life.208 In spite of NATO’s efforts, however, the loss of civilian life continued to be 

a sticking point in the relationship between the UN and NATO, with the main focal point 

of contention being the fact that NATO’s reporting and tracking protocols tended to be 

weaker than those of the UN and other NGOs in the area. As well, transparency continued 

to be an issue. One NATO representative stated that between the states, NATO, and the 

UN “there were always different numbers of how many were civilian casualties.”209 

Although civilian casualties became a strategic focal point when General McChrystal took 

command of ISAF, civilian casualty mitigation efforts can be traced back to the open 

declarations by the UN.   
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Re-Entering the Hierarchy: Renewed American Interest 

Prior to the rather public conflicts between NATO and the UN, the conditions for 

greater rivalry were introduced in the fall of 2006. By this point, the War in Afghanistan 

was reaching its fifth year and an easy solution to an increasingly complex war seemed 

remote. At this time, the Americans were understandably unhappy with the direction the 

war had taken. Expecting a quick and easy fight, both OEF and ISAF had become bogged 

down in a nation-building and counter-insurgency operation. Nevertheless, American 

interest in Afghanistan began to return in 2006. The ISAF rotational command structure 

had served to overcome several key coordinating issues. For example, COMISAF now 

maintained a permanent HQ, rather than relying on the re-deployment and standing up of 

a new HQ whenever a new COMISAF took over.210 The rotational command structure, 

however, introduced a new problem: discontinuity of strategic vision. Given the immense 

power that the COMISAF wielded, and the autonomy afforded to him to direct the mission, 

each subsequent COMISAF would deploy with a lack of operational and situational 

memory. Recognizing the inherent deficiencies in this command approach, the Americans 

reasserted their authority over the organization. Although ISAF remained a NATO-led 

operation, incoming COMISAFs from this point on would fit two criteria: (1) they would 

be American, and (2) they would also be the CIT (commander in theater) of OEF.211 In 

2008, and following the election of Barack Obama, whose foreign policy portion of his 
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presidential campaign had rested on a promise to end the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, 

America reinserted itself into the hierarchy.  

Thus, a critical point in the conflict occurred when, in 2009, and following a dramatic 

increase in the number of firefights with enemy forces, General Stanley McChrystal, who 

had recently taken over from General McKiernen, admitted for the first time that the entire 

country was experiencing a full-blown insurgency. From this, President Obama and 

General McChrystal developed a plan to defeat the insurgency through a massive surge 

(though temporary) in the number of soldiers on the ground in Afghanistan. This influx of 

military personnel into the country was coupled with a surge of civilians as well. One 

NATO official familiar with the situation described it in the following way: 

You had a changing of people, changing of strategies, and a proliferation of senior 
leadership in Kabul alone. Like really a proliferation. You had almost eighty one-
star Generals and above in Kabul, and that’s including civilian stars which was 
with ISAF and the NTMA. You also had IJC and USFOROPS. So that’s eighty 
one-star Generals, two-stars, three-stars, and a four-star. And you had embassies 
with ambassadors and you had this civilian surge which started in the embassies. 
So there were more meetings and more of this circus in Kabul. But where you 
needed support was in the districts with the district support teams. And in these 
districts you need certain skills, you need local languages, you need context, and 
it came to really burgeon.212 

The same NATO official, who had experience in Afghanistan both as part of ISAF and 

UNAMA, further stated that: 

And the UN, of course, expanded and the UN had the biggest country team in the 
world. It had twenty-seven agencies, funds, and programs. UNAMA expanded 
from regional to provincial and expanded all of its offices.213 
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As the scope of UNAMA increased, so too did their activities. Predictably, humanitarian 

aims would come into conflict with the military. This was not necessarily due to the fact 

that the two will invariably be at odds with one another, but rather it does suggest that the 

two will often employ different means to reach the same end.214 Nevertheless, humanitarian 

issues were always going to be a sticking point between NATO and the UN, and although 

the focus of the analysis herein shifts slightly from the macro-scale to the micro-scale, the 

daily interactions of humanitarian workers as they came into contact with the military is 

pertinent to explore. As one representative put it:  

Human rights and the military are always going to have issues […] and 
humanitarian space was a huge issue. You had people within ISAF to deal 
specifically with that and it was about handing out quick impact instruction: food, 
blankets, etc. but you had to assess the impact, you know, the impact of the military 
reaching out directly to the civilian population and then leaving and then the 
Taliban coming in and killing [the civilians]. Yeah, we saw that a lot. And the 
humanitarians would be like ‘keep the space open’ but the military would be like 
‘but you’re not there, there’s nobody there, we’re going to help these poor people’ 
you know, this constant frustration.215 

Much of the conflict, then, between these two organizations stemmed from limitations 

arising from their organizational directives and orders. Whereas the military tended to be 

more short-term goal oriented, civilian workers in the UN tended to be more focused on 

the long term; not just in having short-term, high-impact interventions, but instead were 

																																																								
214 Robert A. Rubinstein, Peacekeeping Under Fire: Culture and Intervention, (New York: Routledge, 2008); 
See also: Robert A. Rubinstein, Diana Keller, and Michael Scherger, “Culture and Interoperability in 
Integrated Missions,” International Peacekeeping, Vol. 15, No. 4 (2008): 540-555; Séverine Autesserre, 
Peaceland: Conflict Resolution and the Everyday Politics of International Intervention, (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2014a); Séverine Autesserre, “Going Micro: Emerging and Future 
Peacekeeping Research,” International Peacekeeping, Vol. 21, No. 4 (2014b): 492-500; Séverine Autesserre, 
“Hobbes and the Congo: Frames, Local Violence, and International Intervention,” International 
Organization, Vol. 63, No. 2 (2009): 249-280; Theo Farrell. The Norms of War: Cultural Beliefs and Modern 
Conflict. (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2005).  
215 Jeffrey Rice, “Interview with International Staff member,” June 2016.   
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interested in creating a sustainable and more durable security situation.216 Divisions 

between these two organizations, then, came not only in the form of mandates, but rather 

in the strategic vision and means in which to accomplish these goals. Both, of course, had 

the aim of building peace within Afghanistan. But the military, in this case, was limited in 

what it could essentially accomplish outside of its COIN/combat role given either the 

implications of being first military and, second, in support of humanitarian work.  

Two different organizational cultures thus enabled workers from both organizations 

to operate very differently within the same conflict space. Whereas ISAF personnel were, 

due to security concerns, generally isolated to within the boundaries of the compound, 

UNAMA workers had no such restrictions imposed upon them and were able to move 

freely and unhindered in and around the capital cities. Furthermore, ISAF personnel lived 

on base, whereas UNAMA workers had the option to live amongst the locals, thus enabling 

them to build trust networks and relationships and to develop a sense of legitimacy – where 

the interests of the Afghans came first and foremost – that the military simply lacked. 

Indeed, establishing trust amongst the local population was a vital component of building 

trust and solidarity with the Afghan population.217 With a focus on long-term sustainability, 

humanitarian workers who were part of UNAMA had an eye towards building sustainable 

																																																								
216 This is not to suggest that the military had no interest in long-term goals, but rather that the activities 
that they necessarily undertook favoured the short term over the long term.  
217 Caroline Leprince, “The Canadian-Led Kandahar Provincial Reconstruction Team: A Success Story?,” 
International Journal, Vol. 68, No. 2 (2013): 359-377; See also: Donna Winslow, “Strange Bedfellows: 
NGOs and the Military in Humanitarian Crises,” International Journal of Peace Studies, Vol. 7, No. 2 (2002): 
35-55; Kenneth Holland, “The Canadian Provincial Reconstruction Team: The Arm of Development in 
Kandahar,” American Review of Canadian Studies, Vol. 40, No. 2 (2010): 276-291. On the PRTs more 
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Afghan institutions, which essentially meant working through either existing Afghan 

channels or developing new, local, and legitimate (at least in the eyes of Afghan civilians) 

institutions. In spite of the overwhelming presence of ISAF and OEF personnel, then, 

humanitarian IO and NGO workers offered a challenge to the hierarchy. Although 

possessing significantly different material capabilities, humanitarian workers held a degree 

of social legitimacy that military personnel did not possess.   

That the political dimension was lacking in the ISAF campaign, however, had not 

gone unnoticed within ISAF HQ. By 2009, sensing a clear need for greater political 

direction within the COIN campaign, the office of the Senior Civilian Representative 

(SCR) was greatly expanded. Although the size of the team was fairly small when 

compared with the military staff, the office itself expanded from a mere eight individuals 

to over fifty. But, numbers do not always dictate which actors’ interests will necessarily be 

served. Although COMISAF was regarded as the most powerful individual in the country, 

the SCR – especially when the post was occupied by Mark Sedwell – offered a rather strong 

counter-balance to the strictly military approach of ISAF.218 This is pertinent, too, as the 

SCR’s office was able to punch above its weight in its ability to pursue its political interests 

as a result of the strong and positive working relationship that existed between Sedwell and 

McChrystal. The situation eventually changed when General David Petraeus took over 

from an embattled McChrystal. The relationship that McChrystal had forged with Sedwell 

began to deteriorate owing, in part, to conflicting strategic visions between Sedwell and 
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Petraeus (again, the issue of continuity reappears). Thus, both micro- and macro-level 

factors of an organization can influence how well that organization coordinates. 

But it was not always organizations that were, at times, creating problems for one 

another; the efforts of both organizations were hampered by separate and conflicting 

national interests even within an agreed upon strategy. Although the Provincial 

Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) were part of an agreed upon ISAF strategy, they were both 

staffed and funded by the contributing member-states and were closely guarded by their 

respective donors. Although unity of effort was a rhetorical cornerstone of the mission, 

coordination between the PRTs was hardly ever realized. Indeed, this impossible task fell 

to the SCR. In principle, coordination should have been the responsibility of the United 

Nations, but it was never actually realized. The situation in Afghanistan by 2009-10 simply 

had too many competing actors and interests. As one interviewee put it:  

You had 60 signatories to the Afghanistan compact that was signed in London in 
January of 2006 which comprised the list of key donors who were streaming 
money not through the Afghan government but separately. One country had 43 
lines of appropriation.219  

The massive influx of donor money into the country meant that the donation rate exceeded 

the absorption rate. Much of the money going into Afghanistan was being funneled through 

various channels which would often result in the money ending up in the hands of the 

insurgents. Indeed, even the United States Agency for International Development (USAD) 

was seen, by a number of NATO staff, to be working counter to the goals of ISAF and 
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OEF.220 Organizational rivalry thus not only exists between international organizations, 

but also between departments and divisions of the same state.  

Alternative Explanations 

Before closing this empirical discussion, it is worthwhile considering a few 

potential counter-arguments or alternative explanations to the analysis offered here. Before 

doing so, it is important to summarize the main findings of the chapter. In essence, two 

patterns are observed: First, organizational autonomy is more pronounced in instances 

where the hierarchy of actors is less firmly established. As well, one cannot expect that 

organizational autonomy vis-à-vis the United Nations will necessarily look the same as that 

of NATO or the EU. Different governing structures, decision-making processes, staffing 

procedures, and organizational cultures will mean that autonomy will manifest in different 

ways. Coupled with this, different interests, stemming from an organizational mandate, 

suggests that organizations will pursue different means in their attempt to realize these 

interests.  

Second, when international organizations are granted the legitimacy and authority 

to act, they will act in a capacity that is indicative of their capabilities and mandate. The 

United Nations, in addition to its material capabilities, derives much of its authority from 

its moral and normative foundations. Although the purpose of these organizations is 

essentially the same – to manage relations between states – the UN can be said to possess 

a greater degree of autonomy because of its staffing procedures. The normative and moral 

foundations of UN autonomy thus enable it to publicly castigate its membership, as well 
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as other organizations, when their behaviour begins to violate the mandate of that 

organization. The permanent staff of NATO will, in their own capacity, attempt to affect 

change in outcomes based on organizational interests and preferences, but may be far more 

limited in their abilities to actually do this. 

The main challenge to the theory being developed here, then, comes from realism 

(neo-classical realism, in particular) which stipulates that a combination of structural (neo) 

and domestic (classical) factors will ultimately determine foreign policy outcomes. 

Admittedly, much of the War in Afghanistan can be explained from the neo-classical realist 

perspective and by comparing the domestic sources of the decisions made by member-

states. That realism poses the most significant challenge to the theory should be 

unsurprising, given that one of the core tenets of realism is the supremacy of states. States 

will ultimately behave in ways that are consistent with a broad set of interests. Realists may 

point to the American rejection of Article V as proof of this. To a degree, they are correct, 

but the interests of a preeminent power alone does not explain the manner in which the 

Afghanistan campaign unfolded. American interest in the war, as it has been argued 

previously, had begun to wane by 2003. What followed was a three-year period where the 

international community and international organizations were largely responsible for how 

the war was unfolding. The organizational response was, of course, informed by 

developments within OEF as well changes in the security environment in Afghanistan 

itself.  

As well, both the strategic goals as well as the peace process in Afghanistan, in 

order for efforts to be successful, necessitated that the Afghan Interim Administration 

(AIA) be seen as a legitimate actor; it is unlikely, in this case, that legitimacy could have 
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been accrued by states alone. States, in certain instances, will have to modify their behavior 

in order for them to realize their broader strategic goals. Moreover, states are the final 

arbiters in that they will not (except in rare instances) behave in ways that run counter to 

their interests. The findings of this empirical chapter do not necessarily contradict this 

argument. What they do show, however, is that there are specific spaces in which 

organizations may pursue their own interests.  

Finally, the amount of autonomy that an organization is given and their ability to 

affect and alter member-states’ policy preferences is dependent on the degree of interest 

that the member-state has in either promoting or preventing the policy from being realized. 

This can be taken as a standard measure with respect to the degree of autonomy afforded 

to an organization. Yet, this is also not always true, especially with respect to peacetime 

procurements. The IMS played a vital role in reshaping the NATO command structure 

during the 1990s by negotiating the re-organization of several joint commands, both in 

terms of number and location, from a position that many member-states were initially 

opposed to.  

Measurement is also made more difficult by virtue of the fact that there are a number 

of underlying and hidden processes which are not, and likely never will be, fully accessible. 

A catch-22 thus presents itself in that, if a decision is made with the agreement of the 

member-state, one can point to this decision and declare that it was within the interest of 

the member-state to do this. Yet, it is also possible that the decision made is not necessarily 

what the member-state initially wanted, even though in the end it is what it agreed to. As 

such, there is opportunity for influence and negotiation in the daily politics of the 

organization that will continue to be missed. Unfortunately, without greater access to the 
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daily practices of the organization, it will be impossible to pinpoint exactly when and where 

these influences and changing of opinions have taken place.  

Conclusion 

The current chapter set itself the task of analyzing the War in Afghanistan in the 

context of organizational survival and rivalry. The argument presented in this chapter can 

be summarized in the following way: although the trajectory of the war effort must always 

be understood in the context of American interests, the organizational perspective helps 

shed light on how organizations behave in instances when their interests diverge from those 

of their member-states. At certain times, the organizations were able to effectively 

capitalize upon their autonomy, and at other times less so. Organizations that derive their 

legitimacy from moral and normative foundations appear to have an easier time pursuing 

their interests than do organizations whose value is derived from the material benefits they 

provide.  

The initial decision to exclude the international community in the early days of the 

war is a direct consequence of American officials being unwilling to be tied down by the 

interests of any allies or to specific governance structures in various IOs. When American 

interest in Afghanistan began to dwindle and shift towards Iraq, however, this created a set 

of permissive conditions for the interests of other actors to be realized. Once American 

interests no longer served to constrain the behaviour of actors, stakeholders gained a greater 

ability to exert their own influence. This included the handover and eventual expansion of 

the ISAF mandate as a result of key personnel within the UN and NATO, coupled with the 

interests of invested actors like the Germans and the Karzai administration. Once the 

floodgates, so to speak, for these organizations were opened, allowing for a greater 
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involvement in the war, we see a gradual (and at times) abrupt institutionalization of 

organizations within the conflict zone. With the roles of these organizations carved out, the 

logic of the organizations themselves essentially took hold and what was witnessed, both 

in terms of structural and political factors, was a series of conflicts between the  primary 

organization (NATO), the overarching organization (the UN), and other states, too. With 

the political interests of various states involved in the effort, it fell to the Alliance to attempt 

to coordinate and create unity within the Alliance.  

Accordingly, we see the logic of the organization coming to a head with a varied 

set of both national and organizational interests. As NATO staff attempted to coordinate 

the strategies of its member-states and create and preserve a supposed Unity of Effort, they 

also had to navigate the war effort within the context of a UN framework. The normative 

and foundational purposes of the United Nations, as well as its own humanitarian and 

developmental goals and ambitions within the region, occasionally came into conflict with 

the military and strategic goals of not only NATO, but also its biggest contributor, the 

United States.  

Organizations will compete on both material and ideational grounds. In the case of 

the EU and NATO, the nature of the relationship is slightly reversed. Whereas with the UN 

and NATO, much of the rivalry occurred as a result of normative considerations, conflict 

between the EU and NATO occurred on the basis of its coordinating abilities. It should 

also be noted that the NATO-EU relationship is highly politicized because of Turkey. 

Organizations are more constrained than states, as they are not sovereign actors. But key 

personnel within the organization, as well as the permanent bureaucratic structures, can 

fundamentally alter not only the strategic aims of the organization, but also the capabilities 
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and services that it offers to its membership. If alliances were merely the sum of their parts, 

there would have been no efforts in the early days of Lord Robertson’s tenure as Secretary-

General to prove to the Americans that the organization still had value.  
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Chapter VI - The War in Libya 

“Yeah – we often called the International Staff the 30th Nation.” – Delegation Member, 
US Mission to NATO 

“From the Halls of Montezuma, to the shores of Tripoli.” – US Marine Corps Hymn 

Organizing the Fight 

In the days preceding the air campaign that would come to define the Allied role in the 

Libyan conflict, Muammar Gaddafi, in defending his attacks on rebel forces, wrote in a 

letter to Barack Obama:  

To our son, his excellency, Mr. Barack Hussein Obama. I have said to you before, 
that even if Libya and the United States of America enter into a war, God forbid, 
you will always remain a son. Your picture will not be changed […] What would 
you do if you found them controlling American cities with the power of weapons? 
What would you do, so I can follow your example?221 

Days later, in the evening hours of 19 March 2011, coalition forces began the largest and 

most intensive bombing campaign against another sovereign state since the American 

invasion of Iraq in 2003.222 For the third time in ten years, the United States and its allies 

were at war. The USS Mount Whitney, serving as the operational command centre (OCC) 

for coalition forces, along with several other American war ships, signaled the start of 

Operation Odyssey Dawn (OOD) – the code name for the American operation in Libya – 

																																																								
221 Times of India, “‘To My Dear Obama, Our Son’, says Gaddafi, Defending Attack on Rebels,” Times of 
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penned letters to French President Nicolas Sarkozy, British Prime Minister David Cameron, and United 
Nations Secretary General Ban Ki-moon. 
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with the launch of 110 Tomahawk cruise missiles. The strategic objectives of OOD were 

ostensibly to enforce UNSC Resolution 1973 which authorized the use of force against 

Gaddafi through the implementation of a maritime embargo and a No-Fly-Zone (NFZ). In 

order to enforce the NFZ, American forces targeted a series of military objectives in and 

around the Libyan city of Benghazi, in an effort to degrade Libyan air and ground 

capabilities. Benghazi – a densely populated urban centre – had recently attracted the ire 

of Gaddafi and had seen, in the days preceding the air campaign, a rapid escalation of 

violence against both the rebel and civilian populations residing there. A humanitarian 

crisis was quickly developing amid fears that a massacre at the hands of Gaddafi’s forces 

was about to take place. In an effort to prevent further bloodshed, French and British air 

forces, in coordination with the Americans, along with CF-18s deployed as part of 

Canada’s Operation Mobile, also began their bombing campaigns against pro-regime 

forces.  

The War in Libya, which began on 19 March 2011 as a humanitarian military 

intervention intended to protect civilians, abruptly ended 222 days later on 31 October 

2011, following the capture and execution of Muammar Gaddafi by rebel forces eleven 

days earlier. Throughout the course of the campaign, the strategic objectives of the mission 

had gradually shifted from one of humanitarian assistance, to that of regime change.223 

Although the NATO campaign itself lasted for less than a year, the ad-hoc coalition put 

																																																								
223 Prior to the handover of the mission to NATO (Operation Unified Protector), allied states undertook 
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together by the French, British, and Americans was even shorter – lasting less than two 

weeks before command of the operation was handed over to NATO. 

In the early days of the conflict all indicators seemed to point to a minimal role for 

NATO ( if any at all). The War in Libya would come to be another defining conflict in 

NATO’s history.224 At the outset, opposition to the Alliance assuming any role, let alone 

command of the mission, was widespread; its involvement had been rejected fairly early 

on by a number of key members within the Alliance. Among the most vocal in their 

opposition was Turkey and Germany, both of whom had little interest in seeing the Alliance 

becoming involved. Turkey’s prime minister, Tayyip Erdogan, went so far as to say that 

“military intervention by NATO in Libya, or any other country, would be totally counter-

productive.”225 Furthermore France, which had largely assumed the diplomatic lead at the 

outset of the crisis, also indicated a strong preference for a non-NATO solution and had 

instead been pushing for an EU-led initiative.226 NATO’s Secretary-General, Anders Fogh 

Rasmussen had also publicly stated that NATO had no “immediate intention” to intervene, 

but that planning was, nevertheless, underway in case there came a call to action.227 

With the drawdown of NATO and American troops in Afghanistan being planned 

for early July of that same year, the Americans, too, had little interest in becoming involved 
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2011. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/world/2011/mar/22/sarkozy-nato-libya-france  
227 CNN, “NATO Starts 24/7 Surveillance of Libya,” CNN, 8 March 2011, Available at: 
http://www.cnn.com/2011/WORLD/africa/03/07/libya.military.response/index.html  



 

 161 

in another conflict. Although it still had not been seriously discussed, there was recognition 

among all parties that any NATO operation would, by necessity, require the participation 

of the Americans. Given the American position, how, then, did NATO become involved in 

another conflict when its involvement ran counter to the preferences of key states?  

This chapter makes the following argument: the selection of NATO as the lead 

organization can be understood in the context of shifting attitudes towards the idea of 

intervention in Libya among key member states. As preferences and interests within these 

states became more favourable to the idea of intervention, the possibilities and 

opportunities for intervention began to emerge. Organizationally speaking, member-states 

had a number of options to select from. Yet, what is perhaps most interesting about this 

change of attitude – at least with respect to the theory being developed here – is not just 

that key states altered their preferences in favour of intervention in a relatively short period 

of time, but the manner in which they came to do so.  

While the War in Libya had widely been declared as a “war of diplomacy” between 

states, throughout the crisis it was also a “war of relevance” between organizations. The 

UN played a pivotal role in bringing international attention to the developing humanitarian 

crisis in Libya, while at the same time (and sensing that the crisis could serve as a test for 

its CFSP), the EU continuously sought to carve a role for itself with respect to crisis 

management. During the drafting of policy responses to the crisis, EU representatives often 

clashed with those of their membership. With this in mind, this chapter explores the 

organizational dynamics of the War in Libya, with an aim to understand the perceptions, 

interests, and impacts that the organizations had on the course of the war. In particular, 

special attention is played to the ‘agenda-setting’ role of the United Nations – and the Arab 
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League – which, through competence and framing, was able to frame a ‘war of choice’ as 

one of ‘necessity.’ 

Before proceeding to the organizational narrative of the Libyan conflict, a minor 

methodological point needs to be addressed: The War in Libya does differ slightly from 

the previous case study. Rather than there being two viable security organizations to take 

the lead, the conflict in Libya essentially sees the introduction of a third: the EU. The War 

in Libya, therefore, unfolded in a slightly more linear but also more complex fashion. On 

the one hand, the initial preferences of key states at the outset of the conflict signaled both 

a weariness about military intervention in general, and of NATO taking command of the 

operation once the bombing campaign had begun, more specifically. On the other hand, 

the organization that appeared to have the support of the lead-state and which also stood to 

gain the most – and perhaps also lose the most (the EU) – was ultimately sidelined not 

once, but on three separate occasions.228 In spite of this, and at least at the outset of the 

conflict, it had appeared that the EU, with its newly developed crisis-management 

capabilities enshrined within the Lisbon Treaty coupled with a European External Action 

Service (EEAS) was eager to demonstrate its value in resolving crises in the European 

neighborhood, would be best suited to act as the lead organization. Without the negative 

associations that NATO had in the region, the EU seemed to possess the political capital 

to act, amid an increasing number of migrant deaths in the Mediterranean Sea.229 The 

Libyan crisis, at the outset, had largely been seen as a prime test for the EU with the EU 

having spent much of the last decade improving its diplomatic and security capabilities in 
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 163 

an effort to overcome the institutional deficiencies that had left it paralyzed during the crisis 

in the Balkans. Indeed, a number of personnel within the EEAS expressed optimism over 

the possibility that the EU may have finally reached a point where it possessed the 

institutional capabilities to lead a crisis-management mission of its own. Given both the 

organizational and state preferences for a non-NATO mission, how did Libya come under 

the control of NATO? And what role did the various organizations have in influencing this 

process? With these two questions serving as a guiding framework, this chapter again 

explores the organizational dynamics of a modern conflict with an aim to understanding 

how the eventual roles of the organizations were negotiated.  

By organizational standards, the EU can be regarded as a relative new comer in 

terms of crisis management. Prior to the 1990s, discussions (as well as attempts) to develop 

an EU-set of security capabilities had largely faltered. Previous attempts, as was discussed 

in Chapter IV, such as the European Defence Community (EDC) were quickly defeated – 

in the case of the EDC, by its own designers, the French. Since the informal meeting in St. 

Malo between British and French leaders, European crisis management has made 

considerable gains; most notably the consolidation of the WEU and ESDP into the CSDP, 

following the Lisbon Treaty. By all accounts, the Libyan crisis looked to be the ideal 

situation to test the new institutions and capabilities developed in the Lisbon Treaty.  

At the outset of the crisis, the EU also had the support of two key actors within the 

EU – the French and the British – the former of which being eager to demonstrate that the 

EU was capable of acting as an international actor. The High Representative for Foreign 

Affairs, Catherine Ashton, had also been eager to see an EU resolution to the Libyan crisis 

as did the Americans in, if not necessarily wanting an EU solution then certainly wanting 
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a European solution. As Katarina Engberg notes, there was ample opportunity for the EU 

to become involved: during the lead-up to the NFZ; in the enforcement of the Maritime 

Embargo; and the deployment of a humanitarian assistance mission (dubbed EUFOR 

Libya) to protect UN aid workers. Yet, in spite of this, the EU was not able to muster an 

adequate response and NATO was eventually handed the mission.230 

Much like in the previous chapter, the majority of the information collected for this 

chapter stems from face-to-face interviews with NATO civilian and military 

representatives, members of the Canadian delegation at NATO, members of the US 

mission to NATO, as well as current and former senior ranking military officers in the 

European Union Military Staff (EUMS) and EEAS. The focus of this study aims to apply 

the theoretical framework developed in Chapters II and III to a second case study in order 

to better understand the interests of security organizations, and how they are expressed 

during times of war.  

This chapter, then, develops in the following way. Once again it begins with 

addressing and exploring the US position relative to the crisis, while acknowledging that 

sustained operations in the region would not have been possible without American support. 

It then explores the events leading up to the crisis and which organizational and state actors 

featured most prominently in the days and weeks leading up to the coalition response, and 

then eventually the handover to NATO. Building from this analysis, it then looks at the 

role that key personnel within both organizations and states had in advocating on behalf of 
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a particular organizational configuration in response to the crisis. The second last section 

of the chapter is devoted to understanding the types of rivalry and conflict that emerged 

during both the negotiations leading up to the use of force, as well as the processes taking 

place while force was being applied.  

American Foreign Policy Interests and Implications for the Theory 

The War in Libya, like that of the War in Afghanistan, must once again be 

understood in the context of American foreign policy interests. Unlike the War in 

Afghanistan, however, which began as an American war, the War in Libya briefly became 

an American war, with the US taking the lead role in a coalition of willing states. At the 

outset of the conflict, the Americans had attempted to distance themselves from any 

potential response and were, by and large, content to let the Europeans run the show, given 

that both the French and British were far more invested in finding a solution to the crisis 

than any other states. The American strategy, in quoting an anonymous official within the 

Obama administration in the May 2011 issue of the New Yorker, can best be described as 

“leading from behind.”231 And, it was when the Europeans again demonstrated that they 

lacked the institutional capacity to build consensus among EU membership, that an 

alternative to the EU was explored.   

There are a number of parallels that can then be drawn between the U.S. role in 

Libya and their role in Afghanistan, acknowledging all the while that the degree of 

American interest in both conflicts does vary. The absence of distinct and strong U.S. 

preferences in finding a solution to the crisis meant that there were a number of actors who 
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could attempt to influence the crisis-management process as it was unfolding. There is a 

notable difference, then, with respect to the trajectory and prominence of US foreign policy 

interests, mainly in that they were, for the most part, absent at the outset of the crisis. Thus, 

while American interest peaked and then waned and then peaked again in Afghanistan, the 

War in Libya saw the absence and then eventual peaking of American interests. 

Although understanding the abrupt shift in American foreign policy is a key focus 

of some of the later sections of this chapter, it is worth noting in brief some of the main 

factors behind the change. In particular, and arguably one of the main reasons for the rather 

drastic shift in American foreign policy is due to the influence of key officials within the 

administration, whose own personal and moral convictions influenced the highest levels of 

the Obama administration thereby prompting an American response. The manner within 

which the UN framed the emerging crisis, as well as the close proximity of individuals like 

Susan Rice, Samantha Power, and Hillary Clinton within the Obama administration, helps 

account for the sudden and relatively quick change in American foreign policy.232 In spite 

of the pressure from individuals within the administration, it must be noted that there was 

also considerable congressional opposition, too. Indeed, policy-makers within the United 

																																																								
232 For a discussion on the relative salience of norms, see:  Jocelyn Vaughan and Timothy Dunne, “Leading 
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International Affairs, Vol. 89, No. 5 (2013); Timothy Dunne and Jess Gifkins, “Libya and the State of 
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States congress were particularly alarmed at the idea of an intervention based on a 

normative principle. 

Indeed, there was tacit recognition within the House of Representatives that the 

impetus for the mission had largely come from within the UN and had been the result of 

efforts by Samantha Power. For instance, Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, the Chairman of the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, presented this criticism to then Deputy Secretary of State 

James Steinberg:  

Whether we agree or disagree with the decision to intervene in Libya, concerns 
have now been raised across both sides of the aisle about implied future obligations 
under the Responsibility to Protect, a vague concept first articulated in a UN 
General Assembly Resolution more than one year ago, which the UN has endorsed 
but failed to define. Reports that the Senior Director of Multilateral Affairs on the 
National Security Council Staff, Samantha Power, reportedly helped lead the 
charge to intervene in Libya based upon this principle – over the objection of 
military planners – only compounds these concerns. Some Americans therefore 
question whether we have assumed obligations to forcibly respond to crises 
everywhere, including Ivory Coast, Sudan, or Syria.233  

With respect to the theory, then, although the European failure ultimately prompted the US 

to intervene, the impetus for action in Libya largely emanated from several departments 

within the UN at the urging of a regional organization – the Arab League. The UN, in this 

case, was able to use its normative and ideational resources to initiate action on the part of 

its membership. Of course, as was discussed in Chapter IV, a UN call for action does not 

necessarily translate into action. But again, interested actors within the Obama 

administration also helped make this possible. Interestingly, it appeared that the hesitation 

on the part of some US members of congress stemmed from a perceived potential loss of 
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sovereignty over foreign policy decisions, with officials in the American government not 

wanting to be tied to an international normative and legal framework.  

Of course, not every person within the administration shared the same hesitation 

over military intervention in Libya. Although there was little interest in imposing a military 

solution in Libya in the highest ranks of the Obama administration, there were several key 

individuals who played a central role in advocating for a military operation into Libya. 

While the president and vice-president expressed reluctance at making any clear 

commitments to an intervention, both Samantha Power and Susan Rice continued to push 

senior officials on the issue of intervention. Given the rhetoric that Gaddafi had been 

espousing and, not to mention the escalating violence in cities like Benghazi and Tripoli, 

there was concern among those favouring an intervention that inaction would result in a 

humanitarian crisis and what they saw as a looming, but avoidable, massacre. Both 

Samantha Power, Susan Rice, and especially Hillary Clinton in the final hours, played a 

central role within the Obama administration in framing the issue as one that could not be 

ignored.234 “As in most organizations the framing of problems and solutions is critical to 

the outcome of decision making at the UN Security Council.”235  

What, then, are the implications for the theory being developed in this study? In 

large part, the shift in American foreign policy demonstrates that international, and even 

regional organizations, and the conventions and norms that they embody, can have an 

influence on the decision-making processes of powerful states as well as international 
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organizations. Hillary Clinton, appearing before a Congressional subcommittee, noted that 

in the absence of international authorization, the United States would not intervene, stating 

that:  

We are looking to see whether there is any willingness in the international 
community to provide any authorization for further steps. I am one of those who 
believes that, absent international authorization, the United States, acting alone, 
would be stepping into a situation whose consequences are unforeseeable.236 

 

That multilateral and international effort was the only option that had fairly broad 

support within the Democratic wing of the US Congress.237 Rep. Adam Schiff, in 

particular, affirmed his support in saying that “I concur completely with the idea that 

we need to do whatever we do with respect to Libya in concert with the international 

community.”238 Republicans who controlled the House, however, were openly hostile 

to the idea. In spite of broad international support for the operation, however, the 

Obama administration was never actually able to secure congressional support for 

the operation at home; it also appears that he made relatively little effort to do so too, 

consulting congress only twice throughout the duration of the operation.239 In spite 

of the absence of congressional support, Obama cited on numerous occasions the 

																																																								
236 United States Government Publishing Office, “State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs 
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 170 

protection of civilians under Chapter VII of the UN Charter to justify the operation.240 

What is most interesting here is that legitimacy accrued within an international 

organization, which is then subsequently imparted on its membership, can have an 

impact on the manner in which states perceive the range of policy options available 

to them, even when the domestic situation is unfavourable to those same options. Of 

course, the theory however, again acknowledges that states are the final arbiters with 

respect to their foreign policy, therefore making it difficult to say whether or not UN 

pressure, if it were not for individuals like Samantha Power and Susan Rice, would 

have been sufficient to instill a shift in U.S. proclivities towards a military 

intervention. Both Power and Rice, in this sense, can be seen as taking part in a form 

of organizational activism. Although the two were not employed by the UN, their 

influence inside of the Obama administration helped shift US preferences towards a 

UN solution. Power’s consistent defence of R2P, for example, made it likely that she 

would support a UN solution, whereas Rice’s institutional linkages also made the 

UN the most attractive framework.  

The American public had also been fairly negative towards the idea of 

becoming involved in another war in the Middle East and North Africa. As such, the 

humanitarian framing of the crisis, and the idea that America would be ‘leading from 

behind’ made a potential mission more palatable. That being said, however, it is 

interesting to note that while a multilateral mission could not have taken place 

without the US, it also arguable that it could not have taken place without the UN. 
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With support from the UN, Obama was given international approval to deploy force 

even in the face of domestic opposition, in particular the absence of congressional 

support while also facing Republican opposition. This seemingly indicates that 

international authorization for the use of force is perhaps more important than 

domestic support.241 

The importance of the US position in relation to the unfolding crisis in Libya 

cannot be understated. The absence of clear preferences, as well as the proximity of 

several individuals within the Obama administration to the UN, meant that 

international and regional actors were able to exert influence on the framing of the 

conflict and were able to play an agenda-setting role. It is unlikely that UN support 

alone would have been sufficient to alter US preferences; the deciding factor, instead, 

was the influence of individuals within the Obama administration who supported a 

UN resolution as well as military intervention. The remainder of the chapter, 

therefore, is devoted to interrogating the nexus between domestic and international 

political authority more closely, with a specific look at the behaviour of international 

organizations as the crisis in Libya was unfolding. As was the case with the previous 

chapter, however, it is helpful to first cover in brief the major historical events leading 

up to the eventual military intervention in Libya.  
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Background to the Conflict 

Throughout the first half of the twentieth century, Western interests in Libya would 

frequently intersect with Libya experiencing a number of foreign interventions and 

occupations, at the hands of the Italians, British, and Americans. During the Second World 

War, as part of Operation Torch, Libya came to be a central strategic point for the Allied 

powers. British occupation of Libya ultimately lasted until 1951, when Libya gained its 

independence under the rule of King Idris. King Idris would govern the country for 

eighteen years until a military coup, under the leadership of Muammar Gaddafi, would 

remove him from power. The relationship between Libya and the United States had been 

troubled throughout Gaddafi’s rule. Following independence, Western interest in Libya 

had remained relatively muted. Following the Gaddafi-led coup, however, relations with 

most Western powers came to be severely strained.  

In spite of this, European and American markets formed the bulk of Libya’s export 

market, which was based primarily upon oil, with Italy, France, Germany, and Spain being 

the primary consumers. Following the La Belle nightclub bombing in Germany and the 

bombing of the French UTA Flight 722 in 1989, relations between Libya and Europe 

deteriorated quickly. America-Libya relations fared no better. In 1986, for instance, 

American warplanes bombed a number of targets in the country in retaliation for the 

bombing of a discotheque in Germany. Despite this troubled relationship, Gaddafi would 

remain in power until 2011 when, as part of the broader political phenomenon which came 

to be known as the Arab Spring and following a violent civil war and foreign military 

intervention, he was removed from power and ultimately captured and killed by rebel 

forces.  
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The lead-up to the eventual outbreak of violence and descent into civil war, 

culminating in the removal of Gaddafi, began in early February. As part of the broader 

Arab Spring phenomenon, and noting the relative (at that time) success that other states 

had in demanding improvements in human rights, economic reform, and regime change, 

protests in the eastern Libyan city of Benghazi began on 14 February 2011. In a matter of 

days, however, violence had begun to taint the demonstrations as both sides doubled down 

on their demands.242 Although the conventional account, according to Alan Kuperman, was 

that Gaddafi initiated the violence by ordering his forces to shoot protestors who, up until 

that point had been peaceful, Kuperman instead suggests that the protests were violent from 

day one and that both Gaddafi’s forces and the protestors were to blame. Nevertheless, the 

intensity of the violence reached new heights when fresh clashes on 17 February 2011 left 

fourteen people dead.243 Sensing a potential ‘changing of tides’ for his regime, Gaddafi 

sought to put an end to the protests and to quash calls for his removal through a security 

crackdown. A defining moment in the crisis came when two Libyan UN Diplomats turned 

against the regime. Ibrahim Dabbashi who, at the time was Libya’s Permanent 

Representative to the UN, turned against Gaddafi, was seen as being instrumental in 

convincing other members of the Security Council that action needed to take place, 

warning that mass-killing against rebel and civilian populations were imminent.  
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Security, Vol. 38, No. 1 (2013): 106-109. See also: Alan J. Kuperman, “Obama’s Libya Debacle: How a 
Well-Meaning Intervention Ended in Failure,” Foreign Affairs, No. 94, No. 2 (2015):  
243 Al Jazeera, “’Day of Rage’ Kicks off in Libya,” 17 February 2011, Retrieved from: 
http://www.aljazeera.com/news/africa/2011/02/201121755057219793.html 



 

 174 

Organizational Activism: Framing the Conflict 

The events on 17 February 2011, which had been dubbed a “Day of Rage” by 

protestors, would come to play a significant role in the ensuing civil war and foreign 

intervention.244 Official statements from UN personnel, during the early days of the 

conflict, played an integral role in helping to frame the events in Libya as consisting of 

gross violations of human rights as well as crimes against humanity – effectively helping 

place the issue on an already crowded UNSC agenda. Both UN Secretary General Ban Ki-

moon, as well as the UN High Commissioner on Human rights Navi Pillav, were among 

the first to speak out against the Gaddafi regime and demanded an end to the violence. For 

instance, during his trip to Los Angeles on 21 February 2011, just days after the protests in 

Libya turned violent, Ban Ki-moon expressed his outrage to reporters, stating that the 

violence was “unacceptable” and that the “violence against demonstrators must stop.”245 

At the same time, Navi Pillay warned early on that loyalist forces were deliberately 

targeting and attacking civilians and that “the widespread and systematic attacks against 

the civilian population may amount to crimes against humanity.”246 Given its mandate on 

humanitarian issues, the UN was better positioned to assert its authority over humanitarian 

issues than any other organization, and as such played a crucial role in influencing the 
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subsequent decision-making process. Indeed, much of the framing and agenda-setting 

undertaken by the UN drew largely from its normative and legal foundations.  

Ultimately, it would be within the legal and moral foundations of the United 

Nations that military intervention into Libya would be decided. The norms informing the 

intervention had been codified in international law some six years prior when states 

gathered at the UN-hosted World Summit in 2005. In setting out clear guidelines for the 

use of Chapter 7 powers, the agreement reached between states at the 2005 Summit:  

unanimously declared that all states have a responsibility to protect their citizens 
from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity and that 
they stood prepared to ‘take collective action in cases where national authorities 
‘are manifestly failing to protect their populations from these four crimes.247 

 

Although when speaking specifically about the text of Resolution 1973 it is important to 

recognize, as Engelbrekt notes, that the resolution itself “contains no explicit mention of 

the Responsibility to Protect.” In spite of this, he goes on to say that: “hardly anybody 

disputes that the R2P norm constitutes the key doctrine behind the outcome.”248 With the 

invocation of R2P, and a change in American foreign policy interests, the conditions were 

set for a military intervention. The only question that then arose was what the particular 

configuration of the intervention might look like. 
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The protection of civilian life served as the legitimizing normative framework for 

international action in Libya and Gaddafi’s response to the protests had attracted the 

attention of a number of international and regional security organizations. Senior officials 

within both the UN and the EU condemned the regime and called on Gaddafi to end the 

violence. They also urged Gaddafi to acquiesce to the, what they described as legitimate, 

demands of the protestors. Dissatisfied with the stubbornness of the Gaddafi regime and 

after roughly one week of escalating violence against the civilian population, French 

President Nicolas Sarkozy began pushing for military action. At the same time, members 

of the Arab League and numerous Libyan diplomats at the UN urged that the UNSC 

become involved in order to end the violence against the demonstrators. By early March, 

and following reports that Gaddafi was targeting his own population with airstrikes, 

discussions emerged within the UNSC about the possibility of imposing a NFZ over Libya.  

Amid the calls for a humanitarian mission from Libya’s UN diplomats, the question 

arose of what ought to be done about the situation. That the impetus for a humanitarian 

mission or military intervention into Libya began with Libyan UN diplomats is noteworthy, 

given the information deficit that other member-states were experiencing, as well as the 

Council itself with respect to the situation unfolding in Tripoli. These diplomats, with clear 

understandings of both the UN and the crisis in Libya, were among the best placed to 

inform and drive action. The information deficit was also compounded by the fact that 

Lebanon, serving a limited term, was the only Arab country on the Security Council at the 

time. And, the relationship that Lebanon had with Libya, much like the rest of the members 

of the Security Council, had been pretty poor throughout Gaddafi’s reign. As such, it is 

unsurprising that the earliest reports of violence, and an urging of action, emanated from 
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Libyan diplomats serving at the UN. It also makes sense that the earliest forms of 

condemnation against Gaddafi originated from the Arab diplomats who were closely 

connected to the UN.  

Security organizations can have a significant impact on the framing of an emerging 

crisis. Organizational leaders may then choose to frame the narrative in such a way that 

either helps position the organization to be ready for action, or they may attempt to distance 

themselves from the crisis as well, depending on what its membership is considering. In 

this, the organizations have a degree of autonomy in declaring what constitutes a crisis and 

what does not, since it falls to them to decide how the organization will position itself in 

relation to the crisis. In so doing though, it is important to keep in mind that they are not 

necessarily speaking on behalf of their membership, but are doing so as leaders of their 

respective organizations. Thus, when Ashton was urging EU member states to use caution 

and to find a political resolution, there was a good degree of frustration within the EEAS 

of the paradoxically unilateral and multilateral approach that France was taking.  

To this end, Anders Fogh Rasmussen himself had made a number of contradictory 

statements with respect to potential NATO involvement, first indicating that NATO had 

no intention to become involved in the crisis, but then acknowledging shortly after that if 

NATO were to play a part in it, they would need a clear international legal basis to do so.249 

Yet, by this point, a number of staff within the U.S. mission to NATO had already begun 

drafting plans for a potential NATO takeover – a position that was apparently far more 
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advanced than the position of senior officials within the Obama administration, including 

that of Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates.  

Negotiating the Lead: NATO, the EU, and Resolutions 1970/1973 

Days after Gaddafi’s security crackdown, and with discussions whirling about the 

possibility of a no-fly zone, EU foreign ministers met in Brussels on 21 February 2011 to 

discuss potential courses of action. Only five days later, on 26 February, the UNSC, after 

meeting with representatives of the Arab League on 22 February, voted unanimously to 

pass Resolution 1970. Resolution 1970 was a significant milestone with respect to the 

international community’s response to Libya. The resolution, which not only demanded of 

the Gaddafi regime an “immediate end to the violence and calls for steps to fulfill the 

legitimate demands of the population,”250 also included a number of sweeping measures 

intended to reduce the capacity of the regime, including: an arms embargo, travel ban, and 

the freezing of assets. Most notably, perhaps, is that in addition to the various political and 

economic sanctions that were written into the resolution, it also included referral to the 

International Criminal Court (ICC) on the basis that crimes against humanity had taken 

place.251 With the situation in Libya gaining international attention, Libyan opposition 

forces were galvanized into action and one day after the adoption of UNSCR 1970, rebel 

forces declared the creation of a National Transitional Committee (NTC). Although the 

international community, through the UN, had taken one step closer to intervening in the 
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conflict following the passing of Resolution 1970, military intervention in the region still 

appeared to be a fairly remote possibility.  

The key change with respect to military intervention occurred a few weeks later 

when, on 12 March 2011, Youssef bin Alawi bin Abdullah, head of the Arab League, called 

upon the UN to impose a no-fly zone over Libya. The fact that the head of the Arab League 

was calling for military action was a significant development for the future of foreign 

intervention in the country, given that the Arab League possessed a high degree of regional 

legitimacy, with membership comprising twenty-two Middle East and North African 

states. A tacit endorsement of military action from the regional organization necessarily 

meant that a military solution had some regional support, thus helping brush away 

perceptions that military intervention was a purely Western-imposed solution. In turn, a 

complicated network of organizational legitimacy developed in the early days of the 

conflict: regional support was first granted from the Arab League, which helped place the 

United Nations in a position to grant legitimacy to its membership. The significance of the 

request was not lost on those in the UN. Once the request came in, the British ambassador 

to the UN at the time, Sir Mark Lyall Grant, noted that: “If you get a regional organization 

pressing for a particular course of action in the council, then that has a disproportionate 

influence.”252 The fact that a military operation had what could arguably be characterized 

as both local and regional support, meant that any intervention into Libya would be 
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regarded as legitimate. The request made from the head of the Arab League coupled with 

the defection of two high profile Libyan UN diplomats meant that the political momentum 

for a form of intervention was beginning to quickly gain traction. Within UN circles, this 

political momentum was picked up on by British and French diplomats, who had already 

been more eager than their allies to find a solution. Adler-Nissen and Pouliot describe the 

situation rather aptly in noting that:  

As part of their struggle for competence, the British and French representatives 
also managed to twist UN procedures to their advantage. The most striking 
example, which diplomats said ‘contributed to the ability to pass Resolutions 1970 
and 1973,’ is the defection of Libya Deputy Permament Representative Ibrahmi 
Dabbashi on 21 February. Obtained through ‘lobbying,’ this event allowed the P3 
‘to say: “Clearly the Libyan people want this [intervention].’”253  

Although there was emerging consensus that something had to be done to end the violence 

in Libya, controversy remained about what form that would take. The political sensitivities 

surrounding NATO involvement remained and the idea of an NFZ continued to be 

controversial. Prior to the passing of Resolution 1973, which came four days after the Head 

of the Arab League’s request for an NFZ, it still seemed unlikely that NATO would be 

undertaking another military operation only a few weeks later.254 This is partly due to the 

fact that as British and French diplomats took the lead on formulating a response, the 

French had continued to push for a solution within the EU. At this thought, the EU High 

Representative Catherine Ashton, wanting to defend her vision of the EU as an 

international actor, had begun to express her uneasiness with respect to the idea of a 

military intervention under the banner of the EU.  
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Owing to the institutional design of the EU, rifts were beginning to appear within 

several key institutions. The EEAS, finding itself in the uncomfortable position of being 

tied to both the Council and the Commission, meant that it was frequently receiving 

conflicting reports and directives about potential solutions. Power struggles within the EU 

itself – what can perhaps be termed as intra-organizational rivalry – significantly impaired 

the EU’s ability to demonstrate its relevance on the international stage. Institutional barriers 

within the EU also meant that the EEAS was not able to prove even to its membership that 

it was a viable actor. Nonetheless, within the EEAS there was hope that a political-military 

mission carried out under an EU flag would help avoid some of the potential pitfalls of a 

NATO-led campaign. An EU mission, it was thought, would not have the same negative 

connotations as that of a NATO mission.255 The EU, at least in their eyes, was a fairly 

neutral institution and did not possess the same political and military baggage that NATO 

did as a result of nearly a decade and a half of fighting in Afghanistan. The French as well 

opposed the handover of the mission to NATO on the basis that NATO was a “purely 

military organization.”256 Of course, given the position that France ultimately took towards 

the intervention, one can be rightfully skeptical that this was the main source of objection 

regarding a NATO takeover.  

The position of the EU vis-à-vis the conflict became more precarious still when, 

less than two weeks after opposition forces established the NTC, the French government 

on 10 March 2011 unilaterally recognized the authority of the NTC in Libya; it would be 

nearly a month later before any other European power recognized the authority of the NTC, 
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and a full four months before the Americans did so.257 The French decision to unilaterally 

recognize the NTC is explained, in part, by the French eagerness to take the lead on any 

potential future military operations, with the EU acting as its main toolkit. The French 

decision to recognize the NTC is notable for a few reasons, not the least of which is because 

the decision was made without consulting either its European allies or the EU leadership 

and largely upset others. Although still early on in the crisis, the French position towards 

the NTC would begin a pattern that would characterize its relationship with the rest of the 

EU throughout the crisis.258 Disagreement between the organization and its member-states 

took place not only behind closed doors, but in public statements as well. Ashton in 

particular had been eager to see a political resolution to the crisis, but one that recognized 

the long-term consequences and not just the short-term, high-impact decisions. Expressing 

frustration in the French decision, for example, Ashton was quoted as saying that: “We 

cannot unilaterally rush into recognizing groups.”259  

When the possibility of an NFZ began to be discussed by British Prime Minister 

David Cameron and French President Nicolas Sarkozy, the European Union High 

Representative Catherine Ashton had cautioned both heads of state, urging them to 

consider the potential loss of civilian life in enforcing the no-fly zone as well as of direct 

military action. In private discussions with the two heads of state, she was also reportedly 

																																																								
257 The Italians recognized the NTC on 4 April 2011, while the Americans delayed the decision to do so until 
15 July 2011. Interestingly, although the United Kingdom took the lead with France on the military 
intervention in Libya, the UK waited until 27 July 2011 before recognizing the authority of the transitional 
government. The position of the Italians in this case as they had been attempting to maintain some degree of 
positive relations between the Gaddafi government. Indeed, on 29 March 2011 had begun establishing plans 
and looking for states to host Gaddafi should he choose to go into exile.  
258 Alan Cowell and Steven Erlanger, “France Becomes First Country to Recognize Libyan Rebels,” The New 
York Times, 10 March 2011. Available at: http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/11/world/europe/11france.html  
259 BBC News, “France Recognizes Rebels as Government,” BBC News, 10 March 2011. Available at: 
http://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-12699183 
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heard to have said “hold your horses” to David Cameron himself.260 Although both heads 

of state were pushing for an EU-military option in this case, Ashton, in her capacity as 

High Representative, resisted. One interviewee, who had worked with Ashton on the Libya 

crisis, indicated that her resistance to a military option was unsurprising, as it was known 

within the EEAS that Ashton tended to favour political solutions over military options and 

was rather “anti-military” in this regard.261 Although limited in her ability to affect policy, 

the personal proclivities of an organization’s leadership can impinge upon the decision-

making process. In this, Ashton saw in the EU an opportunity to make a sustainable, long-

term, and politically oriented commitment to Libya, which ran contrary to the more short-

term thinking of many of the member-states who were, at that time, pushing for military 

action.262  

As the conflict unfolded, Ashton had made a number of efforts to try and shape the 

crisis as a political-military problem, rather than a military-political problem. In doing so, 

she continuously stressed that any solution required a long-term commitment. When asked 

if this was unusual for a representative of the EU, interviewees indicated that it was not 

common, but that it was not necessarily unusual and that an organization’s leaders “can 

declare what a crisis is independent of the member-states, but she [Ashton] speaks for the 

																																																								
260 The San-Diego Union Tribune, “Arab League asks UN for no-fly zone over Libya,” 12 March 2011. 
Available at: http://www.sandiegouniontribune.com/sdut-arab-league-asks-un-for-no-fly-zone-over-libya-
2011mar12-story.html See also: James MacKenzie and Justyna Palawak, “EU Stops Short on Libya No-Fly 
Zone, Air Strikes” 11 March 2011. Available at: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-libya-eu-summit-
idUSTRE72A6DI20110311?mod=related&channelName=worldNews  
261 Two interviewees at the EUMS confirmed this independently.  
262 It is difficult, in this case, to ascertain to what extent this personality clash had any real impact on the 
decision-making process. Council and Commission negotiations with respect to Libya are not publicly 
available, and interviewees were either unwilling or unable to comment.  
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EU.”263 But Ashton was “reluctant to embrace the idea, as she alluded to it as a proposal 

put forward by the Political Security Committee (PSC) and not herself.”264 For the sake of 

simplicity, the positions of the various states are summarized in the following two tables: 

 

Table 6.1 – Key State Positions – Pre-UNSCR 1973 

State Position 

United States Anti-Intervention 

France  Pro-Intervention (Pro-EU) 

United Kingdom Pro-Intervention (Pro-EU / NATO) 

Germany Anti-Intervention (Anti-NATO) 

Italy Anti-Intervention (Anti-NATO / Anti-EU 

Turkey Anti-Intervention (Anti-NATO) 

Table 6.2 - Key State Positions Post-UNSCR 1973 

State Position 

United States Pro-Intervention (NATO) 

France Pro-Intervention (Pro-EU / Anti-NATO) 

United Kingdom Pro-Intervention (Pro-NATO) 

Germany Neutral - Abstained 

Italy Pro-Intervention (Pro-NATO) 

Turkey Pro-Intervention (Pro-NATO) 

The organizational response to the the Libya crisis demonstrates that organizations can  

shape behaviour not only once a conflict is underway, but can play a vital role in helping 

define the initial responses to a conflict as well. Although France took the lead on the 

response to Libya, pressure from the UNSG encouraged the UNSC to act, while on the EU 

																																																								
263 Jeffrey Rice, “Interview with Senior European Union Military Staff officer,” May 2016.   
264 Katarina Engberg, The EU and Military Operations: A Comparative Analysis, (Abindgon, UK: Routledge, 
2015): p. 153.  
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side, there was clear resistance from Ashton.265  Representatives of the organization can 

therefore call to attention as well as raise awareness for a specific issue, leading to the 

possibility of action that might otherwise remain unnoticed.  

Organizational Interactions: Survival and Relevance 

The EU Failure 

In spite of the stakes that presented themselves for the EU, it was ultimately decided 

that NATO would assume command of the mission. This is all the more peculiar given that 

the former NATO SG, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, had publicly supported an EU mission, 

stating that: “I would appreciate it if the EU could take the initiative on the delivery of 

humanitarian aid [as] NATO has no intention to play a leading role.”266 By this point, the 

coalition campaign had been ongoing for nearly two weeks and the American 

administration was eager to see a transfer of the mission to a NATO umbrella. The reason 

behind the shift in position toward NATO was informed by practicality as well as ideational 

concerns. The NATO command structure meant that air operations would be sustainable 

in the absence of a strong American presence.267 As well, given the concerns that many in 

the Obama administration still had about intervention, the inclusion of NATO also 

presented an opportunity for ‘risk-sharing’ and that the inclusion of NATO meant it was 

																																																								
265 Camille Grand, “The French Experience: Sarkozy’s War?” in Karl Mueller (ed.) Precision and Purpose 
in the Libyan Civil War, (Rand Corporation, 2015).  
266 The Guardian, “Libya Conflict: EU Awaits UN Approval for Deployment of Ground Troops,” the 
Guardian, 18 April 2011. Available at: https://www.theguardian.com/world/2011/apr/18/libya-conflict-eu-
deployment-ground-troops  
267 Although moderately tangential to the point being made here, it is worth noting that there is a fairly 
significant push in the EU – from within the EEAS in particular – to develop an EU Operational Headquarters 
with the intent of developing sustainable in-theater capabilities and not needing to necessarily rely on the 
NATO framework as it currently exists due to the Berlin Plus agreement.  
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easier to “bear the risk all together than for one nation to take it.”268 The handover to NATO 

subsequently occurred on 31 March 2011.  

Although the current section offers an explanation for the reasons why an EU-led 

mission failed to materialize, it explains it in such a way so as to provide context for 

understanding what the perceptions of the crisis in the organization were. In large part, 

three key factors played a role in preventing an EU-led mission from occurring. The first 

reason is largely due to the increasing pressure of American interests in any potential 

military solution. People within the American administration with close proximity to the 

UN, as it has been discussed in detail in the previous sections, were able to draw upon the 

normative power resources of the UN to help affect a change in the perceptions that 

President Obama had about military intervention, and they were able to effectively 

capitalize on the degree of importance that several individuals within the UN itself gave to 

the crisis. In doing so, they were effectively able to elevate it to a similar degree of 

importance and to influence others in the Obama administration. Once the Americans 

became involved, an EU-led operation would have been impossible.269 In part, this is due 

to the precarious relationship that Turkey, a member of NATO, has with the EU. As one 

interviewee put it: “When it comes to the EU and NATO, you always have Turkey. Turkey 

is not a member of the EU, but it is a strong member of NATO, so any working with the 

EU on a formal basis is very problematic.”270 However, one could plausibly argue that if 

																																																								
268 Jeffrey Rice, “Interview with Senior Military Officer in the Canadian Delegation at NATO,” Brussels, 
Belgium, June 2016.   
269 It is important to consider, too, that an EU-led operation would have necessarily meant the exclusion of 
Turkey, since Turkey is not a member of the EU. The inability to share information between the EU and 
NATO would have severely constrained EU efforts.  
270 Jeffrey Rice, “Interview with member of the EUMS,” Brussels, 2016.  
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the EU would have been more successful in formulating a response, the Americans may 

not have had to become involved, in a significant way, in the first place. This leads to the 

second factor: institutional design.  

Institutional design had a significant impact on the ability for the EU to muster a 

response. Although the EEAS lies within the CSDP, it is precariously positioned between 

both the Council and the Commission – a relationship that has historically been 

characterized by conflict. Indeed, one NATO official familiar with the EU remarked on the 

following:  

You’ll find that with both NATO and the EU, you’ll find there’s a very strong 
ethos to the organization and especially the Commission, the European 
Commission, you know people are loyal to the Commission and to the European 
Union rather than their national-states, even though the Commissioners are each 
given by their national state. Each member-state provides one commissioner and 
that’s supposed to be that states’ eyes and ears on what’s going on in the 
Commission, but if you go to the director general down, I’ve found people to be 
extremely loyal to the EU and to that ideal. And the same is true at NATO.271  

When the situation began to deteriorate in Libya and discussion of a military intervention 

was beginning to gain traction, EU foreign ministers met on 12 March 2011 and were 

presented with a Concept of Operations document (CONOPS) that was drafted by the 

EEAS.272 Prior to this, the EEAS had been tasked, largely at the urging of the French, to 

draft a Political Framework for Crisis Approach document (PFCA), which is ordinarily 

done by a single individual – though the Commission may offer its input at any time. Once 

a crisis is declared by both the organization and its membership, a crisis board is again 

setup with input from the Commission. At this time, considerable autonomy is afforded to 

																																																								
271 Jeffrey Rice, “Interview with Senior Member of NATO’s International Staff,” June 2016.  
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the EEAS as the drafting of the documents at this stage occurs entirely within the EU 

without input from the member-states. However, it must be noted that although the 

organization is afforded a high degree of autonomy, this autonomy does not always 

translate into agreed upon outcomes. The peculiar design of crisis response planning within 

the EU is partly to blame for this, whereby the Council and Commission, although they are 

part of the same organization, do not necessarily coordinate with one another.273 And, while 

the Council must approve the documents, at various stages, drafted within the EEAS, the 

operational documents being developed by the EEAS are done so only with input from the 

Commission. Once the PFCA has been drafted by the EUMS, either the PSC or the Council 

can then decide on whether it chooses to task the development of a Crisis Management 

Concept (CMC), which is done by the Crisis Management Planning Directorate (CMPD) 

of the EEAS. If either the PSC or the Council task the development of a CMC, a Military 

Strategic Options document is drafted within the EUMS that is then sent along to the 

EUMC, PSC, and later to the Council. The same linear sequence happens for the 

subsequent stages, which includes the drafting of an Initiating Military Directive (IMD), a 

CONOPS, and finally an Operations Plans (OPLAN).274 Interestingly, once the planning 

reaches the CONOPS stage, those within the EEAS who initially drafted the preceding 

																																																								
273 Physical geography, it was often said, was partly to blame for the antagonistic relationship between the 
two. Whereas permanent staff and national delegations share a single space at NATO HQ just outside of 
Brussels, the Commission, Council, and EEAS are all housed in separate buildings within Brussels. The lack 
of sharing of space meant that EU representatives and member-state representatives rarely engaged or 
interacted with one another on a day-to-day basis, meaning that the personal relationships which are so vital 
in forging consensus and agreement within these types of organizations, was severely lacking.  
274 There are a total of six stages in the EU crisis management procedures decision making process. These 
six stages are: the drafting of the PFCA, the CMC, the Military Strategic Option (MSO), the IMD, the 
CONOPS, and finally the OPLAN. Rules of Engagement (ROE) are decided upon at the same stage as the 
drafting of the OPLAN.   
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documents are left out of further planning and are no longer consulted or kept up to date 

with respect to the direction and status of the mission.  

The giving and taking away of autonomy means that throughout the process, the 

EEAS simultaneously benefits from a wide degree of autonomy which is then taken away 

during approval stages. The dual-hatted nature of this process has the effect, as one member 

of the EUMS described it, as creating a situation of “serious office politics.”275 In spite of 

this, there was a sense of urgency within the EEAS to address the Libyan crisis, but there 

was at the same time pessimism and skepticism about the possibility of the mission actually 

taking place.  

As Adler-Nissen and Pouliot note: the “failure to establish the EU’s competence 

significantly constrained its influence over the multilateral process.”276 The reasons behind 

the EU’s inability to demonstrate its relevance and value in the crisis in Libya are two-fold. 

First, the design of its foreign policy instrument means that elements found within the 

EEAS, such as the EUMS, fall under the jurisdiction of two different institutional branches: 

the Commission and the Council, both of whom have the tendency to battle for control 

over its component parts. On the one hand, the EEAS reports to the Council, but on the 

other hand is also led by the High Representative. The role of the EUMS is further troubled 

by the fact that it has, what one EU interviewee described as “two masters,”277 in that it 

																																																								
275 Jeffrey Rice, “Interview with a former Senior Military Officer of the EUMS,” May 2016. It is also 
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agreed policies, without prejudice to the responsibility of the Presidency and the Commission. 
276 Adler-Nissen and Pouliot, 2014, 905. 
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reported both to the European Union Military Committee (EUMC) who responds directly 

to the Council, as well as to the head of the European External Action Service (EEAS). 

Coordination is made all the more difficult within the EU Command Structure due to high 

levels of competition that exist between both the Commission and the Council. Although 

the Council is comprised of the member-states, funding for the EEAS comes through the 

Commission.  

This need to demonstrate competency and relevance was noted by a number of 

interviewees. In particular, a former brigadier-general, who served on the EUMS at the 

time of the War in Libya, noted:  

I can understand this, organization needs to survive and to adapt and to ensure that 
they stay relevant and things like that. And that’s the viewpoint of individuals 
working in that organization for quite some time. And there was the tendency to 
identify yourself with that organization. But I think that these organizations, if we 
talk realpolitik, these organizations are also instruments in the hands of whom? In 
the hands of those who have power. And they use the instruments, and they select 
the instruments to serve their interests. But of course, I can see tomorrow … I’m 
nominated as Secretary-General of NATO, I will keep that language; I have to 
keep my organization alive.278 

But, depending upon the organization, the risks and need for survival vary depending 

upon the department being analyzed. For example, with respect to the EU and the 

failure to muster a response to Libya, the same brigadier-general noted that although 

the mission may have posed a threat to the CSDP, it did not necessarily pose a threat 

to the organization itself. Thus, when speaking about organizational survival, there 

is an element of intra-organizational survival that also needs to be considered. For 

																																																								
278 Jeffrey Rice, “Brigadier-general Jo Coelmont,” May 2016.   



 

 191 

example, when asked about the possibility that the EU faced an existential crisis as a 

result of the failure to act in Libya, the brigadier-general went on to say:  

If we talk about the European Union, this is something else. It’s a whole range of 
policies; it goes from economy, finance, whatever. It’s migration more and more, 
up to crisis-management; preventive; post-conflict; and even intervening. For the 
European Union’s question of relevance, the military is but one, because the idea 
that ESDP has to stay in business or the whole EU construction will no longer be 
relevant. That’s not true.”279 

These same intra-organizational dynamics, especially with respect to funding, were also 

evident in NATO. One member of the US mission to NATO, who had also served with the 

IS, for example, noted the following:  

The job of the international secretariat is to find consensus, so we don’t hold 
national positions [and] at NATO when you join the NATO staff you take an oath 
to the Secretary-General; you take an oath to the Secretary-General and to the 
organization and you also sign a code of conduct, and the code of conduct states 
that you will serve, [sic] you will put the interests of the organization first and you 
will not pursue national interests. Does it work in one hundred percent of the 
cases? No … but ... I have personally found that most people are really good about 
giving independent expert advice and working for the good of the organization 
rather than working for their own national agenda. We do have our own share of 
people in the bureaucracy who fight for their turf and who are nasty towards other 
offices, but it’s almost never with a national bend it’s always sort of their own 
personal aggrandizement and you’ll find that in any bureaucracy.280 

This means, in essence, that there are two chains of command that the decision-making 

process needs to follow. However, unlike NATO, where the NAC approves the final 

decision, within the EU, the PSC and Council become involved at specific steps along the 

way. 281 As one EU official described it: the goal of an organization is to forge consensus 
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[among the member-states] in a manner that benefits the organization.282 Whether Libya 

was a success or not for the EU did not necessarily pose any significant threat to the EU 

itself.283 With respect to intra-organizational competition, however, it did place pressure 

and strains on the military and strategic planning departments and committees within the 

EEAS.   

Like NATO, the goal of the EEAS is essentially to build consensus and agreement 

among its membership in order to demonstrate that the organization has value and is 

adequately equipped to approach a problem and resolve it. Unlike in the case of 

Afghanistan where there was broad international support for a security assistance mission 

from the beginning, there was considerably more reluctance on the part of European states 

to become involved in Libya. Intra-organizational dynamics thus are a factor in the struggle 

for relevance within organizations. But these same struggles are also evident between the 

member-states as well. The difficulty that comes with assessing the position and interests 

of an organization are the same as those in assessing the position and interests of a state. 

Although there is a public face to the organization, often most recognizable by the public 

statements and speeches of the Secretary General or High Representative, there are internal 

divisions within the organizations themselves.  

 

 

																																																								
282 This particular point was confirmed in a number of separate interviews, though the wording itself comes 
from an interview conducted in 2017 with a long-serving member of NATO’s IS, speaking on the condition 
of anonymity.  
283 It is important to remember, however, that the Libya crisis was unfolding at the early stages of the Euro-
Crisis. Thus, there were added pressures placed on the EU at this time. See: Sergio Fabbrini, “The 
European Union and the Libyan Crisis,” International Politics, Vol. 51, No. 2 (2014): 177-180. 
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Short and Long Term Planning 

As the campaign unfolded, tensions between the organizations and their 

memberships once again emerged. Although these tensions were not publicly visible, there 

was a sense of both frustration and urgency within the EU. Once again, this has to do with 

the decision-making procedures of the EEAS, whereby the EUMS and the EUMC offer 

advice to the PSC, who must then seek approval from the Council. Although the position 

of the PSC is slightly more ambiguous with respect to loyalty, interviewees noted, for the 

most part, that civilian and military staff within the EUMS and EUMC had a shared sense 

of loyalty towards the organization.  

The same tensions that were evident in the Afghanistan case, between the short-term 

strategic visions of many member-states and the long-term organizational interests, were 

also evident in the Libya case. On numerous occasions Ashton expressed her concern over 

EU states becoming involved in the region without first developing a plan for creating 

sustainable and durable peace. In a New York Times op-ed, Ashton argued that success was 

not just predicated upon the immediate outcomes of the NATO airstrikes in the days ahead, 

but that “Success requires a strategy for what we do afterwards. I intend to focus my 

discussions on how we rise to that challenge.”284  

Ashton, in a speech to the Commission, urged the member states to consider a long-

term and sustainable solution, saying that:  

I trust that I can count on your support in our collective effort to bring the EU 
together. We cannot afford to think small. We cannot afford inflexibility to get in 

																																																								
284 Catherine Ashton, “What Next in North Africa?” The New York Times, 18 March 2011. Available at: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/19/opinion/19iht-edashton19.html 



 

 194 

our way. We can and must respond in a strategic way. I believe we can make a real 
difference, supporting the people of the region as they shape their own future.285 

A senior ranking EU military officer working on the Libya portfolio at the time also 

expressed his frustration with respect to the short-sightedness of the intervention, stating:  

What you really needed was a politically-designed outcome. Remember what I 
just said to you a few minutes ago? And stick to it! You need to have a roadmap. 
Which, in each and every policy that is needed have a roadmap to make sure that 
you arrive at that politically desired outcome. And it’s always that your impact on 
the terrain is not equal to the sum of the capabilities that you deploy. It’s 
multiplication. If one factor is zero, then that result is zero. And what did we have 
in Libya? The military factor? One hundred percent. Emergency aid? Zero. 
Humanitarian aid? Zero. Development? Zero. Political follow-up? Zero. And if 
you want durable results, it’s the economy. Zero! You’re familiar with math, one 
times zero times zero times zero is ZERO. And in crisis management, there is no 
undo button. You make an error, you have to live with it throughout the crisis, and 
that’s where we are again now.286 

 

France wanted to avoid a strictly military solution and instead favoured a more 

comprehensive approach with heavy input from the EU. The problem is that, in order to do 

so, France took the lead on a number of political decisions without first consulting with its 

EU allies or with the secretariat of the EEAS, forcing key personnel within the EEAS to 

adopt a reactive posture to the French position. The situation was further complicated by 

the consequences of the EEAS force generation process itself, whereby as a result of 

institutional design, the drafting of any EEAS document involves two EU institutions who 

themselves have a history of disagreement: the Commission and the Council.  

The failure of the EU to organize a response has been regarded as a fairly significant 

setback in the EU’s attempts to institutionalize and develop a common foreign policy 
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agenda. The general sentiment within the EEAS at the time was one of frustration and the 

failure to implement an EU-led Libya operation was a source of concern for many. Indeed, 

some had felt that they had been given an impossible task, while others expressed slightly 

more optimism at the idea that the EU could have launched an operation. And, in large 

part, this was the hesitation of Catherine Ashton with respect to the EU getting involved; 

preferring a political resolution over a military resolution.  

In essence, the EU, unlike NATO, was unable to demonstrate its material value 

amid calls for a response to a rapidly escalating crisis. Unfortunately for the EU, although 

it was not able to utilize its crisis-management planning capabilities effectively enough to 

overcome the political barriers associated with member-state interests, many within the EU 

recognized that an EU-led operation would be a value added. At least among several of the 

EU staff, there was a belief that NATO, as a result of its campaign within Afghanistan, had 

a soiled image within the region. The EU, on the other hand, was largely thought to having 

neither a positive or a negative image, thus avoiding some of the potential pitfalls of a 

mission – especially with respect to local perceptions. Indeed, NATO planners were also 

cognizant of this possibility, therefore “no foreign occupation” was added to the official 

mandate of the NATO mission. 

Organizations at War: The Air Campaign 

Instances of organizational rivalry during the War in Libya were far less 

pronounced than those during the war in Afghanistan. Although limited interaction 

between the various organizations once again characterized the campaign, the absence of 

significant rivalry is due, in large part, to the fact that organizations took on more, or less, 

prominent roles at different times during the campaign. Throughout the air campaign, 
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however, the UN once again tried to hold NATO to account, by emphasizing the 

importance of protecting civilian lives and avoiding civilian deaths above all other 

considerations. For example, Ban Ki-moon, in his brief to the UNSC, had made a point to 

emphasize the significance of protecting civilian lives in saying that: “In all my meetings, 

public and private, I took special care to stress that action under Resolution 1973 is 

governed by an over-riding objective to save the lives of innocent civilians.”287 The position 

of the UN throughout the war was of particular significance, given that the NATO 

campaign was taking place under the auspices of Chapter VII of the UN Charter and was 

legitimized by the norm of R2P. In its capacity, then, the UN did take special care to 

investigate any and all allegations of human rights abuses and civilian loss of life.  

To this end, human rights and civilian casualties again proved to be a point of 

contention for both organizations, yet arguably on a much smaller scale. Organizational 

rivalry does not feature as prominently in Libya as it perhaps did in the case of Afghanistan, 

mainly due to the fact that there were fewer overlapping mandates. There were no NATO 

boots on the ground, for example, and the UN mission only began after the bombing 

campaign. Nonetheless, there were points of friction during the campaign. Once the 

direction of the campaign had been decided and the lead given to NATO, the campaign 

itself was a lot less “crowded.” No soldiers had been deployed to the ground and there was, 

unlike in Afghanistan, no interest in engaging in nation-building once Gaddafi had been 

removed. Early efforts to investigate human rights abuses in Libya took place through the 

creation of an independent international commission of inquiry on 25 February 2011. The 
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task of the commission was to investigate all “alleged violations of international human 

rights law in Libya.”288  

Ban Ki-moon on various occasions made efforts to remind UNSC members of the 

primacy of protecting civilian lives in his urging of the “international community to 

continue to exercise full diligence in avoiding civilian casualties and collateral damage.”289 

With reports of civilian casualties coming in during the air campaign, the United Nations 

and the United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) 

established on 22 August 2011 the Independent International Commission of Inquiry on 

Libya (IICIL): 

The Commission concluded that North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) 
conducted a highly precise campaign with a demonstrable determination to avoid 
civilian casualties. On limited occasions, the Commission confirmed civilian 
casualties and found targets that showed no evidence of military utility. The 
Commission was unable to draw conclusions in such instances on the basis of the 
information provided by NATO and recommends further investigation.290 

 

Although interviewees at NATO were largely unaware of the IICIL’s work, the final report 

by the IICIL mentioned that a number of requests had been made, asking that NATO  

clarify a number of events resulting in civilian casualties. At the time of publishing the 

final UN report, no further clarification had been received from NATO and no further 

correspondence had taken place between the two organizations on the issue. Although the 
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report does emphasize the special care that NATO had taken to avoid civilian casualties, 

its conclusion lays bare the findings that it was unable to “determine, for lack of sufficient 

information, whether these strikes were based on incorrect or out-dated intelligence and, 

therefore, whether they were consistent with NATO’s objective to take all necessary 

precautions to avoid civilian casualties entirely.”291 Interestingly, the investigative efforts 

of the Commission did have significance influence on NATO activities. Most notably, on 

20 June 2011, when a NATO airstrike in the Souq al-Jama quarter of Tripoli claimed the 

lives of five civilians and injured eight others. NATO initially responded to the event by 

stating that it was targeting military assets in the area, but following UN investigation on 

the scene later admitted that the explosion was likely caused by an errant bomb.292   

Alternative Explanations 

The main challenge against the theory, again, stems from realism’s state-centric 

understanding of international politics. For the most part, a realist critique towards the 

narrative presented in this current chapter is that the War in Libya was ultimately 

characterized and shaped by the diplomatic preferences of key member states. This 

criticism is particularly relevant in the lead-up to the NATO take-over of the mission. In 

this respect, the final decision to support a mission, and to support a specific configuration 

of the mission, occurred within the foreign ministries of the various member-states. In this 

																																																								
291 Human Rights Council, “Report of the International Commission of Inquiry on Libya,” United Nations, 
2 March 2012. Available at:  
292 Kevin J. Heller, “The International Commission of Inquiry on Libya: A Critical Analysis,” in Jens 
Meierhenrich (ed), International Commissions: The Role of Commissions of Inquiry in the Investigation of 
international Crimes, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016): 4. 
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regard, both NATO and the EU had no say whatsoever in the organizational configuration 

of the conflict.  

At the same time, however, two important points are worth noting that serve to 

address the potential criticism offered by realists. First, key individuals within the Libyan 

administration who had close proximity to the UN were first among the international and 

regional actors to bring to attention the unfolding humanitarian crisis. This proximity to 

the UN enabled their respective diplomats to effectively set the agenda within the UNSC. 

Furthermore, the pleas for assistance and the associated defection of key UN Libyan 

diplomats helped bring the crisis in Libya to the attention of other key figures within the 

UN. UN personnel were then able to help shape the discourse and the framing of the issue 

so as to further elevate it to the attention of key member-states like France and the United 

Kingdom. UN personnel were also among the first to speak out, in moral terms, against the 

Gaddafi regime. In this way as well, the proximity to the UN of key figures within the 

Obama administration helped remove some of the hesitation on the part of President Barack 

Obama and Vice-President Joe Biden to get involved in the crisis.  

In essence, then, it can be argued that the impetus for the mission stemmed from 

key individuals within the UN system. Once the question of whether intervention should 

take place, the attention shifted to the question of how it should take place. At this point, 

then, we see an instance of organizational competition in their bid to demonstrate value 

and relevancy. The ‘double-hatted’ nature of the EEAS meant that it was unable to 

materially demonstrate its value in terms of managing or resolving a crisis, while also being 

unable to institutionally overcome the biggest impediment to intervention: disunity 
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between its membership. As well, there was considerable hesitation on the part of Catherine 

Ashton to see an EU military mission take place.  

Politically, the UN was able to demonstrate its relevance through normative 

symbols and ideational power. NATO, then, was also able to demonstrate its ability to 

facilitate long-term, and large-scale, multilateral warfare. However, not all within NATO 

were convinced of this fact, so it ultimately fell to NATO’s SG, and to key stakeholders – 

the British, in this case – to reassure their allies within the Alliance that the NATO 

operation was sustainable.293  

And, again, instances of organizational rivalry were observed with respect to 

civilian casualties and human rights, though it must be acknowledged that the relationship 

between NATO and the UN during the Libya campaign was far more coordinated and 

amicable than during the War in Afghanistan. In part, this was due to the fact that there 

were simply less opportunities for rivalry to occur between organizations, as well as the 

fact that only fourteen of the twenty-eight NATO states took part in the campaign. NATO 

was operating under a UN mandate with an explicit focus on preventing civilian casualties. 

The organizational hierarchy was thus established in such a way that the normative and 

moralistic foundations of the UN elevated it above that of NATO.  

Liberal institutionalists may also wish to point out the relatively muted role that the 

organizations played. Speaking strictly in terms of outcomes, this may be true, but doing 

so ignores the underlying dynamics from within the organizations. As well, perceptions 
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from within the organization demonstrated loyalty more to the organization than 

necessarily any specific member-state position. Thus, focusing on the perceptions and 

processes from within the organizations and their attempts to demonstrate relevancy may 

be better suited to understanding the manner in which the intervention was negotiated, 

rather than necessarily explaining it.  

Conclusion 

This chapter, and that which preceded it, sought to analyze the positions of various 

international actors – in particular international organizations and their membership – and 

the eventual roles that were established for, and by, the various international organizations 

under scrutiny. The central argument is that the ideational resources that an international 

organization draws from can influence the foreign policy agenda of key member-states. 

With respect to the Libya case study, the United Nations was able to demonstrate its 

relevance and importance by elevating what it saw to be a significant issue to the level of 

international importance. Once the issue was elevated to national importance, a number of 

organizational frameworks were available for states to work through. However, not all 

organizations were equally receptive to the idea of assuming command of the mission, 

which was largely a consequence of personality. Ashton, as it was noted, on various 

occasions urged that the member-states take caution, and as France placed increasing 

pressure on the EU to act, Ashton both publicly and privately expressed her reluctance. 

Drawing upon the legitimacy of both the UN and the concept of R2P, air operations began 

on 24 February 2011. The passing of the no-fly zone presented a scenario of significant 

concern to the UN SG and he saw it as his personal mission to minimize the number of 

civilian casualties in the enforcement of the no-fly one.  
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It was argued that even when organizations are granted autonomy through acts of 

delegation, there are constraints both internal and external to the organization(s) that 

impose limitations on the ability of the secretariat and the permanent staff to operate 

autonomously. Although organizations are afforded a degree of autonomy following an act 

of delegation, that autonomy is hindered by a number of factors: institutional mandate; 

funding sources; formal voting rules; whether the personnel are staffed by the organization 

or the member-state; as well as the size of the secretariat. Autonomy during peacetime and 

wartime does not appear to be a significant indicator with respect to autonomy across 

organizations, but it does appear to matter within organizations.   

Owing to the ideational basis of its mandate, UN authority and autonomy have the 

tendency to extend beyond its material contributions. The UN largely draws its power from 

the authority that is granted to it by its own membership, but also by virtue of the fact that 

the norms that the UN aims to promote are institutionalized, for the most part, within the 

international system more generally. With that in mind, although the UN provides a 

significant amount of value-added capabilities with respect to humanitarian aid and 

development, it also derives much of its legitimacy from its legal and moral basis. As such, 

the UN possesses levels of autonomy that exceed both those of NATO and the EU – even 

though in all three cases the funding structures are roughly comparable. 294 

International organizations can use their position within the international system to 

raise awareness of issues that encompass their mandate. Though raising awareness is, by 

itself, insufficient to prompt action, it does have the effect of placing the issue on what can 

																																																								
294 Given that the EU is a relative newcomer in the area of international crisis-management, the EU has 
largely been reliant upon the UN to help institutionalize its credibility as an international actor. Each of the 
28 CSDP missions have been under taken with a UN mandate, indicating that the EU is unwilling (or perhaps 
unable) to act without international support derived from the UN.   
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sometimes be a rather crowded agenda. Furthermore, structural imperatives vary for 

different organizations depending upon the crisis. One organization may stand to benefit 

quite a bit from a particular course of action, whereas it may be less obvious for another. 

In their attempt to demonstrate organizational relevance, member-states can, on occasion, 

serve as the greatest obstacles to doing so.  
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Chapter VII – Iraq: American Unilateralism in an Age of 
Multilateralism 

“As an original signer of the U.N. Charter, the United States of America is committed to 
the United Nations. And we show that commitment by working to fulfill the U.N.’s stated 

purposes, and give meaning to its ideals.” – George W. Bush, address to the United 
Nations General Assembly, September 23, 2003. 

“I have indicated it [the Iraq War] was not in conformity with the UN Charter from our 
point of view, from the charter point of view, it was illegal.” – Kofi Annan, BBC 

interview September 16, 2004. 

Organizing the Fight 
 

On 22 March 2003, reporters gathered in the Pentagon briefing room, eager to 

receive updates on the situation in Iraq. Days earlier, members of the I Marine 

Expeditionary Force (MEF) crossed into Iraqi territory from their Kuwaiti staging grounds. 

I MEF encountered minimal casualties in the process, but the expeditionary force did 

endure over seventeen days of sustained fighting on their route to Baghdad. In anticipation 

of the ground invasion, the air campaign, intended to soften Saddam Hussein’s ground and 

air defences, was entering into its third day and had largely captured the attention of the 

news media.295 Huddled into the Pentagon press room, Donald Rumsfeld’s Assistant 

Secretary of Public Affairs, Victoria Clarke, had been undergoing a line of intense 

questioning about the campaign. Discussion about the conflict – which had proven 

controversial both domestically and internationally – had been heated. Frustrated at the 

words being used to describe the air campaign and conscious of the controversy 

surrounding the invasion, Clarke snapped at a reporter saying: “You know, let me stop you 

																																																								
295 Michael Gordon and Bernard Trainor, Cobra II: The Inside Story of the Invasion and Occupation of Iraq, 
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for a second. I know I'm not always as careful with words as I should be. It's not a show. 

It's not a game. And I just think people should be really, really careful with the words.”296 

Even in the early days, administration officials were aware that the War in Iraq would be 

as much a conventional war as it would be an ideational war.  

Earlier that week, on 16 March 2003, the leaders of the United States, United 

Kingdom, and Spain convened an emergency meeting in the Azores, a site chosen for its 

symbolism of being a midway point in the trans-Atlantic relationship. At the Summit, 

George Bush and Tony Blair outlined their intention to use military force against Iraq, 

citing the inability of the United Nations to resolve the diplomatic stalemate that had 

characterized the negotiations within the UNSC.297 Both leaders expressed dismay at the 

fact that the UNSC – following the French threat of a veto – was unable to agree on holding 

a second vote but insisted nonetheless that military action against Iraq was justified. In 

effect, the United States had chosen to wage a war without a UNSC mandate and with only 

limited international support. 

 The United Kingdom initially offered significant support for the war effort, 

contributing at one point roughly fourty-six thousand soldiers.298 But, the unpopularity of 

the war was beginning to affect the ‘special relationship’ between the US and the UK, and 

Tony Blair began to face increasing pressure at home. Within a short while, the UK began 

to scale back its commitments. Compared with an initial troop number of 50,000 at the 
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beginning of the invasion (the end of May 2003), British soldiers in Iraq had been reduced 

to under 10,000 by August 2003.299 Although one could argue that the scaling back of 

British soldiers was actually a reflection of the security environment (the Americans were, 

after all, anticipating a short war), US troop numbers rose from 67,000 in 2003 to 143,800 

by 2004.300 Contributions outside of the ‘special relationship’ were significantly worse and 

averaged no more than 4,000. With its attention turned towards Iraq, this chapter asks the 

questions: What are the implications when a lead state chooses to forego an organizational 

framework and to utilize force in such a way that undermines the authority of the 

organizations tasked with maintaining order? How does an organization respond when its 

largest contributor, both in terms of material and political support, temporarily withdraws 

support? The central argument of this chapter is that, in the short term, the United Nations 

system was weakened. However, in the long term, the Iraq War helped strengthen the 

organization by signalling to the United States that, for many of its second-tier allies, the 

absence of a clear UN mandate is sufficient to withhold support. Ultimately, this chapter 

seeks to demonstrate that while powerful states remain sovereign, actions that deviate from 

standards of behaviour will incur costs that may translate into material costs – i.e., 

secondary states may withhold support without a clear international legal mandate.  

In the context of this study, the Iraq War can be treated as somewhat of a negative 

case. In spite of the presence of available organizational frameworks, the United States 

																																																								
299 UK Ministry of Defence, “Annual Reports & Accounts 2003-2004,” Ministry of Defence, Available at: 
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chose to intervene in what can perhaps be best described as a form of ‘minilateralism.’301 

In spite of the fact that Multi National Force-Iraq (MNF-I) consisted of forty-nine states, 

no international organizations were involved in offering material or political support for 

the invasion. Both the UN and NATO – though they were later brought into assist with 

post-war reconstruction – only played a very limited role during the war itself.302 And, 

although the US did initially pursue a multilateral option, the Iraq War ultimately lacked 

an organizational mandate with a rather public spate erupting between the United States 

and other permanent and non-permanent members. Observers on both sides lamented or 

derided the UN as an ineffective organization, having failed to either support the war or 

having failed to stop it. Although few were, at that point, preparing obituaries for the UN, 

a concert of voices on both sides agreed on one point: that the UN had failed. In one sense, 

the UN did fail at its task of channeling and resolving disagreements between great 

powers.303 Indeed, the United States, in essence, was in open defiance on the very 

organization it had helped build in the aftermath of the Second World War. Why did the 

course of the War in Iraq differ so significantly from the other two conflicts?304 And what 

do the negotiations tell us about the position of international organizations in discussions 

relating to the use of force?  

																																																								
301 Sarah Kreps, Coalitions of Convenience: United States Military Interventions After the Cold War, 
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To shed further light on the concept of organizational survival and rivalry, the 

current chapter introduces the final case study. The previous two chapters sought to tell the 

story of how the Wars in Libya and Afghanistan were negotiated with respect to the lead 

organization as well as the roles of different organizations once the situation on the 

battlefield unfolded. The two cases share a number of similarities with respect to the initial 

decision-making process, as well as with respect to organizational dynamics. With this in 

mind, this chapter develops in a slightly different way than from the previous two in that 

only the first two sections of this chapter remain the same. Following an empirical and 

analytical account of the negotiation processes leading up to the conflict in Iraq, attention 

is then focused on the implications of American ‘minilateralism’, to borrow terminology 

from Sarah Kreps. Whereas in the previous chapters the implications for the theory, 

stemming from the American position in the conflict, were discussed prior to the 

negotiations, the significance of American interests in the Iraq War demand that greater 

attention be paid to the negotiations themselves. The chapter diverges, then, by presenting 

this ‘negative’ case study in comparison with the other two conflicts. In doing so, the 

chapter then summarizes the main comparative findings, before concluding.  

Background to the Conflict 

What sets apart the Iraq case study from the previous two, perhaps more than 

anything else, is the degree of sustained interest that American officials had shown in Iraq, 

even prior to the attacks on 9/11. This sustained interest, as will be demonstrated, had 

significant implications regarding the lengths that the Bush administration was willing to 

go in order to realize their interests. Although negotiations regarding potential action 

against Iraq did occur within the UNSC, organizational interests – that is to say, seeing a 
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multilateral solution – were unable to be realized at the outset. Heightened American 

interest in Iraq is evidenced by the fact that military action against the state had taken place 

twice before in the previous decade, each time under American leadership.305 The first Gulf 

War, codenamed Operation Desert Storm, was undertaken in response to the Iraqi invasion 

of Kuwait and took place with broad international support and a UNSC mandate endorsing 

a massive air and ground campaign against Saddam’s forces. Thus, with over a dozen other 

contributing states, the first Gulf War was indeed a massive multilateral effort.306 Although 

Desert Storm was a decisive victory for the international coalition, allied forces stopped 

short of occupying any Iraqi territory, coming roughly within 260 km of Baghdad. Rather 

than occupy any territory, through the passing of UNSCR 687, all members of the UNSC 

agreed on an Iraqi disarmament plan. When Iraq appeared to be in defiance of UNSCR 687 

in 1998, the Americans once again undertook military action against Saddam’s regime, this 

time in the form of a four-day air campaign intended to disrupt and destroy Saddam’s 

weapons program. Plans for a post-Saddam Iraq had also been drafted and discussed at 

length throughout the 1990s and across various administrations.307 The Desert Crossing 

Seminar series – an inter-agency war games series – held in the summer of 1999, sought to 

anticipate and manage a post-Saddam Iraq in the event of an American invasion supported 

by the international community. It must be reiterated that state interests, especially when 
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they are the interests of a superpower, ultimately determine the form that a military 

intervention takes.  

Thus, unlike in the cases of Afghanistan and Libya, where American interest 

peaked in response to international events, American interest in Iraq was already firmly 

entrenched within the administration. It is of little surprise, then, that with the 9/11 attacks, 

administration officials had expressed interest in regime change – an interest that dates 

back further to when Clinton was in office – with hopes that Iraq could serve as a model 

democracy for the rest of the Middle East.  

American Unilateralism and Implications for the Theory 

International organizations are not sovereign entities, and both their legitimacy and 

authority are derived from that which is bestowed upon them by their membership. 

However, when states choose to work outside of the frameworks they themselves helped 

create, they can expect to incur, to some degree, political costs which can jeopardize the 

amount of material support offered by allies.308 Though its foreign relations would be 

severely strained, even if the United States were to suddenly be regarded as illegitimate by 

foreign powers, such perceptions would not negate the fact that the United States still 

possesses armed forces capabilities beyond comparison. That being said, political 

disagreements, as seen within the inability to secure a UNSC resolution after 1441, can 

result in allies withholding support.  

																																																								
308 Costs, of course, do not stem from the organizations themselves. Rather, states that have a vested interest 
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 211 

 The fact that the War in Iraq was undertaken in defiance of the UN demands greater 

nuance of the theory. In this case, the theory being developed would suggest that states will 

draw upon the ideational and material resources of international organizations in order to 

appear in conformity with a prescribed set of actions and behaviour within the international 

system. Given that the United States ultimately invaded another sovereign state in the 

absence of a clear UNSC mandate gives credence to the idea that states will, by and large, 

behave as they see fit irrespective of the prescriptions and normative constraints embodied 

within international organizations. However, two things must be noted: first, the United 

States in the lead-up to the War in Iraq went to considerable effort to appear to be in 

conformity with the UNSC resolutions and disagreement arose between the state and the 

organization with respect to interpretation. Whereas many American officials felt they 

were justified in their actions, with respect to Iraq appearing to be in violation of the UNSC 

Resolution 1441, other members of the UNSC as well as the Secretary General of the UN 

had instead felt that it should have been left to the UNSC to decide the consequences. 

Secondly, and more interestingly for the purposes of this study, is that in a bid to 

demonstrate its relevance, in spite of the fact that it had been sidelined during the initial 

period of the invasion, it ultimately did attempt to assert a degree of authority and 

legitimacy over that of the United States through public declarations by key personnel 

within the UN as well as through UN sanctioned reconstruction efforts. Although, at the 

time, the decision to invade in spite of the absence of a UN mandate did harm the 

organization, it could be argued in many respects that the American eschewing of UN 

support for the war also helped demonstrate the connection between legitimacy and broader 
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international support and even helped bolster the UN system.309 Ian Hurd captures this 

notion rather well in saying that: “there is a striking consensus in IR theory that American 

power is enhanced when it is seen by other states as legitimate.” Legitimacy, in the case of 

Iraq, is tied to compliance with the UN Charter specifically and international law more 

generally. By choosing to forego the UN and a multilateral route, the US missed out on an 

important power resource.310  

Negotiating the Lead 

The Iraq War, therefore, serves as a particularly interesting case for this study, in 

that it highlights the tensions and dynamics that can arise when a powerful state chooses to 

forego an institutional framework and behaves in such a way that defies the normative 

expectations regarding the use of force that it itself had helped establish. IOs, therefore, 

cannot exist without the agreement of its membership to continue to support it. As such, 

continuously demonstrating relevance and ensuring the survival of the organization is a 

key interest of the organization. It must also be reiterated that states establish these 

organizations with the express purpose of helping them manage their affairs, whether for 

some of the more general reasons, such as those specified in Chapter 3, or for the purpose 

of maintaining peace and order, as identified in the UN Charter, to name but one specific 

example. The authority that states invest in these organizations, then, helps to establish a 

set of norms and expectations that are greater than any single state. Thus, as in the case of 
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Iraq, when a state chooses to disregard the norms embodied by an international 

organization, it signals to those within that system that those expectations no longer align 

with that states foreign policy goals.  

An organization can then respond directly to the state in order to demonstrate 

relevance to that particular state, or it can appeal to a broader set of norms in order to 

demonstrate in a much broader context that there are consequences when these 

expectations of behaviour are violated. In the previous two cases, we see organizational 

adaptation and relevance demonstrated through direct appeals to the interests of the lead 

state. Of course, once the organization has ‘won over’ the lead state, space is created for 

the organization to pursue its own interests in a different context. In the case of the Iraq 

War, we see an organization demonstrating relevance by appealing not to the interests of 

the lead state, but to its secondary membership in an effort to demonstrate to that lead state 

the costs of its international ‘transgressions.’ 

In this case, appeals to the secondary membership of the UN also found renewed 

relevance vis-à-vis its second-tier powers through strategies of soft-balancing. Indeed, 

conventional theories of IR strongly suggested that the US, as a unipolar power, could act 

in defiance of international norms and expectations without too much concern for the 

consequences.311 However, in the aftermath of the disagreements over 1441, second-tier 

powers saw an opportunity through the UN to balance against the United States. Although 

the strategies pursued by second-tier powers were largely informed by the institutional 

design and equalizing nature of the UN more generally and the UNSC more specifically, 
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the leadership of the organization can play a role in framing the organization as a space 

where soft-balancing can take place.312  

Therefore, not only is it significant that the US acted in defiance of the UN, it is 

also significant that key personnel within the UN system responded in the way that they 

did: by tactfully, but also publicly, condemning US actions. What follows from this is an 

analysis of the negotiations that took place within the UNSC leading up to the US invasion 

of Iraq as well as the organizational response to the failure of these negotiations. The 

organizational response demonstrates that leadership, in terms of furthering the mandate of 

the organization, as well as the values held by the secretariat and permanent staff 

(especially UNSG Kofi Annan, in this case) inform how an organization interacts with its 

membership. At the same time, it also demonstrates that these values, given that they are 

institutionalized within an international body, also exist somewhat independently from its 

membership. Given the limited nature of the UN’s role in the Iraq War following the 

disagreements over UNSCR 1441, France’s unwillingness to allow the United States to 

further pursue a UN mandate through threats of a veto, the majority of this chapter focuses 

on public statements made by key officials within the UN.313  

Although the invasion of Iraq took place nearly two years after the attacks on 9/11, 

officials within the Bush administration had begun discussing, and planning, the possibility 
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Assembly, (Hampshire: Palgrave MacMillan, 2013). Note: Although Panke’s analysis is largely limited to the 
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of military action against Saddam Hussein almost immediately.314 While the question of 

military action had been, more or less, settled early-on, there was little consensus within 

the administration over the extent to which they should rely on, or involve, international 

organizations to achieve their foreign policy goals.315 Despite the legitimacy the UN could 

bring to the conflict, “the hard-liners in the administration ‘feared the UN route’ not 

because it might fail but because it might succeed and thereby prevent a war that they were 

convinced had to be fought.”316 American officials were therefore left with a catch-22: 

legitimacy for an eventual war with Iraq could only be accrued through the UN, but by 

involving the UN there was no guarantees that the US would actually be able to achieve its 

interests. In spite of this dilemma, Colin Powell, one of the few officials within the Bush 

administration who preferred the multilateral route, was eventually able to convince others 

of the benefits of a multilateral response. In so doing, the US eventually came to accept 

that a UN sanctioned mission was more desirable than strict unilateralism.  

The US overtly began to justify military action against Iraq in early 2002, when 

Vice President Dick Cheney, speaking at a national convention of Veterans of Foreign 

Wars, declared that “we now know that Saddam has resumed his efforts to acquire nuclear 

weapons.”317 Consensus, to a degree, already existed within the UNSC regarding the threat 
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posed to international security by Saddam’s regime.318 Speaking to the UNSC on 5 

February 2003, then Secretary of State Colin Powell laid bare to the Council the 

intelligence that the administration had collected so far on Saddam’s weapons program. 

Throughout this briefing, Powell drew links between Saddam and al-Qaeda, framing the 

Iraqi dictator as a threat to international peace and stability. He concluded his speech with 

the following: “My colleagues, we have an obligation to our citizens, we have an obligation 

to this body to see that our resolutions are complied with. We wrote 1441 not in order to 

go to war, we wrote 1441 to try to preserve the peace. We wrote 1441 to give Iraq one last 

chance. Iraq is not so far taking that one last chance.”319 By this point, American officials 

were becoming plainly aware that UN support would not be easily won and that 

international support from other states was directly tied to whether or not the war was 

sanctioned by the UNSC. Canada’s Prime Minister, Jean Chrétien, declared plainly that “If 

military action proceeds without a new resolution of the Security Council, Canada will not 

participate.”320 Sir David Manning, Prime Minister Tony Blair’s foreign policy adviser at 

the time, had also warned President Bush “that it would be impossible for the UK to take 
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part in any action against Iraq unless it went through the UN.”321 Contrary to conventional 

wisdom, it is entirely possible that states that eventually opted not to participate in the Iraq 

war would likely have participated had negotiations remained within the UNSC. As Frank 

Harvey writes: “standard accounts of the war consistently overlook the scope of 

international consensus on Iraq’s WMD that informed intelligence estimates in other 

capitals, a consensus that was expressed most vividly in the content of the UNSCR 

1441.”322 It is also plausible that American officials underestimated the degree of backlash 

that they would incur from acting unilaterally. Given the unanimous support offered by the 

UNSC for 1441, as well as a historical pattern of support for military action throughout the 

1990s, it is possible that American officials did feel that international support would be on 

their side of the conflict.323  

The most notable of these resolutions, and one whose stipulations would come to 

be a source of consternation among the other UNSC members, was the previously 

mentioned 1441. Although 1441, when it was passed in November of 2002, was done so 

with the full support of the permanent and non-permanent members of the UNSC, 

disagreement amongst these actors would emerge over the interpretation of the 

consequences for violating the resolution, and whether or not the resolution had even been 
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violated at all. In essence, 1441 tasked the United Nations Monitoring, Verification, and 

Inspection Commission (UNMOVIC) and the International Atomic Energy Association 

(IAEA) with carrying out weapons inspections beginning fourty-five days from the day of 

its passing and placing in its charge Hans Blix.  

Hans Blix, a former director of the IAEA, was appointed to serve as the first 

executive chairman of UNMOVIC. The task of overseeing inspections and determining the 

extent to which, if any, Saddam had been developing nuclear and chemical weapons 

ultimately fell to him. And it was in this assessment of capacity and capability where the 

majority of disagreements between the US and the rest of the international community, as 

well as specific members of the UN, would come to play out. Indeed, many within the Bush 

administration had felt that it was only a matter of time before Saddam acquired the 

capability to deploy nuclear or chemical weapons both regionally and, then, internationally. 

However, it should be noted that assessing whether or not these claims were made in good 

conscience is not the point of this section. Rather, the resulting conflict between the US 

and UN, stemming from these allegations, is what is of concern here. 

Hans Blix himself, appearing before the UNSC, called into question many of the 

conclusions drawn by Secretary Powell and urged the UNSC to exercise caution in any 

decisions they were to make regarding Iraq. In particular, Blix was unconvinced about 

many of the inferences that Powell had made about Iraq’s weapons manufacturing 

capability. Blix, in his brief to the UNSC, however, was cautious as to not specifically 

reject the US Secretary of States findings, but rather suggest alternative interpretations of 

the data presented by Powell. Blix, for example, suggested that the movements of assets as 
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photographed by satellite imaging could have simply been a matter of routine, rather than 

being suggestive of anything nefarious.  

In spite of the inclusion of the UN into the process, officials within the Bush 

administration, as well as those within the UK government, remained torn over how, and 

to what extent, the UN should be involved. The inclusion of the UN presented a dilemma 

for American officials: an invasion of Iraq, with the support of the UNSC, would mean 

broader international support for the war which would serve to legitimize American action. 

However, because of clear disagreements within the P5 over the interpretation of 1441, it 

was unlikely that the UN would support action in the way that the US envisioned it. 

Nonetheless, administration officials did, for a time, treat the UN as a legitimizing 

organization by seeking its approval. As Thomas Weiss et al, note: 

The United States wants at least the UN’s collective approval, and sometimes more 
direct help, in managing international peace and security. The George W. Bush 
administration took its concerns about Iraq to the Security Council in 2002, but 
then it attacked in 2003 without a UN blessing and without a persuasive case for 
self-defence. Nonetheless, the administration went back for approval of its plan 
for the occupation and reconstruction of Iraq.324  

As well, up until a few days prior to the American invasion, international support had, for 

the most part, been on the side of the Americans. A number of UNSC resolutions had been 

passed in the preceding months, beginning with 1441, that not only affirmed international 

support for the American stance towards Iraq, but also imposed fairly significant sanctions 

on the Iraqi government, which would last until the fall of 2003.325  
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Nonetheless, it is important to note the following before continuing: it was not the 

UN secretariat who was responsible for the falling out between the other permanent and 

non-permanent members of the UNSC and the US; those dynamics fall squarely to the 

states. Instead, it was the UN personnel who were left to pick up the pieces once it was 

clear that its largest contributing states – the United States and the United Kingdom – were 

no longer interested in working through the institution and organization that they had 

helped create. Demonstrating that the UN system, and the UN itself, still had value was the 

next set of obstacles that had to be overcome.  

Organizational Rivalry: Multilateral Responses to American 

Unilateralism 

Many heads of state who were opposed to the Iraq War quickly came to the defence 

of the UN system. French President Jacques Chirac, who had been deeply critical of the 

US invasion stated unequivocally that: “in an open world, no one can live in isolation, no 

one can act alone in the name of all, and no one can accept the anarchy of a society without 

rules. There is no alternative to the United Nations.”326 In spite of this swift condemnation 

from states and the support offered by members of the UNSC who had preferred the 

multilateral route, the UN nonetheless found itself precariously positioned.327  

 Risking irrelevance in either its political or humanitarian mandates, officials within 

the UN expressed their concern over the potential loss of legitimacy and the apparent 

contempt that the invasion had shown for international law. The seriousness of the situation 
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was not lost on officials with the UN. A former UN official, interviewed by Samantha 

Power, for instance, is quoted as saying: “we were terrified that if the Bush administration 

got away with walking all over international law it would jeopardize everything we stood 

for.”328As Chitalkar and Malone note: any UN involvement in Iraq would risk 

“retrospectively lending legitimacy to the coalition’s purposes and methods.”329 On the 

other hand, if the UN did not become involved it could be seen as an “abdication of its 

essential humanitarian and peacebuilding roles.”330 The UN was presented with two options 

then: a presence in Iraq might serve to legitimize the invasion and undermine the UN’s 

international political legitimacy, or have no presence at all in Iraq and potentially 

undermine its material legitimacy. In order to demonstrate relevance in both of these areas, 

a compromise was ultimately reached on 22 May 2003 with the passing of UNSCR 1483.331 

UNSCR 1483 helped establish a middle ground between the two by committing the UN to 

a humanitarian and peacebuilding role in Iraq, without offering any political support to the 

Coalition beyond recognizing them as occupying powers. UNSCR 1483 also saw the 

appointment of a UN Special Envoy to Iraq, Sérgio Viera de Mello, and laid the 

foundations for the eventual establishment of UNAMI.332  

Concerns about the appointment of a Special Envoy were widespread within the 

UN, citing fears that any Special Envoy would come to represent American interests rather 
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than UN interests. In the meeting leading up to the appointment of de Mello as the UN 

Special Envoy to Iraq, Kofi Annan made it clear to de Mello that he would have to “serve 

as a bridge to the Coalition, but he will also have to distance himself from the coalition.”333 

The selection of Sérgio Vieira de Mello helped to quash some of the fears that had 

permeated much of the midlevel UN staff. De Mello, a Brazilian diplomat, had worked in 

the UN for roughly thirty-four years and shared with Annan his lifelong commitment to 

the UN system. In spite of the complexities of the situation that de Mello would now find 

himself in, he nevertheless had the confidence of the majority of his colleagues, and his 

loyalties to the UN were firmly entrenched. Fred Eckhart, a former UN spokesperson, for 

example, is quoted as saying “Sergio was one of us. And he wasn’t a turncoat. He stood 

for what we stood for.”334 The adversarial language regarding the US-UN relationship and 

the framing of individuals who failed to uphold UN interests as “turncoats” should not be 

ignored.335 The UN would enter into Iraq with a representative who had, first and foremost, 

the interests of the UN at heart. 

In terms of public outcry, the Secretary General, at the outset of the crisis, as well as 

officials within the secretariat and permanent staff, largely refrained from speaking out 

publicly against the invasion until nearly a year and a half after the first US combat troops 

arrived in Baghdad. As the US and UK began to better understand the consequences of 

undertaking a war without an UNSC mandate, and with the UN now involved in a 
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humanitarian capacity, albeit in a limited capacity, Kofi Annan began to lay his vision of 

the UN’s role in Iraq. For instance, Annan stated that he would hold to account the US and 

UK in order to produce a more transparent timeline for democratic transitions. With the 

relevance of the UN no longer in the crosshairs, the UN permanent staff appeared to gain 

a renewed confidence. Having demonstrated its material relevance, efforts were then made 

to re-establish its political legitimacy.  

In late 2004, then UN SG Kofi Annan finally broke his silence during an interview 

with the BBC News World Service. When pressed on the issue of the legality of the 

invasion, Kofi Annan stated in clear terms that he had “indicated it was not in conformity 

with the UN charter. [And] from our point of view and from the charter point of view it 

was illegal.”336 The rationale behind the length of Kofi Annan’s silence is not fully clear. 

It is possible, however, that Annan waited until the UN foundations were a little bit more 

secure and the severity of the challenges that the invasion of Iraq brought with it had 

partially subsided. By the time Annan spoke out against the invasion, the UN had by that 

point secured a role in Iraq through UNAMI and had also solved, for the most part, the 

political complexities of not wanting to legitimize the coalitions actions. Given that the 

importance of having broad international support was only really becoming clear in Iraq 

by this point, speaking out any earlier may have further strained US-UN relations.  

Beyond the practical relationship between the two, the open declaration surrounding 

the illegality of the conflict signals two things for the study. First, the legitimacy from 

which the UN operates is derived from the states, but that its legitimacy is greater than that 
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of any single state. An organization’s legitimacy will erode, then, only if the majority of 

the states that participate within it begin to perceive it as ineffectual or no longer 

legitimate.337 In the case of the UN, that legitimacy is institutionalized within a “wider 

system of written and unwritten rules, including international law and the practices of 

diplomacy.”338 Second, even when threatened by their most powerful contributing member, 

organizational leadership may still attempt to exercise normative judgments over the 

behaviour of a state in instances where it seems as if it can count on the support of other, 

second-tier members.  

Annan was particularly suited to the task of promoting the interests and values of the 

organization, having spent nearly four decades in the organization before assuming the 

position of Secretary General. Annan had “spent four decades working in the U.N. 

bureaucracy, and before he became Secretary General, six years ago – the first black 

African, and the first career U.N. man to hold the office.”339 It is unsurprising, therefore, 

that Kofi Annan saw tremendous value in the UN system and the order which it brought. 

In a speech given to the UN assembly in September 2002, Annan stated in clear terms his 

position on multilateralism:  

I stand before you today as a multilateralist - by precedent, by principle, by charter 
and by duty […] On almost no item on our agenda does anyone seriously contend 
that each nation, or any nation, can fend for itself. Even the most powerful 
countries know that they need to work with others, in multilateral institutions, to 
achieve their aims […] On all these matters, for any one State – large or small – 
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choosing to follow or reject the multilateral path must not be a simple matter of 
political convenience. It has consequences far beyond the immediate context.340 

Since 9/11, the UN had been attempting to find its place in the war against terrorism. Annan 

saw terrorism as being a global problem, necessitating a global solution. However, interest 

in combating terrorism was not evenly shared – at least in terms of material commitments 

– amongst members of the Security Council. This unevenness within the UNSC carried 

with it the associated risk that the Americans, should a decision not be reached within the 

Council, would take action anyway, even without the blessing of the Council. James Troub 

captures the precarious position within which the UN found itself quite aptly in writing 

that:  

Kofi Annan saw in the new international terrorism a global problem demanding a 
global solution – that is, the UN. But so long as this global threat, lie others, struck 
countries unequally and was defined by them differently […] and was treated by 
the United States as a matter of supreme national interest, the UN would struggle 
to find a place for itself.341  

Attempting to demonstrate the continued relevance and importance was not limited to 

rhetoric and speech, however. In the aftermath of the negotiations leading to the Iraq War, 

Kofi Annan formed a High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges, and Change, with the 

expressed purpose of identifying ways to make the UN system work more smoothly so as 

to avoid many of the challenges and pitfalls that had beleaguered previous multilateral 

efforts.342 Line 82 of the Report by the Panel captures this sentiment:  
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The case of Iraq prompted much difference of opinion. Some contend that the 
Security Council was ineffective because it could not produce Iraqi compliance 
with its resolutions. Others argue Security Council irrelevance because the Council 
did not deter the United States and its coalition partners from waging war. Still 
others suggest that the refusal of the Security Council to bow to United States 
pressure to legitimate the war is proof of its relevance and indispensability: 
although the Security Council did not deter war, it provided a clear and principled 
standard with which to assess the decision to go to war. The flood of Foreign 
Ministers into the Security Council chambers during the debates, and widespread 
public attention, suggest that the United States decision to bring the question of 
force to the Security Council reaffirmed not just the relevance but the centrality of 
the Charter of the United Nations.343  

Hans Blix, who as the Chief Weapons Inspector, had a vested interest in seeing UNMOVIC 

complete the task that had been set for it, stated that the US was ‘not justified to jump to 

the conclusion’ that Iraq possessed WMDs.344 He also expressed dismay at the fact that the 

US had chosen to go into Iraq, even before UNMOVIC and the IAEA inspectors could 

finish their job, citing incomplete information and requesting an extension. Up until that 

point, the evidence for WMDs within Iraq had been non-existent, and laying in plain terms 

what was at stake for the American officials, Blix stated: “I am very curious to see if they 

find something. The paradox is, if they don't find something, then you have sent in 250,000 

men to wage war in order to find nothing.”345 In his final speech to the UNSC on 6 June 

2003, Blix made one last plea to the US to allow UNMOVIC to play a role in Iraq.346 The 
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following day, US Ambassador to the UN, John Negroponte, rebuked any such requests 

indicating that the coalition would assume responsibility for any future weapons 

inspections.347 Lobbying, in a sense, on behalf of his own organization, Blix cautioned the 

Americans that US weapons inspectors risked being seen as illegitimate in saying that: 

“anybody that functions under an occupation […] cannot have the same credibility 

internationally as international inspectors would.”348 These sentiments were also 

understood within the governments of many states.349   

 Indeed, once combat had wound down following the initial invasion, George Bush 

did seek the assistance of the international community in rebuilding Iraq. Recognizing, in 

part, the consequences of unilateral action, his address to the UN in the fall of 2003 opened 

with efforts to frame the War in Iraq as being part of a broader effort to combat international 

terrorism and rogue states. In so doing, Bush sought to present the War as being as much 

of an American war as it was a war against international society, generally, and the United 

Nations specifically.350 In doing so, Bush cited the recent bombing of the United Nations 

Headquarters in Baghdad that had taken place in August of that year, which killed 22 UN 

staff members, including the UN’s top envoy Sérgio Vieira de Mello, as well as injuring 
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over one hundred others.351 Terrorists had, according to George Bush, “brought the war to 

the United Nations itself.”352  

Contemporary Warfare in Comparative Perspective 

Trajectory of the Three Conflicts 

The initial reluctance to include the UN, followed by several high-profile attempts 

to secure a second UNSC resolution, coupled with the subsequent requests for UN 

assistance in post-conflict Iraq demonstrates that even powerful states incur costs when 

they choose to act in defiance of international organizations. But what does the Iraq War, 

when compared with the other two cases, tell us more generally about the nature of 

international organizations in times of war? The three cases analyzed in this particular 

study highlight a number of interesting trends about modern warfare and the role of 

international organizations. Each of the conflicts analyzed began as coalition endeavours. 

Because of the complex decision-making processes, organizations appear to be excluded 

at the outset for the sake of expediency with the United States taking the lead. Once the 

decision to use force has been made, and a sustained commitment becomes a strategic and 

operational necessity, organizations are then delegated specific tasks to help with the war 

effort. Tension can then arise as the organization attempts to build a sustained commitment 

in the face of domestic political constraints from its membership.  

An important qualification needs to be made about when organizations are 

delegated tasks: when an organization primarily offers material and logistical support, their 
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assistance is usually elicited after the use of force has already been applied. In these two 

cases, NATO action followed a UNSC mandate granting states the authority to use force. 

In the War of Afghanistan, the conflict began with the United States taking the lead with 

OEF. Eventually the UN-Mandated ISAF was handed over to NATO with the mandates of 

OEF and ISAF eventually blurring. Similarly, in Libya, a coalition campaign was 

undertaken that was eventually, once again, transferred to NATO. Given the prominence 

of American interests in the Iraq War, Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) remained a coalition 

effort without a UNSC mandate.  

 It should also be noted that in only two of the three cases was NATO a possible 

contender to take the lead. Not only was it preoccupied with its own fight in the unforgiven 

terrain of the Afghan countryside some three thousand kilometres to the West, but the 

divides and rifts caused by the invasion – which included both NATO and non-NATO 

members – meant that state support within the organization was such that no consensus 

would ever been reached by the key parties. An uneasy agreement was eventually reached 

to execute a NATO mission in Iraq in 2004 – the NATO Training Mission in Iraq (NTM-

I) – but its role would include only training and mentoring and was under the strict control 

and oversight of the North Atlantic Council (NAC). Once again, however, owing to the 

political rifts caused by the invasion necessarily meant that all combat operations would be 

carried out under the command of the Americans and its coalition partners.  

 The loyalties of personnel within the organization are also significant. In each of 

the three cases, once an organization was delegated a task (or in the case of Iraq, not 

delegated), personnel within the organization sought to fulfill both the normative, political, 

and material objectives of the organization. Whether this came in the form of lobbying 
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member-states to develop CIS so that COMISAF could effectively carry out his mandate, 

it is clear from these discussions that organizational-loyalty is an influencing factor. In 

order to mitigate these loyalties and organizational interests when they contradict their 

membership, states will attempt to exert influence by reigning in either the political or 

material autonomy that the organizations have.  

Patterns of Organizational Survival: Rivalry, Activism, and Adaptation 

The observations in this study are limited to the cases in question and this 

dissertation does not purport to predict specific outcomes. Nonetheless, there are a number 

of general patterns that can be derived from the three cases. The behaviour of each of the 

organizations under scrutiny can fit into three general categories of action: rivalry, 

activism, and adaptation. As described in Chapter Three, rivalry relates to the general 

phenomenon of when an organization’s interests might collide with that of one of its 

member-states, or with another organization. The concept of rivalry is directly tied to the 

theoretical claim that organizations will pursue their own interest, within a certain set of 

constraints, once they are delegated as agents by their principals. The situation becomes 

more difficult for the organization when, in being delegated a certain set of tasks, 

organizations run into political and material obstacles from their membership which 

prevents them from fulfilling these tasks. To this end, organizations are required to 

demonstrate relevance by accomplishing the material and strategic goals given to them, but 

they must do so in the face of, at times, significant political opposition from their 

membership. The difficulty that NATO faced in Afghanistan, for example, was in part 

attributable to the unwillingness of its membership to contribute the necessary resources to 
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realize the strategic objectives of the mission. The case of the development and 

implementation of CIS illustrates this point rather clearly. 

In each of the three wars, the secretariat and permanent staff, when conflict 

occurred between the organization and its membership (or another organization), lobbied 

on behalf of their organization. In the case of Afghanistan, George Robertson went to 

considerable lengths to demonstrate that NATO, as an organization, was well-suited for a 

complex and sophisticated military operation that fell outside of its traditional area-of-

operations. Robertson, in this case, sought to demonstrate the material relevance of his 

organization at a time when the value of the organization was being called into question by 

one of its largest contributors – the United States. Recall, as well, that Robertson lobbied 

on behalf of his organization when the question of Article 5 arose following the 11 

September 2001 attacks by individually calling heads of states to secure the article’s 

invocation.  

 Similar responses were also observable in the Libya case with respect to the UN 

and the EU. Key individuals within the Obama administration, such as Samantha Power 

and Susan Rice, both of whom had close proximity to the UN, lobbied on behalf of the 

organization.353 Individuals within the Arab League, too, played a vital role in elevating 

the emerging crisis in Libya to international attention. Interestingly, the EU’s response to 

																																																								
353 An important qualification must be made: Both individuals had close proximity to the UN, as 
Ambassador but are not UN officials. Thus, the ‘organizational activism’ that Rice and Power undertook in 
the Libya case perhaps does not fully conform to the criteria of an ‘organizational response.’ Instead, they 
pressured more senior officials within the Obama administration to adopt policy options that were 
consistent with the norms embodied within the UN. It is unclear, at present, what the nature of the 
discussions were that led Susan Rice and Samantha Power to adopt an advocacy role on behalf of the UN, 
but previous work published by both Rice and Power suggests a deeply held personal conviction with 
respect to the value of the UN system. See: Samantha Power, A Problem from Hell: America and the Age of 
Genocide, (New York: Basic Books, 2002); Susan E. Rice and Stewart Patrick, “Index of State Weakness 
in the Developing World,” Brookings Institute, 2008. Available at: https://www.brookings.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2016/06/02_weak_states_index.pdf  
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Libya is slightly more complex. On the one hand, Catherine Ashton used her position as 

HR to urge key states such as France and the UK to use caution in drafting a response. In 

the case of Iraq, following the inability to secure a second resolution and the US’ decision 

to invade Iraq without a UNSC mandate, Kofi Annan – with the help of personnel within 

the UN and with the assistance of its membership – was able to draft a compromise through 

the adoption of Resolution 1483. The type of organizational activism that Kofi Annan took 

part in was, therefore, less public until his declaration in an interview with the BBC that 

the Iraq War had been undertaken illegally. In each of these cases, the qualities of the 

individual organizational leaders played a key role in how the organization drafted a 

response. The key factor, in this case, has to do with the perception that the leader has with 

respect to the role that the organization should play.  

Once the material relevance of the UN was re-established, a more confident staff 

sought to rebuild its political relevance. For example, although the United Nations came to 

formally recognize the United States and the United Kingdom as occupying powers, they 

never endorsed the occupation.354 Lacking the legitimacy afforded by the UNSC had the 

outcome of producing two, somewhat contradictory effects: on the one hand, lacking a UN 

mandate necessarily meant that the UN was not exercising oversight over US action in 

Iraq, which essentially gave the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) the freedom to 

exercise its political and military power at its discretion. Furthermore, the war effort, as 

well as post-war reconstruction, was essentially guided by a singular set of interests. Unlike 

in the War in Afghanistan where a UN mandate as well as the inclusion of both NATO and 

the EU brought with it myriad interests which served to create conflict between actors, the 

																																																								
354 James Dobbins, “Occupying Iraq: A Short History of the CPA,” Survival, Vol. 51, No. 3 (2011): 132. 
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US in Iraq was not hampered by conflicting interests to the same degree as in Afghanistan. 

On the other hand, given that the War in Iraq did not take place through an organizational 

framework and lacked broad international support, international administration of Iraq in 

the post-war stages was largely seen as illegitimate amongst the Iraqi population.355 

Although examining the internal-dynamics of the US efforts falls beyond the scope 

of this current study, it is worth noting in brief that the singular nature of interests, in this 

case, refers only to the international context. Since the US mission in Iraq was largely 

unilateral, coordinating efforts between organizations and other participating states was 

less of an issue in Iraq than it was in Afghanistan or Libya. However, the same 

organizational rivalry dynamics that are evident in the cases of Afghanistan and Libya also 

played out at the domestic level in the Iraq case. In this regard, rivalry amongst different 

departments for influence and control over the CPA proved to be especially devastating to 

coordination efforts. One US Mission to NATO representative, with experience in the State 

Department, acknowledged on several occasions that inter-departmental rivalry served to 

hamper efforts. Indeed, staffing proved also to be an issue in that what was “even more 

debilitating was Washington’s persistent inability to fill more than half the mid-level and 

junior positions in the CPA, and these seldom for more than three to six months at a time. 

As a result, while intended to be a mainly civilian organization, the CPA remained heavily 

military.”356 The CPA’s relationship with Washington was also improvised and unclear, as 

																																																								
355 David Harland, “Legitimacy and Effectiveness in International Administration,” Global Governance, Vol. 
10, No. 1 (2004): 15-19. 
356 Dobbins, 2011, 134. 
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was Bremer’s with his bosses. The CPA was, all at once, an element of the Defense 

Department, a multinational organization, and a foreign government.357  

Second, when organizations fail to perform their tasks because of a conflict between 

its membership or another organization, it appears that they will not necessarily accept its 

failings, but instead will aim to learn from them. This may involve the modification and/or 

implementation of new procedures on the ground to assist in its ability to offer material 

support, or, in cases where its authority is undermined, it will attempt to re-assert its 

legitimacy through public declarations. Public declaration in support of, or against, a 

particular conflict can occur at any time during the lead up to the use of force, as was the 

case with the EU’s HR during the Libyan crisis, or with Kofi Annan during the Iraq War. 

Recalling the statements of several interviewees, as they were highlighted in the previous 

chapter: organizations will attempt to build consensus between their membership in ways 

that benefit the organization. This is as true in times of peace as it is in times of war.  

Organizations, when they are challenged (or are the source of a challenge) may also 

adapt. In this case, adaptation and activism share a close connection as adaptation will stem 

from the vision that its membership and leadership have for the organization. 

Organizational adaptation may also take place in instances when an actor within the 

hierarchy issues a normative or political challenge to another organization. When the 

United Nations, for example, openly condemned ISAF for the number of CIVCAS it was 

incurring, ISAF’s response was to establish a Civilian Casualty Mitigation Team in order 

to provide more comprehensive reporting and prevention of CIVCAS.  

																																																								
357 ibid, 135. 
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Conclusion 

This chapter set itself the task of analyzing negotiations leading up to the invasion 

of Iraq, as well as the subsequent responses from the primary organization in response to 

its membership snubbing it. The leading argument made throughout the chapter is that 

organizations will attempt to demonstrate their relevance and importance even in situations 

where they are not selected as a lead organization. Even in the absence of delegation, 

organizations will sometimes go out of their way to shape a crisis response, sometimes at 

considerable risk to the organization. In fact, a state’s decision to forego an organizational 

framework signals to that organization that either materially or ideationally the 

organization, in the state’s eyes, failed to adequately perform its task. An organization will, 

therefore, attempt to demonstrate both its ideational and material importance. In the case 

of Iraq, this came in the form of public condemnation from the permanent staff and the 

secretariat. In addition to this, to resolve the material inadequacies of the organization, the 

UNSG did commission a panel to explore ways in which to avoid similar crises in the 

future. On the part of the organization, this demonstrates a need to re-establish ideational 

as well as material trust with its membership.  

 From this examination of the Iraq War, the negative case was presented in 

contradistinction to the two positive cases where organizational support was elicited. 

Across all three cases, similar patterns were observed in an organization’s bid to 

demonstrate relevance as well as to pursue its own interests. In many respects, the interests 

of the organization can be as complex as those found across departments within the 

domestic sphere. But that, in instances of clear organizational conflict, the task largely falls 

to the Secretary General to support and adapt their organization. Ultimately, even though 
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the choice rested with the Americans to invade Iraq, it became necessary for the UN to 

continue to demonstrate relevance, even if it meant going against the interests of its most 

powerful membership. In being the custodians of international order, organizations are 

well-situated to pursue their own interests and agendas.  
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Chapter VIII - Conclusion 

“Why do they never tell us that you are poor devils like us, that your mothers are just as 
anxious as ours, and that we have the same fear of death, the same dying and the same agony. 

Forgive me, comrade; how could you be my enemy? If we threw away these rifles and this 
uniform, you could be my brother.” – Erich Maria Remarque, All Quiet on the Western Front 

(1928) 
 

Bringing Order to Anarchy 

The central theoretical argument of this study has been that although international 

organizations exist because of the political and material support of the member-states, the 

interests of the organization do not always mirror those of their membership. Instances may 

arise in the lead-up to, or throughout the course of a war where the organization actively 

attempts to influence outcomes (albeit, not always successfully) in a manner that benefits 

the organization. The act of delegation grants an organization a degree of autonomy that 

the organization is then able to exercise to varying degrees. This variation in relative 

autonomy is understood as a result of both material and political factors. Institutional 

design, voting and funding mechanisms, and the normative foundation upon which the 

organization is built all serve to either enable or constrain an organization’s ability to 

pursue its interests.  

An organization’s motivation to influence policy may stem from a shared vision 

within the organization about the future of the organization, about the possibilities of 

international peace or the international and moral responsibilities that the organization 

carries, or may be the result of an understanding of the types of relations between states 
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that are desirable or not desirable.358 Beyond these more lofty and noble ambitions, the 

simple fact remains that the continued existence of these organizations also means jobs for 

the people who work within them - people who are loyal to the organization or who may 

hold a sincere belief in the ideals that that organization espouses.  

The complex and multi-faceted nature of modern warfare, and the material and 

political costs associated with it, means that even the most powerful states, unless they 

have no other choice,359 are not usually willing to ‘go it alone.’360 To overcome, or 

minimize, these risks states recruit organizations because of their expertise on specific 

issues and portfolios. Once recruited, organizations may assist in the logistics, strategizing, 

and planning of a conflict by providing an institutionalized means of burden-sharing, cost-

sharing, as well as guarantees against issue-cycling.361 Part of the puzzle informing this 

dissertation is that each of these organizations have as their mandate, in some form, 

responsibilities relating to crisis management and crisis response.362 As such, when a crisis 

unfolds states have a number of organizational frameworks through which they can choose 

																																																								
358 John R. Oneal, Bruce Russet and Michael Berbaum,” Causes of Peace: Democracy, Interdependence, 
and International Organizations, 1885-1992,” International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 47, No. 3 (2003): 371-
393. 
359 Not all states have the same access to these organizations as do western states. Mostly, this is to do with 
the configuration of state interests within key decision-making bodies within these organizations. See: 
Michael N. Barnett and Martha Finnemore, “The Politics, Power, and Pathologies of International 
Organizations,” International Organization, Vol. 53, No. 4 (1999): 699-732.  
360 See: Sarah Kreps, 2008. See also: Stewart Patrick, “The Mission Determines the Coalition: The United 
States and Multilateral Cooperation After 9/11,” in Shepard Forman, Richard Gowan, and Bruce Jones 
(eds), Cooperating for Peace and Security: Evolving Institutions and Arrangements in a Context of 
Changing U.S. Security Policy, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010).   
361 Liesbet Hooghe and Gary Marks, “Delegation and Pooling in International Organizations,” Review of 
International Organizations, Vol. 10, No. 3 (2015): 305-328. See also: Stéfanie von Hlatky. American 
Allies in Times of War: The Great Asymmetry. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013).  
362 Stephanie Hofmann, “Why Institutional Overlap Matters: CSDP in the European Security Architecture,” 
JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies, Vol. 49, No. 1 (January 2011): 101-120. 
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to work, referred to as forum-shopping.363 Because each organization brings to a crisis its 

own set of specializations and competencies, the organization that a state, or collection of 

states, select as the lead is not necessarily a given.364 When a crisis emerges, an 

organization’s leadership can play an active role in defining the position of the organization 

in relation to the conflict, as well as can shape the relationship it has with its membership. 

In so doing, the leadership of an organization may partake in a form of activism that can 

either promote, or protect, their organization. Both George Robertson and Catherine 

Ashton, for example, advocated on behalf of their organizations, but in very different ways. 

Whereas George Robertson actively lobbied for NATO to assume a role after 9/11, 

Catherine Ashton, in sensing the drive for a military option, used her position as the EU 

High Representative to urge EU member-states to express caution.365 

With this in mind, the goal of this dissertation has been to develop an understanding 

of how large-scale international conflict is negotiated, with a specific focus placed on 

international organizations. The conflictual relationship that exists between organizations 

and their membership as well as other organizations is an aspect of international conflict 

that warrants greater attention given that international organizations and their involvement 

in modern conflicts are unlikely to change in the near future. 

 The conclusion, then, unfolds in the following way: first, I re-state the theoretical 

and empirical contributions of the study. The theoretical contribution of this dissertation is 

																																																								
363  
364 Marc L. Busch, “Overlapping Institutions, Forum-Shopping, and International Trade,” International 
Organization, Vol. 61, No. 4 (2007): 735-761. 
365 Mark A. Pollack, The Engines of European Integration: Delegation, Agency, and Agenda Setting in the 
EU, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003). See also: Mark A. Pollack, “Delegation, Agency, and 
Agenda Setting in the European Community,” International Organization, Vol. 51, No. 1 (1997): 99-134. 
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found in its development of a framework for understanding organizational behaviour 

during times of war. This framework was developed from primary research conducted 

through interviews at NATO, the EU, and with individuals who have familiarity with the 

UN. After summarizing the primary contributions of this study, I then proceed to look at 

areas of future research that are made possible by the theoretical insights of this 

dissertation. In particular, I focus on the emerging research programme that surrounds the 

concept of Strategic Duration. Before closing, I also offer some preliminary insights into 

the ways in which a theory of Organizational Survival may benefit security practitioners 

and policy-makers.   

Theoretical Contributions 

By theorizing about international organizations as stakeholders in international 

conflict, as well as by focusing on the material and political sources from which 

organizations draw their power, this dissertation has sought to present international 

organizations during times of conflict in a new light. The dual role of international 

organizations means that they occupy a position between anarchy and order – 

simultaneously responsible for maintaining the peace, while also in exceptional times 

serving to facilitate and legitimize war. With the existential imperatives of war no longer 

present in many of the modern conflicts undertaken by western advanced industrialized 

states, multilateralism, both for material and political reasons, means that international 

organizations will continue to play an important role in managing conflict.   

In order to better understand the position of international organizations within 

International Relations and to identify how, where, and for what reasons organizations 

pursue their interests, this dissertation has engaged with a number of debates within the 
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International Relations literature. In particular, this dissertation has contributed to the 

debate between English School theorists, who examine the conditions of international 

society, and their North American counterparts, who tend towards an understanding of 

international politics as being more akin to a system of states.366 Conceptualizing IOs as 

active agents of change and influence who are themselves stakeholders in international 

conflict has a number of implications for the study of international relations. The study 

envisions, then, international relations as being characterized by a hierarchy of actors, with 

power and influence residing at multiple levels.    

The first theoretical contribution that this project makes is through its development 

of a theoretical framework for understanding organizational behaviour during times of war. 

To do so, this dissertation introduced the concept of Organizational Survival, which is 

predicated on an organization’s continued ability to demonstrate relevance, even if that 

means behaving in ways that run-counter to the interests of some of its more dominant 

membership. The concept of Organizational Survival encompasses three types of 

relational-dynamics: Rivalry, Activism, and Adaptation. In developing this framework for 

understanding organizations during times of war, this dissertation has sought to make a 

contribution to the security studies literature by offering a new understanding about the 

relationship between international organizations and modern conflict. 

In focusing on the organization as a primary unit of analysis, this study has sought 

to demonstrate the importance of looking at the organizations as both actors and 

stakeholders in modern conflict, wherein the risks associated with modern conflict are not 
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Common Language?,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 29, No. 3 (2003): 443-460. 
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passively experienced by the organization. The theoretical insights regarding the position 

of international organizations has two consequences for the field of International Relations. 

First, Organizational Survival (manifesting in both adaptation and, at times, rivalry either 

between some of its membership or between other organizations) is a dynamic process that 

has practical implications for how a military operation unfolds. George Robertson, in 

assuming the position of Secretary-General of NATO, actively lobbied on behalf of his 

organization, both prior to the events of 9/11, in an effort to make the organization appear 

more relevant and useful to the United States, and in the aftermath of 9/11, by personally 

calling heads of state in order to secure the invocation of Article 5. Catherine Ashton, not 

wanting to see the EEAS used simply as a military tool, and specifically by the French, 

urged member-states not to be hasty and to stand with a unified voice in response to the 

events of Libya. Secretary General Kofi Annan, through public declarations, and while 

possessing the support of influential members on the UNSC, publicly condemned the UN’s 

largest material contributor, the United States, in the aftermath of failing to secure a second 

UN resolution on the Iraq War. These efforts on behalf of the organization, which are not 

always so public, serve to demonstrate the active role that these organizations have in 

shaping and securing outcomes. To repeat a statement from one of the members of the 

International Staff who was interviewed at NATO: it is the job of the International Staff 

and the secretariat to find consensus between the member-states in a way that benefits the 

organization.  

 The second theoretical contribution comes in the form of the development and 

elaboration of an analytical framework for understanding the relationship between 

delegation to organizations and power. In essence, the analytical contribution comes in the 
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form of a model that considers the preferences of influential states in terms of whether or 

not they are willing to elicit the ideational and material support of international 

organizations. If a lead state, or collection of states, chooses to recruit the support of an 

international organization, the interests of the organization as an actor, complete with its 

work place cultures, norms, and strategic outlooks, become salient in the conflict. With the 

state having delegated to an organization a specific task, the model outlines a space where 

organizations can help shape policy and outcomes during times of war.   

 That there have been limited attempts at theorizing about the position and interests 

of the permanent staff is an important oversight. Although international organizations 

cannot operate without the funds and contributions made available to them through their 

membership, it is not necessarily guaranteed that the ideas and strategies that their 

membership have will automatically align with those in the organization. Indeed, what has 

been demonstrated on a number of occasions is that, although states initiate conflict and 

ultimately choose to participate in conflict, they often delegate planning and strategy to 

international organizations who specialize in those areas. In part, they do so because they 

frequently lack the requisite material capability to sustain force planning and force 

generation in theater. Securing international legitimacy through an international 

organization helps ensure broader international support, which helps ensure greater 

material assistance from allies. The permanent staff and secretariat of international 

organizations are under-appreciated in theoretical discussions of international relations in 

areas specifically focusing on war and decisions leading to the use of force. Although 

international organizations are covered extensively within the literature, an important gap 
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remained in exploring the ways in which the secretariats of international organizations can 

affect policy during times of war and peace.  

Empirical Contributions 

This section will recap in brief the major empirical findings of the study and will 

serve to highlight this study’s empirical contributions. All three wars essentially began the 

same way: as a coalition of willing states, led by a powerful state with clear interests. US 

interests in each of these wars helped define and shape the trajectory of the conflict, as well 

as the extent to which international organizations were utilized. Once the decision was 

made to involve international organizations, a new actor was introduced: the organizations 

themselves. Ultimately, two of the three major conflicts involving western powers that 

were analyzed eventually recruited significant assistance from international organizations, 

both on the battlefield and in a post-reconstruction context. Waning American interests in 

both Afghanistan and Libya opened a space for international organizations to not only 

operate, but also to influence outcomes in the conflict.   

 In two of the cases, organizations sought to demonstrate their relevance in a positive 

manner: by offering material and logistical support as well as political legitimacy. Both in 

Afghanistan and Libya, the UN and NATO represented a significant multilateral effort.  In 

the case of Iraq, the UN – the chief organization involved in negotiations – sought to 

demonstrate its relevance by pointing to the consequences of not conforming to 

international standards of behaviour with respect to the use of force. UN personnel, 

especially Kofi Annan, were particularly vocal with respect to the illegality of the War in 

Iraq. In each of the cases examined, personnel within the organization sought to defend 
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their organization with respect to the organization’s mandate, as well as their particular 

vision of what the organization ought to be.  

 When organizational interests run counter to those of the member-states, there are 

limited opportunities for the organization to directly influence the direction of policy. 

However, when the interests of its membership are ambiguously defined, or if the states 

themselves are ambivalent to a particular path, organizational staff can have an impact with 

respect to policy.  George Robertson, the NATO Secretary-General, in personally phoning 

foreign ministers and heads of states to secure an Article 5 declaration following the attacks 

on 11 September 2001, offers a clear example of organizational activism.367 Catherine 

Ashton, as well, in her efforts to slow a potential military response and to avoid a 

specifically military option with an EU banner, also lends credence to the idea that 

organizational staff, especially the secretariat, will attempt to resist the pressures of even 

powerful states.  

 Given the intensity of combat demanded of coalition and allied forces in each of 

the conflicts examined, it is unsurprising that the interests of the United States are a key 

determinant in whether or not an organizational framework is ultimately selected. 

However, US preferences do not always dictate which organization will be used. Waning 

American interest in the conflict in Afghanistan resulted in a hand-over and expansion of 

ISAF from the UN to NATO -  which was not necessarily at the request of the Americans, 

but at the request of European powers that were involved in the region.   
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 The empirical contribution of this study lies predominately in the original data 

collected from over thirty interviews at multiple sites, including: the IS and IMS at NATO 

HQ and SHAPE, as well as current and former members of the EUMS at the EEAS. 

Learning about the stories, perspectives, and experiences of practitioners in international 

organizations, both in their day-to-day lives within the organization as well as their 

experiences in more exceptional spaces, such as conflict zones, has enabled this project to 

construct and weave a nuanced narrative of a frequently overlooked aspect of the ways in 

which international organizations experience and understand international conflict. The 

individuals within the organization are the ‘behind the scenes’ actors who help make an 

international military operation possible. And, with many having experienced the war first 

hand – some of whom have lost close friends and colleagues - hearing these stories is as 

much an intellectual curiousity as it is an often personal and touching story. Of course, this 

study recognizes its boundaries, and more work remains to be done. The events recounted 

in the previous chapters offer a glimpse into the organizations’ experiences during times 

of international conflict. This glimpse has begun to reveal a much bigger picture, but one 

that still remains to be fully uncovered. The following section, therefore, offers some 

directions with respect to the next steps of what is a burgeoning research programme.  

Directions for Future Research  

Over the course of this study, numerous questions have arisen not only with respect 

to international organizations during times of crisis, but also regarding the nature of 

organizations themselves. This project, therefore, joins a growing chorus of scholars 

examining the effects that inter-organizational politics can have on decision-making and 

policy. One of the primary arguments of this project has been the argument that the role of 
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the permanent staff and the secretariats of international organizations tends to be under-

appreciated in the international relations literature. This project, therefore, signals a greater 

need to understand the role of the secretariat during times of war. Although it has been 

established in this study that the organization is an actor in its own right and its personnel 

serve to shape the political landscape with respect to conflict, understanding the exact 

mechanisms by which the permanent staff are able to influence delegation-members 

remains to be discussed, as well as which policy areas are more susceptible to influence 

and which ones are less susceptible. In addition to this, an important follow-up study would 

consist of exploring in a more systematized way the extent to which organizational interests 

might diverge from member-state interests, as well as analyzing how delegation members 

as well as the permanent staff perceive themselves and the role of the secretariat. One might 

also explore whether or not organizational adaptation is more likely to occur during 

peacetime or during times of war.  

Relatedly, although this dissertation has analyzed the concept of inter-

organizational conflict, there remains a question of why coordination and cooperation 

between organizations remains so limited. Given the complex and multifaceted nature of 

security threats, and that military operations demand coherence, it is surprising that the 

organizations responsible for ensuring coordination between their membership only rarely 

coordinate with one another. The United Nations and NATO, for example, have no formal 

mechanism of coordination and instead rely on ad-hoc issue-based meetings. 

Even prior to completing this study, I have begun to construct a separate research 

programme based on some of the key findings of my dissertation. The concept of Strategic 

Duration, developed by myself and co-author Aaron Ettinger, has begun to shed light on a 
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specific instance of conflict between states and organizations: that of the length with which 

militaries are willing to commit soldiers to war. In so doing, it has highlighted the tensions 

that exist not only between organizations and their membership, but has also demonstrated 

a strategic-thinking gap between the political, the military, and the organization.368 With 

one article published, a second paper expanding the scope of the analysis beyond Canada 

is already in the works. The findings of this emerging research programme have also 

already been presented at two International Studies Association (ISA) conferences, in both 

Baltimore, Maryland in 2017 and Atlanta, Georgia in 2016.  

A recurring theme in the majority of the interviews conducted with the 

organizations points also points at frustration with the fact that the organizational-driven 

push to see a task completed frequently encounters domestic political opposition in the 

member-states. Thus, a more interpretive study could be undertaken to assess how 

members of the organization deal with this. Furthermore, although the focus of this study 

has been on change and adaptation, it was relayed in a number of interviews that permanent 

members of the organization can, themselves, act as barriers to change and adaptation - 

especially in terms of institutional reform, where streamlining the decision-making process 

would necessarily mean ‘downsizing’ or removing a number of departments and 

directorates. 

 Finally, although this study is limited to large-scale of conflict, a follow-up study 

could be undertaken that explores the variegated ways in which many of the NGOs that 

operate in conflict zones interact with military or other civilian organizations. 
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Organizational Survival, as it has been explored in the previous chapters, is a relatively 

new area of study and is underexplored.  

Policy Relevance 

Although the main contributions of this study are found in its theoretical and 

empirical findings, the findings of this study also speak directly to policy-makers. Indeed, 

given the degree of institutional overlap, and the extent to which international organizations 

are recruited for purposes which range anywhere from authorizing the use of force, to 

counter-insurgency, post-conflict reconstruction, and development, it is surprising that so 

few formal methods of inter-organizational coordination are currently available to those in 

theater. In addition to this, the membership of security organizations – especially NATO 

and the EU – ought to develop a comprehensive understanding of the ways in which these 

organizations work. Developing greater awareness of the daily practices of these 

organizations will better help those states realize their interests; this is especially crucial 

for states like Canada who have historically found their international voice in these 

organizations. Developing a more attuned organizational radar would give any member-

state an edge in the decision-making processes and procedures of the organization. 

Although this is perhaps more specific to the NATO context, given that the official 

language of the Alliance is English, ‘wordsmiths’ are in high demand. Enhancing 

institutional memory through longer-serving appointments could also help remedy some 

of the problems associated with institutional memory within national delegations. Having 

seasoned and experienced individuals within the organization would help stream line the 

decision-making process.  
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Finally, even where informal mechanisms of coordination exist, formal 

coordination tends to be fairly limited. The lack of formal coordination, especially in 

conflict zones as complex as those found in the modern world, is often detrimental to a war 

effort. The theory outlined in this study could also be applied to the domestic / national 

context as well, wherein loyalty to different departments can sometimes stymy or enhance 

mission cohesion.   

Conclusion 

War is nearly always a choice; at times it is conscious and deliberate, at other times 

it arises from misunderstandings or misinformation.369 When war is at stake, international 

organizations serve a dual role: not only do they aim to prevent conflict, by seeking to build 

mutual understanding between states or through a deterrent effect, but they also serve to 

facilitate, organize, and even legitimize it.370 The secretariat and permanent staff of an 

organization, like their state equivalents, have an interest in perpetuating the organization 

and seeing the mission through; they have, in essence, an interest in seeing the organization 

survive. As the international security environment continues to change, organizations like 

NATO, the UN, and the EU, will have to adapt their capacities and scope in order to address 

new and emerging threats. Sometimes, these threats can be external - the insurgency fought 

by NATO in Afghanistan, for example. Or, they can stem from within the organization 

																																																								
369 Jack S. Levy and William R. Thompson, Causes of War, (New Jersey: Wiley-Blackwell, 2009). See 
also: Kenneth Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis, (Columbia: Columbia University 
Press, 1959).  
370 Ian Hurd, After Anarchy: Legitimacy and Power in the United Nations Security Council, (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2008). See also: Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of Force, (New York: Cornell 
University Press, 2003) and Jane Boulden, “Double Standards, Distance and Disengagement: Collective 
Legitimization in the Post-Cold War Security Council,” Security Dialogue, Vol. 37, No. 3 (2006): 409-423. 
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itself, such as when the United States abandoned its efforts to secure a second UNSC 

resolution over Iraq in 2003, thus sending the UN into a state of ‘damage control.’ When 

the interest is to see the mission through and to build coherence from an often disparate set 

of interests, the domestic situation of the member-states can often interfere with this, 

causing conflict and friction.371 Although war remains the purview of states, international 

organizations, for their part, do what they can to bring order to anarchy.  

  

																																																								
371 David Auerswald and Stephen Saideman, NATO in Afghanistan: Fighting Together, Fighting Alone, 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2014).  
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