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Abstract
Whole-of-government (WOG) approaches have emerged as a blueprint for contemporary peace and state-
building operations. Countries contributing civilian and military personnel to multinational interventions
are persistently urged to improve coherence and enhance coordination between the ministries that form
part of the national contingent. Despite a heated debate about what WOG should look like and how to achieve
it, the causal mechanisms of WOG variance remains under-theorised. Based on 47 in-depth, semi-structured
interviews, this study compares Swedish and German WOG approaches in the context of the International
Security Assistance Force (ISAF). I argue that coalition bargaining drove the fluctuation in the Swedish
and German WOG models. Strategic culture was an antecedent condition. In both cases, COIN and the
war on terror clashed with foundational elements of the Swedish and German strategic cultures, paving the
way for a non-debate on WOG on the political arena. Finally, bureaucratic politics was an intervening con-
dition that obstructed or enabled coherence, depending on the ambition of the incumbent coalition govern-
ment to progress WOG. Overall, the results suggest that coalitions face limitations in implementing a WOG
framework when the nature of the military engagement is highly disputed in national parliaments.

Keywords: Whole-of-Government; Coalition Politics; ISAF; Sweden; Germany

Introduction
From traditional UN peacekeeping to stabilisation of weak states and the war on terror, the
whole-of-government (WOG) approach has emerged as a blueprint for countries contributing
to multilateral interventions.1 Generally, WOG refers to improving civil-military coordination
within national contingents that deploy as part of multinational peace and stability operations.2

Governments are persistently urged to learn the coherence lesson, although evidence suggests that
outcomes vary across states.3 The reasons why are poorly understood, largely because the causal
mechanisms of coherence remain under-theorised.

This study tests three potential theoretical explanations – coalition politics, bureaucratic pol-
itics, and strategic culture – and develops a mid-range theory of WOG variation. The unique con-
tribution of the research is in beginning to unpack the causes, antecedent conditions, and
intervening factors that result in varying WOG outcomes. I focus on Sweden and Germany,

© The Author(s), 2021. Published by Cambridge University Press on behalf of the British International Studies Association.

1Steward Patrick and Kaysie Brown, Greater Than the Sum of Its Parts? Assessing ‘Whole of Government’ Approaches to
Fragile States (New York, NY: International Peace Academy, 2007).

2Cedric de Coning and Karsten Friis, ‘Coherence and coordination: The limits of the comprehensive approach’, Journal of
International Peacekeeping, 15 (2011), pp. 15, 251; Robert L. Caslen Jr and Bradley S. Loudon, ‘Forging a comprehensive
approach to counterinsurgency operations’, PRISM, 2:3 (July 2011), p. 3.

3Alan Ryan, ‘Delivering “joined-up” government: Achieving the integrated approach to offshore crisis management’,
Strategic Insights (November 2016), p. 5; Patrick and Brown, Greater Than the Sum of Its Parts?.
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two countries whose approaches to coherence differ, even though a tradition of coalition govern-
ance in both supposedly obstructs WOG implementation.4 I conduct a structured, focused com-
parison of Swedish and German WOGs between 2001 and 2014, in the context of the
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). My findings have theoretical and practical impli-
cations for the efficiency and effectiveness of integrated peace and stability operations, as well as
for other policy areas where WOG is needed.

The debate
The variance in national WOG approaches came under the limelight in debates on the efficiency
and effectiveness of multinational interventions. The Western-led, liberal peacebuilding from the
1990s showed that coordination failures between political, security, and development instruments
contribute at least in part to unsustainable peacebuilding outcomes.5 Since individual countries
usually take the lead on specific tasks within the multilateral effort, past experiences illustrated
how poor coordination within a single ministry could jeopardise broader mission objectives.6

Initially, this realisation produced a wave of policy calls to increase inter-agency coordination.
Accordingly, countries adopted a veritable patchwork of WOG approaches, ranging from basic
inter-agency information sharing to advanced joint planning, execution, monitoring, and evalu-
ation of a common strategy.

Eventually, disillusionment with attempts to transplant liberal peace and democracy in conflict-
torn areas shifted the integrated mission concept towards stabilising weak and failed states.7 WOG
remains firmly embedded into this more modest rhetoric, but the debate on what integration
should look like has evolved. WOG is understood as a spectrum of cooperation options, where
civilian-led modalities are heralded as examples to follow.8 By contrast, military-driven approaches
where soldiers engage in large-scale civilian reconstruction activities, are criticised for violating the
neutrality and impartiality principles of humanitarian assistance, and subordinating development
agendas to political and security objectives.9 Furthermore, in contrast to the initial enthusiasm
for more coherence, scholars warn that attempts to increase integration beyond a certain point
may be unrealistic.10 Others argue that effectiveness does not always require more coordination,
but rather customising levels of coherence to match specific mission objectives, and keeping
approaches flexible so as to respond to the fluid nature of contemporary crises.11 My findings
add to these debates by illuminating what the limits of coherence may be. The findings suggest
that in coalition-led governments, WOG frameworks are not readily amenable to flexible tailoring.

4Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), ‘Whole of Government Approaches to Fragile
States’ (Paris, 2006), pp. 8, 47–52.

5Cedric de Coning, ‘Civil-military interaction: Rationale, possibilities and limitations’, in Gerard Lucius and Sebastiaan
Rietjens (eds), Effective Civil-Military Interaction in Peace Operations: Theory and Practice (Switzerland: Springer, 2016),
p. 11; Susanna Campbell, Anja Kaspersen, and Erin Weir, ‘Integration missions revisited: Synthesis of findings’, in
Multidimensional and Integrated Peace Operations (Oslo: Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2007), p. 10, Dan Smith,
‘Towards a strategic framework for peacebuilding: Getting their act together. Overview report of the Joint Utstein Study
of Peacebuilding’, Foreign Affairs, 1 (2004), pp. 16, 57.

6See, for example, Roy Rempel, Dreamland: How Canada’s Pretend Foreign Policy Has Undermined Sovereignty (Kingston,
ON: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2006), p. 137.

7John Karlsrud, ‘From liberal peacebuilding to stabilization and counterterrorism’, International Peacekeeping, 26:1 (2019),
p. 2.

8OECD, ‘Whole of Government Approaches to Fragile States’, pp. 7–14; Personal interview S003 (May 2014); Scott Jasper
and Scott Moreland, ‘A comprehensive approach to multidimensional operations’, Journal of International Peacekeeping, 19
(2015), p. 197.

9Roberto Belloni, ‘Stabilization: Rethinking intervention in weak and fragile states’, in Sonia Lucarelli, Alessandro Marrone,
and Francesco Niccolò Moro (eds), Projecting Stability in an Unstable World (Brussels: NATO, 2017), pp. 13–18.

10de Coning and Friis, ‘Coherence and coordination’, pp. 243–72.
11Robert Egnell, ‘Civil-military coordination for operational effectiveness: Towards a measured approach’, Small Wars &

Insurgencies, 24:2 (2013), pp. 237–71.

460 Maya Dafinova

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/e

is
.2

02
1.

11
 P

ub
lis

he
d 

on
lin

e 
by

 C
am

br
id

ge
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 P
re

ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/eis.2021.11


Evolving counterinsurgency (COIN) doctrine continues to feature WOG as a key element of
NATO’s comprehensive approach.12 WOG variance attracted attention with the war on terror
and attempts to execute ‘clear, hold, build’ tactics in Afghanistan.13 Organised on a lead nation
principle, PRTs were shaped by countries that marshalled different civil-military toolboxes for the
‘build’ stage.14 Some, like the Nordic countries, used light footprint models, with strict separation
between civilian and military activities. Others, like the United States, granted troops funding and
discretion to engage in large-scale civilian reconstruction projects in support of military objec-
tives. Beyond the compatibility challenges these differences caused for countries sharing the oper-
ational space, concerns arose that WOG variance may undermine the efficiency and effectiveness
of the broader COIN effort.15 In response, studies began exploring PRT ‘best practices’, including
civilian PRT leadership and recruiting people with the ‘right personalities’ to engage in collabora-
tive working.16 My findings, however, suggest that the focus on best practices obscures the under-
standing of what civil-military capacity can realistically be developed across a variety of national
contexts.

Previous research calls for in-depth analysis of the causes and conditions of coherence.17 At
present, the literature largely fails to distinguish between antecedent conditions, root causes, per-
missive and obstructive factors for WOG variance. This is problematic, because it appears that
most countries experience similar challenges – lack of leadership, scarce political will for joint
working, culture, organisational politics, and individual personalities – yet final WOG outcomes
vary across states.18 Vigorous theory building on the causal pathways of WOG remains scarce. All
this exacerbates a tendency to offer generic policy recommendations for improving coherence,
and to rely on cookie-cutter templates where the capacity of actors assigned to specific tasks is
not correctly matched with actual needs and broader strategic goals.19

When it comes to lagging behind in WOG implementation, nations traditionally headed by
coalition or single party minority governments are allegedly among the worst offenders.
Nonetheless, anecdotal evidence suggests that WOG frameworks vary even among coalitions.20

The limited theorising on causes of WOG fluctuation in these countries is surprising, given
that coalition is the predominant form of government in the world, and a signifiant number
of countries contributing to multilateral interventions have a long tradition of coalition rule.21

12Octavian Manea, ‘Counterinsurgency as a whole of government approach: Notes on the British army field manual
Weltanschauung. An interview with Colonel Alexander Alderson’, Small Wars Journal (24 January 2011), pp. 7–9; Cecile
Wendling, ‘The comprehensive approach to civil-military crisis management: A critical analysis and perspective’, Institut
de Recherche Stratégique de l’Ecole Militaire (IRSEM) (Paris: 2010), pp. 39–49.

13For a definition of ‘clear, hold, build’, see David H. Ucko, ‘Beyond clear-hold-build: Rethinking local-level counterinsur-
gency after Afghanistan’, Contemporary Security Policy, 34:3 (2013), pp. 526–51.

14Richard Weitz, ‘CORDS and the whole of government approach: Vietnam, Afghanistan, and beyond’, Small Wars
Journal, 6:1 (February 2010).

15Barbara J. Stapleton, ‘The civil-military approaches developed by the United Kingdom under its PRTs in Mazar-E Sharif
and Lashkar Gah’, in William Maley and Susanne Schmeidl (eds), Reconstructing Afghanistan: Civil-Military Experiences in
Comparative Perspective (London, UK: Routledge, 2014), pp. 37–9; Lara Olson and Hrach Gregorian, ‘Side by Side or
Together? Working for Security, Development and Peace in Afghanistan and Liberia’, Report on 30 and 31 March 2007
Workshop ‘Coordinated Approaches to Security, Development and Peacemaking: Lessons Learned from Afghanistan and
Liberia’ (Calgary: October, 2007), p. 70; Weitz, ‘CORDS and the whole of government approach’, p. 8.

16Oskari Eronen, ‘PRT models in Afghanistan: Approaches to civil-military integration’, CMC Finland Civilian Crisis
Management Studies, 1:5 (Helsinki: CMC Finland Crisis Management Centre, 2008), pp. 27–41.

17See, for example, Patrick Travers and Taylor Owen, ‘Between metaphor and strategy: Canada’s integrated approach to
peacebuilding in Afghanistan’, International Journal, 63:3 (2008), p. 701.

18Olson and Gregorian, ‘Side by Side or Together?’, pp. 20–30; Ryan, ‘Delivering “joined-up” government’, p. 9.
19Emily Munro, ‘Multidimensional and integrated peace operations: trends and challenges’, GCSP Geneva Papers, 1 (Oslo:

Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2008), p. 16.
20OECD, ‘Whole of Government Approaches to Fragile States’, pp. 8, 47–52.
21Akash Paun, United We Stand? Coalition Government in the UK (London, UK: Institute for Government, 2010), p. 14,

available at: {https://www.instituteforgovernment.org.uk/sites/default/files/publications/United%20we%20stand.pdf} accessed
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Furthermore, the literature tends to focus excessively on WOG developments at
Headquarters level, through desk reviews of national policies and institutional arrange-
ments.22 To be clear, official statements and institutions deserve attention: that is where
national WOG interpretations are articulated, as part of a broader strategic foreign policy nar-
rative.23 However, scholars argue that strategic narratives have an element of ‘forgery’, and are
used by elites to achieve specific objectives.24 Similarly, field practitioners point out that pol-
icies and strategic frameworks foster a sense of ‘false coherence’ that does not accurately
describe operational realities.25 This study considers how the strategic framing of WOG
affected inter-agency cooperation practices, at home as well as in the field.26 Overall, the
results suggest that coalitions face limitations in progressing WOG when an aspect of the pro-
posed overall policy (in this case, the nature of the military engagement) is highly disputed in
national parliaments.

In the following section, I develop testable expectations based on coalition politics, bureau-
cratic politics, and strategic culture.27 Next, I outline the methods and scope of the research,
including the scale I develop to measure levels of coherence. I then explore the case studies.
The article concludes with a summary and suggestions for further research.

Explaining variance in whole-of-government

Coalition politics: Coalition politics has long been recognised as a driver of foreign policy
outcomes. The collective decision-making inherent in coalition governance involves intense bar-
gaining among parties with competing preferences. Compromises are required to accommodate
those who disagree with various aspects of the proposed policy. Parties trade their support of
certain issues in exchange for concessions in other areas. This constant pulling and hauling
does not necessarily produce less extreme policy outcomes – the end result depends on party
preferences.28

In the context of multinational interventions, scholars have explored the effects of coalition
politics on variance in the behaviour of national troops deployed under a multinational chain
of command.29 Auerswald and Saideman find that the constant bargaining in domestic parlia-
ments resulted in restrictions on the military’s operational capacity and discretion to engage in

27 July 2020; United Nations, ‘How We Are Funded’(New York: United Nations Peacekeeping, 2019), available at: {https://
peacekeeping.un.org/en/how-we-are-funded} accessed 27 July 2020.

22See, for example, Alexis Below and Anne-Sophie Belzile, ‘Comparing Whole of Government Approaches to Fragile
States’, BIGS Policy Paper No. 3 (Potsdam: Brandenburgisches Institut Für Gesellschaft und Sicherheit (BIGS), 2013),
pp. 5–39; Volker Hauck and Camilla Rocca, ‘Gaps between Comprehensive Approaches of the EU and EU Member
States: Scoping Study’ (Maastricht: European Centre for Development Policy Management (ECDPM), 2014), p. 45; David
Harriman, Anna Weibull, and Cecilia Hull Wiklund, ‘Implementing the Comprehensive Approach: A Study of Key
Aspects Related to Canada’s, the Netherland’s and the United Kingdom’s Implementation of the Comprehensive
Approach’, Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI), Memo 3487 (September 2012), pp. 1–44.

23Alister Miskimmon, Ben O’Loughlin, and Laura Roselle, Forging the World: Strategic Narratives and International
Relations (Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2017), p. 4.

24Alister Miskimmon, Ben O’Loughlin, and Laura Roselle, Strategic Narratives: Communication Power and the New World
Order (London, UK: Routledge, 2013).

25Olson and Gregorian, ‘Side by Side or Together?’, pp. 54–5.
26For a detailed discussion on framing, projection, and reception of strategic narratives, see Miskimmon, O’Loughlin, and

Roselle, Forging the World, pp. 9–10.
27Due to space limitations, this study only engages with the basic tenets of the three theories.
28Brian C. Rathbun, Partisan Interventions: European Party Politics and Peace Enforcement in the Balkans (Ithaca, NY:

Cornell University Press, 2004), p. 13.
29Gunnar Fermann and Per Marius Frost-Nielsen, ‘Conceptualizing caveats for political research: Defining and measuring

national reservations on the use of force during multinational military operations’, Contemporary Security Policy, 40:1 (2019),
pp. 56–69.
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certain types of activities. Once agreed in national parliaments, these restrictions were difficult to
overturn at field level.30

Others study how political parties’ ideological positions affect the kinds of restrictions imposed
on national contingents. Otto Trønnes finds that Norwegian centre-left parties disapproved of the
PRT engaging in humanitarian reconstruction in Afghanistan.31 Similarly, Daan Fonck, Tim
Haesebrouck, and Yf Reykers find that left-wing Belgian parties favoured operational restrictions
and humanitarian safeguards during the 2011 intervention in Libya, while right-wing parties sup-
ported a wider intervention mandate.32

Accordingly, coalition politics allows for formulating the following expectation for WOG vari-
ance: (1) Swedish and German WOG frameworks are expected to emerge after heavy bargaining
at national parliaments. Concessions will be made to accommodate left-wing parties, who are
expected to be sceptical about pursuing integration. These concessions will take the form of
restrictions on civil-military cooperation, particularly when it comes to civilians supporting
COIN operations.

Bureaucratic politics
Bureaucratic politics sees policy change as a product of the perpetual competition between gov-
ernment agencies with diverging values and objectives. Ministries fervently protect their auton-
omy, and constantly seek to preserve or expand their budget and organisational influence.
Without formal strategic direction or adequate oversight by a single agency with authority to
enforce joint working, departments are unlikely to buy into it. Ministries can still choose to
cooperate, but only when they see it as an opportunity to advance their respective agendas.33

Previous studies find that bureaucratic resistance obstructs the adoption of a WOG model, par-
ticularly in countries with highly decentralised bureaucracies like Sweden and Germany.34 Hence,
the second prediction of this study is: (2) In the absence of adequate ministerial oversight and
enforcement mechanisms, WOG developments in Sweden and Germany are expected to stall.
The WOG models will advance only when all ministries simultaneously perceive that it serves
their narrow organisational interests.

Strategic culture
The strategic culture literature, which traditionally focuses on political elites, posits that foreign
policy outcomes emerge out of a shared set of deeply ingrained societal beliefs about the appro-
priate ways to behave.35 These ‘informal constraints’ vary across states and condition the

30David P. Auerswald and Stephen M. Saideman, NATO in Afghanistan: Fighting Together, Fighting Alone (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2016), pp. 6, 66.

31Otto Trønnes, ‘Mapping and Explaining Norwegian Caveats in Afghanistan from 2001 to 2008’ (Master’s thesis, Oslo,
Norway: Norges teknisk-naturvitenskapelige universitet, Fakultet for samfunnsvitenskap og teknologiledelse, Institutt for
sosiologi og statsvitenskap, 2012), p. 104, available at: {https://ntnuopen.ntnu.no/ntnu-xmlui/handle/11250/268583} accessed
4 April 2020.

32Daan Fonck, Tim Haesebrouck, and Yf Reykers, ‘Parliamentary involvement, party ideology and majority-opposition
bargaining: Belgian participation in multinational military operations’, Contemporary Security Policy, 40:1 (2019), p. 96.

33Graham T. Allison and Morton Halperin, ‘Bureaucratic politics: A paradigm and some policy implications’, World
Politics, 24 (1 April 1972), pp. 40–79; Marie-Eve Desrosiers and Philippe Lagassé, ‘Canada and the bureaucratic politics
of state fragility’, Diplomacy & Statecraft, 20 (10 December 2009), p. 659.

34Patrick and Brown, Greater Than the Sum of Its Parts?, p. 122; Conor Keane and Steve Wood, ‘Bureaucratic politics, role
conflict, and the internal dynamics of US provincial reconstruction teams in Afghanistan’, Armed Forces & Society, 42:1
(2016), pp. 99–118.

35For a summary of the broader debate on strategic culture, see Jan Angstrom and Jan Willem Honig, ‘Regaining strategy:
Small powers, strategic culture, and escalation in Afghanistan’, The Journal of Strategic Studies, 35:5 (October 2012),
pp. 670–1.
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behaviour of the main decision-makers in the country, which arguably helps explain why states
respond differently to similar situations.36

The key components of strategic culture are foundational elements and security policy standpoints.
Foundational elements are universally shared core values that are highly resilient over time. Security
policy standpoints, or policymakers’ interpretations of how foundational elements should be trans-
lated into practice, are more malleable and often contested among political elites. Strategic culture
evolves incrementally, usually in response to external shocks. Policymakers ‘fine-tune’ their security
policy standpoints to fit the new reality, while foundational elements remain largely unchanged.37

Scholars argue that Swedish strategic culture has evolved, from non-alignment during the Cold
War to European integration and active participation in peacekeeping operations, then back to a
renewed focus on national defence.38 While not necessarily averse to military intervention,
Swedish strategic culture remains rooted in neutrality, impartiality and altruism.39 The originally
strict interpretation of neutrality has relaxed over time.40 Nonetheless, advanced WOG models,
particularly those involving civil-military cooperation in stabilisation and counterinsurgency
operations, are difficult to reconcile with the core values of Swedish strategic culture.41

In the aftermath of the Second World War, German strategic culture has been described as
reactive, suspicious of all things military, and averse to deploying the German Armed Forces
(Bundeswehr) beyond national borders.42 In the main, anti-militarism remains a key founda-
tional element of German strategic culture.43 Nonetheless, the political elite is split into two com-
peting security policy standpoints. The ‘never again alone’ camp supports a more active foreign
policy for Germany, including through the military.

Conversely, ‘never again Auschwitz’ is the original post-1945 pacifist position, fine-tuned after the
Srebrenica massacre, which allows for the use of force in extreme circumstances. Hence, authorising
military deployments abroad is only possible under strict conditions that satisfy both sides. One such
condition is placing a heavy emphasis on civilian reconstruction support in military activity.44

Carolin Hilpert argues that in Germany, there remains a widely shared preference to think of the
Bundeswehr as ‘development workers in uniform’.45

36Douglass North, Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 1990), pp. 36–45; Fredrik Doeser, ‘Finland, Sweden and Operation Unified Protector: The impact of strategic culture’,
Comparative Strategy, 35:4 (2016), pp. 285–6. This article uses the concept of strategic culture, as opposed to political culture.
For a conceptual distinction between the two, see Alastair Iain Johnston, ‘Thinking about strategic culture’, International
Security, 19:4 (spring 1995), p. 33.

37Kerry Longhurst, Germany and the Use of Force: The Evolution of Germany Security Policy, 1990–2003 (Manchester, UK:
Manchester University Press, 2005), pp. 17–18.

38Gunnar Åselius, ‘Swedish strategic culture after 1945’, Cooperation and Conflict: Journal of the Nordic International Studies
Association, 40:1 (2005), pp. 25–6, 39; Oscar Lassenius, ‘Swedish Strategic Culture in the post-Cold War Era: A Case Study of
Swedish Military Strategic Doctrine’ (Diploma thesis, Finnish National Defence University, August 2020), p. 75t.

39Doeser, ‘Finland, Sweden and Operation Unified Protector’, p. 288; Angstrom and Willem Honig, ‘Regaining strategy’,
pp. 679–83.

40Bergen Bassett, ‘Factors Influencing Sweden’s Changing Stance on Neutrality’ (Master’s thesis, University of Illinois
Urbana-Champaign, 2012), pp. 52–3.

41Personal interviews S003, S006 (May 2014).
42Anna Bergstrand and Kjell Engelbrekt, ‘To deploy or not to deploy a parliamentary army? German strategic culture and

international military operations’, in Malena Britz (ed.), European Participation in International Operations: The Role of
Strategic Culture (London, UK: Palgrave Macmillan, 2016), pp. 49–50.

43James D. Bindenagel and Philip A. Ackermann, ‘Germany’s Troubled Strategic Culture Needs to Change’, Transatlantic
Take (Berlin: The German Marshall Fund of the United States, October 2018), p. 2; Jørgen Staun, ‘The slow path towards
“normality”: German strategic culture and the Holocaust’, Scandinavian Journal of Military Studies, 3:1 (2020), pp. 89, 94.

44Dalgaard-Nielsen, ‘The test of strategic culture’, pp. 344–50; Jeffrey Lantis, ‘The moral imperative of force: The evolution
of German strategic culture in Kosovo’, Comparative Strategy, 21:1 (2002), pp. 25–6.

45Carolin Hilpert, Strategic Cultural Change and the Challenge for Security Policy (London, UK: Palgrave Macmillan,
2014), p. 27; Wilfried Von Bredow, ‘Germany in Afghanistan: The pitfalls of peace-building in national and international
perspective’, Res Militaris, 2:1 (autumn 2011), p. 6.
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Strategic culture theory helps formulate a third expectation: (3) Swedish and German WOG
models will be shaped by the foundational elements of the respective strategic cultures. WOG
variance is expected to occur in response to pressure from the operational environment, which
will trigger ‘fine-tuning’ of security policy standpoints in each country. Given the German pref-
erence to perceive soldiers as uniformed humanitarians, the German WOG model is expected to
feature a larger role for the military in civilian reconstruction support than in Sweden.

Scope and methods
Measuring levels of whole-of-government

The first task in analysing WOG variance is to determine at which points coherence levels fluc-
tuated. Given the lack of consensus in the literature on measuring coherence, I construct a two-
tier scale to capture WOG variance in institutional frameworks and practices, on the home front
and in the mission area. For the sake of precision, the scale understands institutions in the formal
sense.46 In WOG terms, this means government policies, inter-agency bodies (including fund
pooling mechanisms and pre-deployment training schemes), as well as the cooperation practices
that flow from these structures (frequency and purpose of joint meetings, extent of collaborative
decision-making, joint planning, execution and evaluation of activities, and joint training).47

The research is bound between 2001 and 2014, covering the entire period of ISAF involvement
for both countries. For the purposes of parsimony, I focus only on the three ministries that usu-
ally contribute the bulk of the financial and human resources to peace operations: the Ministry of
Defence/Armed Forces, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the Ministry (or implementing
agency) of international development cooperation. At the lowest level, ‘communication’, agencies
are exchanging basic information. The more a WOG approach moves towards ‘integrated action’,
the more evidence there is of an overarching joint political-strategic framework, based on joint
planning and execution.48 Towards the higher end of the spectrum, WOG usually involves access
to large-scale funding schemes for stabilisation operations, as well as civilian agencies supporting
the military in COIN scenarios.49

Methods

This study was designed to respond to calls for more in-depth, comparative, interview-based
research on inter-agency cooperation in multinational missions.50 The potential causes of WOG
variance are not well documented in large-n datasets, and thus the topic does not lend itself well
to statistical analysis. The main research question is why WOG varied, and case studies are prefer-
able to large-n methods when it comes to answering ‘why’ questions.51 Furthermore, the case study
method fits well with the research objective: exploring complex causal mechanisms, and the con-
ditions necessary for these mechanisms to operate, over time and across a variety of contexts.52

Process tracing was particularly helpful in narrowing down the potential causes, unpacking

46North, Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance.
47See Sebastiaan Rietjens and Gerard Lucius, ‘Getting better at civil-military interaction’, in Lucius and Rietjens (eds),

Effective Civil-Military Interaction in Peace Operations, pp. 11–28; Patrick and Brown, Greater Than the Sum of Its Parts?.
48Here, I borrow from research on integrated missions. See Susanna P. Campbell and Michael Hartnett, ‘A framework for

improved coordination: Lessons learned from the international development, peacekeeping, peacebuilding, humanitarian and
conflict resolution communities’, Communities (2005), pp. 1–35.

49Below and Belzile, ‘Comparing Whole of Government Approaches to Fragile States’, pp. 1–44.
50Eronen, ‘PRT models in Afghanistan’, pp. 27–41.
51Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1997),

pp. 29–55.
52Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences (Cambridge, MA:

The MIT Press, 2005), pp. 19–21; Robert K. Yin, Case Study Research: Design and Methods (Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
Publications, 2009), p. 9.
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Table 1. Whole-of-government measurement scale.

Communication Coexistence Coordinated Action Integrated Action

In Country
Capital

No joint WOG-informed policies; ad hoc
joint meetings; no fund pooling;
limited or no organised staff training
in civil-military issues.

Some jointly endorsed WOG-informed
policies; formal inter-agency
information-sharing forums;
Small-scale joint programming with
some joint decision-making;
basic fund sharing;
sporadic joint training.

Jointly endorsed WOG-informed
policies; permanent
inter-agency body; active
partnership
on a
sustained basis in medium and
large-scale programmes;
fund pooling;
formal joint training
programmes.

Formal joint civil-military strategic
plan; Collaborative planning,
design and
implementation of large-scale
programmes;
joint reporting and evaluation
mechanisms;
all staff fully trained in
civil-military issues.

In Theatre
(PRT)

Military-led PRT; no formalised joint
meeting agenda; limited
information-sharing; no joint
planning, monitoring, execution or
financing of reconstruction projects.

Senior civilian representative in place
at the PRT; formal joint meeting
schedule, regular information
sharing, some ad hoc collaboration
on quick impact projects.

Senior civilian representative or
civilian head of PRT; joint
planning, financing,
implementation and monitoring
of medium and long-term
reconstruction projects.

Civilian-led PRT; sustained
collaboration in planning,
design, execution, monitoring
and evaluation of large-scale
reconstruction programmes.

466
M
aya

D
afinova

https://doi.org/10.1017/eis.2021.11 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/eis.2021.11


causal pathways, and identifying antecedent conditions for WOG variance.53 Using multiple
cases increases the explanatory power of the findings, and contributes to theory development
in a field that often focuses on single case studies with limited generalisability.54 The main
unit of analysis is the overarching WOG model, which is a cumulative reflection of how separ-
ate ministries (embedded sub-units) translate joint working into practice. To allow for sub-unit
comparisons within and across the two cases, the study adopts a multiple, embedded case study
design.55

Case selection

To control for intervening effects, I started by selecting among countries traditionally led by coa-
litions or single party minority governments, which had also acted as PRT lead nations in
Afghanistan. Next, given the varying levels of violence in the operational environment, I focused
on countries that deployed to the same geographic area. Regional Command North (RCN) is a
good test for WOG, because the North was the most peaceful region in Afghanistan and thus the
easiest environment in which to carry out civil-military activities.

At this juncture, Sweden and Germany emerged as a puzzle. Both countries have traditionally
emphasised multilateralism, pacifism, and non-politisation of development aid.56 Both have a
long-standing tradition of coalition rule, as well as constitutional laws that require troop deploy-
ments to be sanctioned annually by parliament. Both deployed to areas of comparable security
levels: Sweden to Mazar-e-Sharif (2006–14); Germany to Kunduz (2003–13); Fayzabad (2004–
13); and eventually Takhar (2008–14). The cases appeared similar, yet evidence suggested their
WOG approaches varied.

Data sources

The findings are based on written and oral sources. I first examined policy statements, parliamen-
tary decisions, and other government-issued documents on engagement in failed states and/or
contribution to multinational peace operations, including ISAF. I also consulted policy and aca-
demic papers, some of which were partially based on a small number of interviews. These docu-
ments gave a general overview of the strategic and operational setup of Swedish and German
WOG, but lacked sufficient detail on the factors that propelled the emergence of inter-agency
structures, how participants experienced these structures, and in what ways joint institutions
(or the lack thereof) affected cross-agency interactions.

Triangulating with data from personal interviews became particularly important at this stage. I
asked respondents how national policies, inter-agency bodies, and joint training opportunities
came about, what kinds of cross-government interactions they generated (or failed to generate),
how and why the daily work process changed as a result. My questions also gauged to what extent
joint working was enforced at field level.

In 2014–15, I conducted 47 in-depth, semi-structured interviews, 17 in Sweden and 30 in
Germany, with current or former ministerial employees who had first-hand knowledge of
whole-of-government practices. Of the Swedish respondents, 47 per cent were civilians from
the Ministry for Foreign Affairs (MFA), the Swedish International Development Cooperation

53George and Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences, pp. 206–07; Van Evera, Guide to
Methods for Students of Political Science, pp. 71–2.

54Yin, Case Study Research, p. 10. See also Desrosiers and Lagassé, ‘Canada and the bureaucratic politics of state fragility’;
Magdalena Tham, Lindell Och, and Cecilia Hull, Jakten På Synergin: Erfarenheter Av Civil-Militär Samverkan I PRT Mazar-E
Sharif (Stockholm: Swedish Defence Research Agency, 2011).

55Yin, Case Study Research, pp. 50–4.
56Hilpert, Strategic Cultural Change and the Challenge for Security Policy, p. 27; Stig A. Nohrstedt and Rune Ottosen,

‘Brothers in arms or peace? The media representation of Swedish and Norwegian defence and military co-operation’,
Conflict & Communication Online, 9:2 (2010), p. 2.
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Agency (SIDA), the Swedish Defence Research Agency, or the Swedish Afghanistan Committee.
The rest were employees of the Ministry of Defence or the Armed Forces. Eighty-two per cent
of the Swedish respondents had deployed to Afghanistan at least once. Similarly, 90 per cent of
the German participants had completed at least one tour in Afghanistan. Fourty-seven per cent
were civilians from the Federal Foreign Office, the Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation
and Development (BMZ), the KfW Development Bank, or the German Institute for
International and Security Affairs, while 53 per cent were soldiers.

I selected respondents through snowball sampling.57 The snowballs initiated in at least five
places: personal contacts, the communications departments of the Swedish and German
Embassies, government officials, think tanks who had published relevant material, and the par-
ticipants in German-led multinational civil-military training exercises I attended in 2014–15. The
study received clearance by the Carleton University Research Ethics Review Board. I conducted
the interviews in English, then transcribed, coded, and analysed the data in Microsoft Excel. The
next two sections address the case study findings.

Sweden
2001–06: Agreeing not to agree

Sweden first deployed to Afghanistan during the tenure of a centre-left, Social Democratic Party
(SDP) minority government, which had traditionally insisted on strict neutrality in Swedish for-
eign policy.58 In parliament, the annual ISAF mandate extension negotiations were plagued by
discord over the military engagement, particularly the collaboration between Swedish and US
troops. The centre-right, Moderate Party (MP) opposition supported NATO membership, as
well as a broader role of the Swedish Armed Forces in Afghanistan.59 Conversely, the Greens
and the Left Party perceived American COIN as incompatible with the Swedish approach to for-
eign policy.60 To some SDP members, addressing terrorism by military means, especially through
large-scale injections of aid in support of military objectives, was a ‘very un-Swedish way of think-
ing’.61 Against this backdrop, it became clear that pushing for concrete policies to enhance coher-
ence might jeopardise the approval of the ISAF mandate extension bill.62 As a compromise,
Swedish parties tacitly agreed to avoid debates on developing integrated civil-military capacity,
or earmarking civilian funds for stabilisation operations.63

This political ‘non-debate’ placed ministries under no formal obligation to implement a WOG
approach.64 Continuing with business as usual was disappointing to the Armed Forces.65 For sol-
diers, WOG was a convenient solution to a long-identified need to incorporate civilian aspects
into military operations, as well as a way to define the purpose of the Swedish military in

57Patrick Biernacki and Dan Waldorf, ‘Snowball sampling: Problems and techniques of chain referral sampling’,
Sociological Methods & Research, 10:2 (1 November 1981), pp. 141–63.

58Gunnar Åselius, ‘Swedish strategic culture after 1945’, Cooperation and Conflict: Journal of the Nordic International
Studies Association, 40:1 (2005), pp. 26–7.

59Bassett, ‘Factors Influencing Sweden’s Changing Stance on Neutrality’, pp. 20–1; Tham, Och, and Hull, ‘Jakten på syner-
gin’, p. 20.

60Erik Noreen and Jan Angstrom, ‘A catch-all strategic narrative: target audiences and Swedish troop contributions to
Afghanistan’, in Beatrice De Graaf, George Dimitriu, and Jens Ringsmose (eds), Strategic Narratives, Public Opinion and
War: Winning Domestic Support for the Afghan War (New York, NY: Routledge, 2015), pp. 286–7.

61Personal interviews S006, S011, S013 (May 2014).
62Personal interviews S007, S011 (May 2014).
63Olov Östberg, Per Johannissonn, and Per-Arne Persson, ‘Capability formation architecture for provincial reconstruction

in Afghanistan’, in John Gotze and Anders Jenzen-Waud (eds), Systems, Vol. 3: Beyond Alignment; Applying Systems Thinking
in Architecting Enterprises (London, UK: College Publications, 2013), p. 405; Personal interviews S006, S014 (May 2014).

64Personal interview S006 (May 2014); Stefan Lagerlöf, Civil-Militära Relationer: Förutsättningar För Samverkan
(Stockholm: Försvarshögskolan, 2011), p. 37, available at: {http://www.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%
3A418220&dswid=790} accessed 14 April 2019.

65Personal interviews S007, S008 (May 2014).
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Afghanistan.66 By contrast, SIDA perceived WOG as a ‘hearts and minds’ tactic that would enable
the military to co-opt development work, and to focus excessively on short-term, quick impact
initiatives like ‘cutting ribbons and opening schools’.67

The parliamentary non-debate on WOG produced a strategic narrative that offered little guid-
ance on how civilians and the military were expected to interact.68 The first two ISAF mandates
briefly mentioned quick impact projects, but did not elaborate on broader joint ventures.69 The
Ministry of Defence pushed for establishing a joint inter-agency body with authority to coordin-
ate the Afghanistan engagement, but the parliamentary negotiations never progressed.70 Instead,
Sweden opted for a State Secretary information exchange forum, where the MFA, the Ministry of
Defence, the Ministry of Justice, SIDA, the Folke Bernadotte Academy (FBA), and the Swedish
National Police Board (SNPB) met bi-monthly to discuss political and security assessments
and provide broad strategic direction to the respective ministries. The forum lacked decision-
making authority, and did not engage in joint strategic planning or assessment.71 Interview
data suggests its overall impact on political decision-making was negligible.72

Similarly, Sweden never established a fund pooling mechanism for Afghanistan. PRT military
commanders had $30,000 per rotation for small-scale reconstruction initiatives. The MFA man-
aged a larger crisis management budget, but it could not be used for stabilisation operations.73

SIDA handled the bulk of international development cooperation money for Afghanistan,
which was locked into long-term initiatives and impossible to redirect to a fund pooling struc-
ture.74 Joint pre-deployment training was largely voluntary. Ministries ran independent pro-
grammes, where joint training elements lacked a practical component, and omitted civilian
planning under a WOG approach.75

2006–09: Seeking synergies?

In 2006, the centre-right, Moderate Party-led Alliance coalition gained parliamentary majority,
moving WOG up the policy agenda.76 The MP had long favoured bolstering both civilian and
military means to address deteriorating security on the ground.77 The Alliance cultivated a

66Personal interviews S012, S016 (May 2014).
67Personal interviews S006, S007, S008, S011, S013 (May 2014).
68Personal interviews S001, S002, S004, S006, S007, S014, S017 (May 2014).
69Personal interviews S006, S014 (May 2014); Riksdagen, ‘Fortsatt svenskt deltagande i en internationell styrka i

Afghanistan’, Regeringens Proposition, 179 (Stockholm, 2001/02), p. 7, available at: {http://data.riksdagen.se/fil/c9587334-
00dc-435f-aced-77833507001a} accessed 14 April 2019; Riksdagen, ‘Fortsatt svenskt deltagande i en internationell
säkerhetsstyrka i Afghanistan’, Regeringens Proposition, 21 (Stockholm, 2002/03), p. 8, available at: {https://www.riksdagen.
se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/proposition/fortsatt-svenskt-deltagande-i-en-internationell_GQ0321} accessed 14 April
2019.

70Personal interviews S003, S016 (May 2014); Patrick and Brown, Greater Than the Sum of Its Parts?, p. 124.
71Robert Egnell and Claes Nilsson, Svensk civil-militär samverkan för internationella insatser: från löftesrika koncept till

konkret handling (Stockholm: Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI), 2010), p. 16; Personal interviews S001, S003,
S006, S007, S010, S012, S015, S016 (May 2014).

72Personal interviews S001, S006, S009, S011, S017 (May 2014).
73Personal interviews S001, S002, S003, S004, S005, S006, S007, S008, S010 (May 2014).
74Riksdagen, ‘Fortsatt svenskt deltagande i en internationell säkerhetsstyrka i Afghanistan’, Regeringens Proposition, 71

(Stockholm, 2003/04), p. 7, available at: {https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/proposition/fortsatt-
svenskt-deltagande-i-en-internationell_GR0371} accessed 14 April 2019.

75Personal interviews S003, S004, S005, S006, S007, S009, S012, S014, S015, S016 (May 2014); Sara Bandstein, ‘Civil-militär
samverkan i internationella insatser – en översikt av hur svenska aktörer samverkar på operativ och strategisk nivå’, FOI
Memo 3309 (Stockholm: Swedish Defence Research Agency, 2010), pp. 9–12; Stefan Hedmark, Comprehensive approach
eller pragmatic approach? En fallstudie om civil-militär samverkan vid PRT Mazar-E Sharif (Stockholm:
Försvarshögskolan, 2009), p. 30.

76Personal interview S001 (May 2014).
77Tham, Och, and Hull, ‘Jakten på synergin’, p. 20.
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WOG-supportive, yet cautious rhetoric of seeking civil-military ‘synergies’.78 ISAF mandates gave
some attention to the presence of civilian advisers at the PRT, but without mention to cross-
agency strategic planning.79 More notably, the Strategy for Development Cooperation with
Afghanistan, July 2009 to December 2013, hinted at increasing the reconstruction fund adminis-
tered by the Kabul Embassy, to use in joint stabilisation initiatives.80 However, this vaguely for-
mulated intent was never implemented in practice.

In Afghanistan, Sweden took over as lead nation in 2006, placing a military colonel at the head
of the Mazar-e-Sharif PRT. A political advisor (POLAD) from the FBA, a development advisor
(DEVAD) from SIDA, and a police advisor from the SNPB were to counsel the commander on
civilian matters.81 POLADs worked directly under the PRT head, but DEVADs retained complete
operational autonomy.82 A joint command group met weekly, bi-weekly, or every other day, to
exchange basic information and deconflict scheduled visits with local authorities.83 Civilians mostly
participated as passive listeners.84 As the synergies rhetoric gained visibility in Stockholm, the PRT
team attempted a joint planning procedure. The civilians advised on the impact of military opera-
tions on development activities, but did not support counterinsurgency initiatives or provide intel-
ligence to the military. To civilian participants, this exercise was of limited practical utility.85

2010–14: Back to basics

The synergies narrative survived until the next elections, when the Alliance was reelected but lost
parliamentary majority. Around the same time, the ruling coalition faced difficult negotiations
with the opposition on agreeing a deadline for permanent troop withdrawal from Afghanistan.
In the Northern Afghan provinces, violence had reached an all-time high.86 The Alliance still
favoured keeping the military in Afghanistan for longer than the centre-left, but concerns
about Sweden supporting US-led COIN operations once again polarised the debate.87 To achieve
a longer troop withdrawal timeline than the centre-left would have preferred, the Alliance agreed
to drop the synergies rhetoric.88

From 2010 onwards, the term ‘synergies’ was phased out of policy documents.89 The 2010
Afghanistan Strategy and the 2011 ISAF extension mandate emphasised a clear separation of

78Riksdagen, ‘Fortsatt svenskt deltagande i den internationella säkerhetsstyrkan i Afghanistan’, Regeringens Proposition, 83
(Stockholm, 2006/07), p. 10, available at: {http://www.regeringen.se/rattsdokument/proposition/2007/03/prop.-20060783/}
accessed 14 April 2019.

79Riksdagen, ‘Fortsatt svenskt deltagande i den internationella säkerhetsstyrkan i Afghanistan (ISAF)’, Regeringens
Proposition, 69 (Stockholm, 2008/09), p. 11, available at: {http://www.regeringen.se/rattsdokument/proposition/2008/11/
prop.-20080969/} accessed 14 April 2019.

80Government Offices of Sweden, ‘Strategy for Development Cooperation with Afghanistan, July 2009–December 2013’
(Stockholm, 2009), pp. 7–8.

81Personal interview S007 (May 2014).
82Personal interviews S006, S016, S017 (May 2014).
83Personal interview S001 (May 2014).
84Personal interview S005, S008, S009, S010, S014 (May 2014).
85Personal interviews S005, S011, S014 (May 2014); Sanna Svensson, ‘Lessons Still to Be Learned: Interoperability Between

Swedish Authorities in Northern Afghanistan (BA thesis, University of Gothenburg, Sweden, 2011), p. 22; Tham, Och, and
Hull, ‘Jakten på synergin’, p. 38; Helené Lackenbauer, Reflektioner Kring Civil-Militär Samverkan I Afghanistan (Stockholm:
Swedish Defence Research Agency, 2011), p. 15.

86Rod Nordland, ‘Security in Afghanistan is deteriorating, aid groups say’, The New York Times, available at: {https://www.
nytimes.com/2010/09/12/world/asia/12afghan.html} accessed 26 September 2020.

87Personal interview S016 (May 2014); Radio Sweden, ‘Afghanistan Becomes an Election Issue’ (Stockholm: Radio Sweden,
2010), available at: {http://sverigesradio.se/sida/artikel.aspx?programid=2054&artikel=3892096} accessed 14 April 2019;
David Stavrou, ‘The debate over Swedish troops in Afghanistan’, The Local (2010), available at: {http://www.thelocal.se/
20101215/30858} accessed 14 April 2019.

88Personal interviews S014, S017 (May 2014).
89Personal interview S007 (May 2014).
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civilian and military tasks.90 In 2012, Cabinet revised the Strategy for Development Cooperation,
definitively dropping the synergies narrative.91 In response to the deteriorating security on the
ground, development cooperation funding increased incrementally over the next five years, but
without making provisions for using civilian funds to support stabilisation operations.92 Field
level requests for a stabilisation budget were denied at MFA headquarters, on the grounds that pla-
cing the military as the ‘face’ of the Swedish commitment to Afghanistan was politically sensitive.93

In 2010, following negotiations spearheaded by the Armed Forces, the Swedish PRT switched
to double-headed leadership. Despite a general reluctance within civilian ministries, a Senior
Civilian Representative (SCR) deployed to Mazar-e-Sharif. At field level, this apparent ‘civilisa-
tion’ of the PRT generated more joint meetings, but outcomes remained limited to information-
sharing.94 The SCR officially represented the entire Swedish engagement, but had no authority
over military operations.95 DEVADs continued reporting directly to SIDA. Neither of the two
commanders could initiate joint ventures that were not explicitly negotiated in parliament.96

In 2012, PRT leadership formally transferred to the SCR, but without changing the pre-existing
structure of strictly separate chains of command.

Interview data revealed diverging perspectives on the SCR. Soldiers welcomed having a senior
diplomat in post, because it relieved them of the responsibility to liaise with local civil society.97

The civilians were notably less enthusiastic, suggesting the SCR was a ‘figure head’ whose deploy-
ment failed to improve the capacity of the civilian team to make a tangible impact on the military
operation.98 SCRs tended to resolve most issues directly with the military commander, with little
involvement of lower level staff.99 POLADs thus felt isolated from their military colleagues, and
increasingly unable to contribute to joint planning.100

Moreover, the SCR deployed without clear instructions on the scope of his authority over civil-
ian funding, which initially created expectations within the military and the MFA that at least part
of SIDA’s budget would be diverted to stabilisation operations.101 Interview data reveals that over
time, soldiers repeatedly requested to access SIDA money. However, DEVADs lacked discretion to
approve such spending without a parliamentary provision, followed by an explicit directive from
headquarters.102 In sum, the creation of the SCR post, and the grassroots readjustment of expec-
tations it triggered, effectively phased out the synergies ambition at field level.103

For DEVADs, a larger problem was lacking guidance from Headquarters on what ‘synergies’
meant for SIDA, particularly as to the appropriate level of engagement with the Armed Forces.104

90Regeringskansliet, ‘Strategi för sveriges stöd till det internationella engagemanget i Afghanistan’ (Stockholm, 2010),
pp. 12–26, available at: {http://www.regeringen.se/49b728/contentassets/6284170ece4f493cad8960d2369bbcf6/strategi-
for-sveriges-stod-till-det-internationella-engagemanget-i-afghanistan} accessed 14 April 2019, Riksdagen, ‘Fortsatt svenskt
deltagande i den internationella säkerhetsstyrkan i Afghanistan (ISAF)’, Regeringens Proposition, 29 (Stockholm, 2011/12),
p. 20.

91Government Offices of Sweden, ‘Revised Development Cooperation Strategy Afghanistan: January 2012–December 2014’
(Stockholm, 2012); Personal interview S014 (May 2014).

92Government Offices of Sweden, ‘Strategy for Development Cooperation with Afghanistan’, pp. 8, 13; Government Offices
of Sweden, ‘Revised Development Cooperation Strategy Afghanistan: January 2012–December 2014’, p. 3.

93Personal interview S017 (June 2014).
94Personal interviews S004, S005, S007, S008, S009, S010, S011, S013, S014, S016 (May 2014).
95Personal interviews S005, S007, S016 (May 2014); Östberg, Johannissonn, and Persson, ‘Capability formation architec-

ture for provincial reconstruction in Afghanistan’, p. 401.
96Personal interviews G003 (June 2014); S004 (May 2014); G017 (October 2015).
97Personal interviews S005, S007, S009, S010, S013 (May 2014).
98Personal interviews S006, S013, S014 (May 2014); Tham, Och, and Hull, ‘Jakten på synergin’, pp. 35–6.
99Personal interview S009 (May 2014).
100Personal interview S007, S008 (May 2014).
101Personal interview S013 (May 2014).
102Personal interviews S001, S003, S007, S008, S010, S013, S014 (May 2014).
103Personal interviews S006, S011 (May 2014).
104Personal interview S014 (May 2014); Tham, Och, and Hull, ‘Jakten på synergin’, pp. 40–1.
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http://www.regeringen.se/49b728/contentassets/6284170ece4f493cad8960d2369bbcf6/strategi-for-sveriges-stod-till-det-internationella-engagemanget-i-afghanistan
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DEVADs envisioned a larger role for themselves in counselling the military on the needs of local
populations, and the importance of situating military activities within the framework of
long-term development initiatives. However, the SIDA leadership in Stockholm saw no part
for civilians in contributing to military operations.105 In the absence of a specific parliamentary
provision to adopt a WOG approach, SIDA headquarters enforced strict unilateral restrictions on
joint working, ensuring that deployed staff minimised cooperation with the military. In one not-
able example, DEVADs and soldiers jointly created a population survey for the most conflict-
prone areas where the Swedish military was active. The survey was to gauge local perceptions
on whether security had improved since the arrival of ISAF forces, and for what reasons.
Upon sending it to SIDA Headquarters for approval, DEVADs received specific instructions to
drop all security-related questions. The survey was never administered in its original format.106

Soldiers and civilians continued to resolve small issues over coffee or talking in the hallway,
but oversight from national Headquarters did not allow for informal cooperation to make a tan-
gible impact on WOG fluctuation.107

Summarising Swedish whole-of-government
Table 2 summarises the evolution of the Swedish WOG model (see below).

The study’s first expectation is largely supported by the evidence, with one caveat. Coalition
bargaining caused WOG fluctuation, although the bargaining was not on WOG directly, but
rather on military aspects of the Swedish contribution to ISAF. In parliament, the nature and
extent of the military engagement proved to be the thorniest issue, and it took precedence in
the consensus building process. By contrast, the coherence question was deliberately avoided,
and eventually traded off to secure consensus on the military engagement. This non-debate on
coherence reduced the margin of action in developing and enforcing a model of joint working,
in Stockholm and especially in Mazar-e-Sharif.

Enthusiasm for WOG was generally higher among right-leaning parties. Swedish WOG
reached its peak during the tenure of a majority ruling, centre-right Alliance coalition.
Nonetheless, when the same coalition subsequently lost majority, the synergies ambition was
abandoned as a concession to the opposition in negotiating the permanent troop withdrawal.
The results show little indication of ‘fine-tuning’ in the Alliance’s understanding of addressing
the threat in Afghanistan. Rather, the evidence points to prioritising consensus building on agree-
ing a deadline for permanent troop withdrawal, and sacrificing WOG in the process. In short, a
right-leaning, WOG-supportive government may have catalysed WOG progress, but it was not
sufficient for sustaining momentum.

There is little evidence in support of the second expectation – that a bureaucratic consensus
catalysed the shift towards more advanced WOG in 2006–09. Similarly, the demise of Swedish
synergies in 2010 was due to coalition bargaining, not bureaucratic pressure. Rather than a
root cause, bureaucratic politics was an intervening obstructive condition that was exacerbated
by the lack of political debate on WOG. In this context, civilian ministries, particularly SIDA,
effectively resisted joint working by limiting the discretion of their staff to interact with the mili-
tary at field level. Coupled with strict oversight from national headquarters, these restrictions were
difficult to overrule, despite the personal preferences and initiatives of the PRT team.

As for the third expectation, I find that Swedish strategic culture was a pre-existing condition
that obstructed WOG developments. The political elite was split into two competing camps: the
WOG-ambivalent and the WOG-supporters. Elections, rather than fine-tuning, determined
which group drove the WOG agenda. There is little indication that pressure from the operational
environment in 2006–09 caused a readjustment in the ruling coalition’s security policy

105Svensson, ‘Lessons Still to Be Learned’, p. 24.
106Personal interview S014 (May 2014).
107Personal interviews S004, S005 (May 2014).
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standpoints. The more likely explanation is that, having finally secured parliamentary majority,
the Alliance could pursue a long-standing ambition for synergies.

Swedish strategic culture worked as an antecedent that partially coloured policymakers’ per-
ceptions on WOG. Some WOG modalities came too close for comfort to American COIN,
which in turn conditioned the negotiations on extending the ISAF mandate. Despite their dis-
agreements, the two rival policy camps shared a distaste for the war on terror, which clashed
with the foundational element of neutrality in Swedish strategic culture. Clearly separating the
Swedish engagement from US counterinsurgency was a condition necessary to reconcile the
two positions around approving the mandate extension bills. The result was a tendency to
shirk the coherence debate, which reduced the scope for WOG progress.

Germany
2001–05: Development workers in uniform?

Much like in Sweden, the German parliament (Bundestag) was perpetually divided over the
nature of the military engagement.108 Approving the 2001 ISAF mandate caused a rift between
the main coalition partners, the Social Democratic Party (SPD) and the Greens. The Greens
opposed addressing terrorism by military means, as did some of the more left-leaning SPD mem-
bers. As a compromise, the military presence was framed as a reconstruction support mission,
which effectively removed the urgency to hold an open debate on integrating civilian and military
instruments. If the Bundeswehr was not to conduct COIN operations, then provisions for civil-
military cooperation in such scenarios became a moot point.109

The ministries published a patchwork of policy statements, each treating only those aspects of
WOG that served the organisational interests of the department spearheading the text.110

Ministry of Defence publications reflected an eagerness to adopt WOG as a working model,
while the BMZ avoided WOG language.111 BMZ minister Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul, a
known critic of using civilian aid for military purposes, stated once in the press that
‘[In Afghanistan], there does not have to be a man with a gun standing next to every development

Table 2. The Swedish whole-of-government model (2001–14).

2001–06 2006–09 2010–14

Strategic Level
(in home country)

Communication Coexistence Communication

Tactical Level
(in Afghanistan)

- Communication Communication

108Personal interviews G020, G022 (October 2015); Timo Behr, ‘Germany and regional Command-North: ISAF’s weakest
link?’, in Nik Hynek and Péter Marton (eds), Statebuilding in Afghanistan: Multinational Contributions to Reconstruction
(London and New York: Routledge, 2011), pp. 42–64; Timo Noetzel and Thomas Rid, ‘Germany’s options in
Afghanistan’, Survival, 51:5 (2009), pp. 78–9.

109Hilpert, Strategic Cultural Change and the Challenge for Security Policy, pp. 43–50, 193; Personal interview G030
(January 2016); Timo Noetzel, ‘The German politics of war: Kunduz and the war in Afghanistan’, International Affairs,
87:2 (2011), p. 403.

110Personal interviews G003, G009, G012 (June 2014); G013 (July 2014); G016, G017, G020, G022, G028 (October 2015).
See also Action Plan: Civilian Crisis Prevention, Conflict Resolution and Post-Conflict Peace-Building (Berlin:
Bundesregierung. 2004).

111Bundesministerium der Verteidigung, ‘Defence Policy Guidelines’ (Berlin, 2003), p. 18; Federal Ministry for Economic
Cooperation and Development, ‘Sector Strategy for Crisis Prevention, Conflict Transformation and Peace-Building in
German Development Cooperation’ (Berlin, 2005), p. 24.
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worker.’112 Interview data suggests that during her tenure, DEVADs were instructed to limit inter-
actions with the military where possible.113

The question of establishing joint inter-agency bodies with executive functions for Afghanistan
was never addressed in detail in the Bundestag. A State Secretary forum met monthly to exchange
information and clarify operational boundaries.114 Ministries organised separate pre-deployment
training programmes, where outgoing staff usually spend no more than half a day in short inter-
ministerial briefings.115 Interview data reveals reluctance on behalf of civilian ministries to release
staff to attend joint pre-deployment training initiatives.116

Despite a weak political ambition around WOG, side issue bargaining in 2005 started a fund
pooling mechanism for Afghanistan. As the Bundestag prepared to vote on Germany’s participa-
tion in a NATO missile defence integration programme, the Greens, a main coalition partner,
opposed the draft bill. The Greens then traded off their support in exchange for re-routing
€10 million from the defence budget towards crisis management and into the Provincial
Development Fund (PDF).117 The instrumental role of the Green Party in negotiating the PDF
suggests a willingness to endorse joint ventures that fell short of full-scale inter-agency cooper-
ation in ‘clear, hold, build’ scenarios.

At field level, the non-combat strategic narrative in Berlin implied that German PRTs could not
be placed under military command.118 However, the civilian-led PRT alternative also failed to gain
traction in parliament.119 As a compromise, Germany adopted a double-headed PRT model with
independent ministerial chains of command.120 Deploying a Senior Civilian Representative (SCR)
initially created within the military and Foreign Office an expectation to control the bulk of devel-
opment cooperation funding for Afghanistan.121 Soldiers came intense pressure to engage in devel-
opment work without adequate funding for that purpose, which caused frustration and confusion
within the military around their responsibilities under a WOG approach.122

In the early days, PRT staff held daily joint briefs, co-chaired by the two commanders but
dominated by military topics, and following a clear military reporting structure.123

Occasionally, the civilians contributed to operational planning, although interview data suggests
this was not the norm.124 Following instructions from BMZ headquarters, DEVADs lived outside
of the military compound and only visited the PRTs in cases of emergency, which meant they
were naturally left out of the information-sharing process.125

2006–09: Cementing the ‘non-debate’

The 2005 elections produced a realignment within the Bundestag that further obstructed the col-
lective bargaining over the ISAF mandate, which in turn cemented the non-debate on coherence.

112Personal interview G017 (October 2015); Von Ansgar Graw, ‘Wieczorek-Zeul fordert strategiewechsel der USA’, WELT
(2007), available at: {https://www.welt.de/politik/article1256355/Wieczorek-Zeul-fordert-Strategiewechsel-der-USA.html}
accessed 14 April 2019.

113Personal interview G014 (July 2014).
114Personal interviews G014 (July 2014); G017, G018, G020, G021, G025, G028 (October 2015); G030 (January 2016).
115Personal interviews G002, G003, G006, G007, G011, G014, G015 (July 2014).
116Personal interviews G009, G014 (July 2014); G017, G022 (October 2015).
117Wade Boese, ‘Germany, NATO Advance Missile Defenses’, Arms Control Association (2005), available at: {http://legacy.

armscontrol.org/act/2005_06/Germany_NATO} accessed 1 January 2016.
118Personal interviews G005 (June 2014); G030 (January 2016).
119Personal interview G025 (October 2015).
120Personal interviews G010, G014 (July 2014); G025 (October 2015).
121Personal interviews G021 (October 2015); G024 (October 2015).
122Personal interview G006 (June 2014).
123Personal interviews G001, G005, G007, G009 (June 2014); G012, G014 (July 2014); G023, G024, G026, G027 (October

2015); G029 (November 2015); G030 (January 2016).
124Personal interviews G005, G006, G007, G011, G012 (June 2014).
125Personal interviews G010, G011, G012 (June 2014); G014 (July 2014); G021 (October 2015).
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The centre-left SPD was re-elected in a grand coalition with their traditional rivals, the centre-
right Christian Democratic Union (CDU) and Christian Social Union (CSU). Unlike the SPD,
the CDU and the CSU endorsed a broader role for the military, as well as political and develop-
ment instruments in Afghanistan, and were supported by the liberal Free Democratic Party
(FDP).126 Simultaneously, an increasingly volatile Northern Afghanistan had forced the
Bundeswehr into conducting COIN operations, which parts of the political and military elite
decidedly opposed.127 To ensure extending the annual ISAF contribution, parties avoided a
broad conversation on the hard aspects of COIN, including on incorporating civilian funds
into the military strategy. Isolated appeals for a comprehensive civil-military ISAF mandate
never led to specific negotiations.128

Meanwhile, the elections had driven the Ministry of Defence and the Foreign Office into the
hands of parties on opposite sides of the ideological spectrum, which exacerbated a long-standing
rivalry between the two.129 Ministry of Defence documents openly addressed cross-departmental
cooperation in conflict zones.130 The BMZ refused to endorse these statements, arguing that experi-
ences from the United States clearly demonstrated the negative effects of using civilian aid as a peace
dividend.131 Interviewees suggested that within the BMZ, WOG was perceived less as a spectrum of
cooperation options and more as a tactic allowing the military co co-opt development activities.132

The inter-agency State Secretary forum met less regularly during the tenure of the grand coali-
tion.133 Attempts at creating joint institutional structures were unsuccessful. In 2008, the CDU
advocated for establishing a National Security Council, a joint body to centralise inter-agency
strategy formulation and decision-making in security policy. The proposal was struck down in
the Bundestag, on the grounds of representing an unacceptable ‘Americanisation’ of German
security policy.134

In contrast to the stalled developments in Berlin, coherence in Afghanistan advanced tangibly
as the PDF started functioning. Financed jointly by the Foreign Office, BMZ and the Bundeswehr,
the PDF funded small- to medium-sized reconstruction in remote areas that had remained at the
margin of larger development initiatives. Local communities applied for funds via their district
governor. The Bundeswehr also submitted applications based on needs identified during village
patrols. A joint committee composed of equal numbers of Germans and Afghans voted on appli-
cations.135 Afghan members held individual voting rights, while the Germans consolidated their
position behind a single vote, that of the BMZ. Interview data suggests that renouncing their indi-
vidual voting rights was not problematic for the Bundeswehr and the Foreign Office.136 Despite

126Behr, ‘Germany and regional Command-North’, pp. 42–64; Noetzel and Rid, ‘Germany’s options in Afghanistan’,
pp. 80–1.

127Behr, ‘Germany and regional Command-North’, pp. 52–4; Noetzel and Rid, ‘Germany’s options in Afghanistan’,
pp. 80–1; Personal interview G026 (October 2015).

128Hilpert, Strategic Cultural Change and the Challenge for Security Policy, pp. 93–193; Sven Gareis, ‘Schlüssiges konzept
oder schlagwort? Zu anspruch und praxis “Vernetzter Sicherheit” in Afghanistan’, Security and Peace, 28:4 (2010), p. 241;
Timo Noetzel and Benjamin Schreer, ‘Counter – what? Germany and counter-insurgency in Afghanistan’, RUSI, 153:1
(2008), p. 45; Personal interviews G011 (June 2014); G013 (July 2014).

129Personal interview G019 (October 2015).
130Federal Ministry of Defence, ‘White Paper on the Security of the Federal Republic of Germany and the Situation of the

Bundeswehr’ (Berlin, 2006).
131Svenja Post, Toward a Whole-of-Europe Approach: Organizing the European Union’s and Member States Comprehensive

Crisis Management (New York, NY: Springer VS, 2015), p. 289; Personal interviews G017, G022, G027 (October 2015).
132Personal interview G017 (October 2015).
133Personal interview G014 (July 2014).
134Timo Noetzel, ‘Germany’s small war in Afghanistan: Military learning amid politico-strategic inertia’, Contemporary

Security Policy, 31:3 (2010), p. 500.
135Personal interview G012, G013 (June 2014).
136Personal interviews G014, G025, G026 (October 2015).
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some significant operational difficulties, interviewees believed that the PDF was a prime example
of successfully translating the German WOG concept into practice.137

2010–14: The development offensive

In 2009, a centre-right FDP/CDU/CSU coalition gained parliamentary majority, which presented
a major opportunity for WOG advancement.138 Conditions in the Bundestag were ripe for open-
ing up the coherence debate. The coalition partners agreed that Germany’s presence in
Afghanistan constituted an involvement in an armed conflict, which shifted the strategic narrative
away from non-combat language.139 Dirk Niebel, a former paratrooper and newly appointed min-
ister of the BMZ, critiqued the previous government for not exploring the full potential of the
WOG concept, and asked deployed staff to use their PRT offices, and to seek out cooperation
venues with the military. Interviewees believed that Niebel’s military background explained his
predilection towards a WOG approach.140 From 2010 onwards, DEVADs spent more time at
the PRT and actively contributed to joint meetings. Staff continued to resolve minor issues infor-
mally, often at social functions outside of working hours, but any significant joint ventures
required approval from headquarters.141

The incumbent government’s view on the ever-worsening security situation in Afghanistan was
that civilian aid would act as a stabiliser.142 Consequently, the Bundestag approved the Stabilization
Fund (SF), a €180-million funding increase for the Foreign Office. While not precisely a fund pool-
ing initiative (fund management rested entirely with the Foreign Office), the SF enabled civil-
military cooperation in ‘clear, hold, build’ scenarios. In stark contrast to the smaller-scale, needs-
based PDF, the SF had a clearly political objective: to show tangible benefits of the German presence
in Afghanistan by financing large-scale reconstruction projects that did not require long-term plan-
ning. By 2011, Foreign Office staff had started moving alongside the Bundeswehr into recently
cleared areas to discuss possible reconstruction projects with local elders.143

Dubbed the ‘development offensive’, this sudden shift from reconstruction support to stabil-
isation surprised many in political and bureaucratic circles. It brought the portfolio of the Foreign
Office almost to the size of the BMZ, exacerbating turf wars between the two civilian ministries.
The BMZ questioned the expertise of Foreign Office staff in implementing reconstruction pro-
jects, and critiqued SF ventures for lacking sustainability and blurring the boundaries with long-
term development initiatives.144 Eventually, a strict division of labour was introduced at field
level, with each ministry working in different sectors and on different administrative division
levels.145

Summarising German whole-of-government
Table 3 illustrates the fluctuations in the German WOG framework:

137Personal interviews G012 (June 2014); G013, G014, G015 (July 2014); G025, G030 (October 2015).
138Personal interview G013 (July 2014).
139Noetzel, ‘The German politics of war’, pp. 405–07.
140Michael Beetle, ‘Niebel setzt auf Vernetzte Sicherheit’, Stuttgarter-Zeitung (2011), available at: {http://www.stuttgarter-

zeitung.de/inhalt.niebel-setzt-auf-vernetzte-sicherheit.bbbc9644-b4a3-4a14-b307-e8965d82272c.html} accessed 1 January
2016; Berlin Policy Journal, ‘Pure aid creates dependency: An interview with German Development Minister Dirk Niebel’,
Berlin Policy Journal (2010), available at: {https://dgap.org/en/ip-journal/topics/“pure-aid-creates-dependency} accessed 1
January 2020; Personal interviews G003 (June 2014); G021, G017 (October 2015).

141Personal interviews G003 (June 2014); G006 (June 2014); G014 (July 2014); G026 (October 2015).
142Personal interview G026 (October 2015).
143German Institute for Development Evaluation, ‘A Review of Evaluative Work of German Development Cooperation in

Afghanistan’ (Bonn, 2014), pp. 4–9; Personal interviews G003 (June 2014); G017, G018, G021, G025, G027, G029 (October
2015).

144Personal interviews G011 (July 2014); G017, G020, G021, G023, G024 (October 2015).
145Personal interview G020, G025 (October 2015); G030 (January 2016).
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As regards the study’s first expectation, the results show similarities with the Swedish case.
German WOG fluctuated as a result of coalition bargaining on a highly contested military
engagement, which became the focal point of consensus building. Elections were an intervening
factor, because power realignments in parliament altered the degree of consensus around the
military engagement, which in turn affected the WOG debate. The grand coalition of 2006–09
was particularly challenging for WOG advancement. When the coalitions partners sat on oppos-
ite sides of the ideological spectrum, agreeing on the military engagement became harder, which
made avoiding the WOG debate more likely.

Centre-right parties articulated a higher ambition for WOG than the centre-left. German
WOG reached its most advanced stage in 2010–14, during the tenure of a majority-ruling, right-
leaning government. By contrast, WOG progress mostly stalled during the 2001–05 centre-left
coalition rule, largely due to the Greens’ insistence to frame the German engagement in non-
combat terms. Interestingly, in 2005 the Greens used side issue bargaining to extract concessions
in favour of WOG. The findings suggest that side issue bargaining drove WOG fluctuation, and as
a main coalition partner, the Greens marshalled sufficient bargaining power to influence move-
ments towards either side of the WOG scale.

As to the study’s second expectation, I find that bureaucratic politics was an intervening con-
dition that hampered or enabled coherence, but did not directly cause WOG fluctuation. Much
depended on the ambition of the incumbent government to pursue WOG and to introduce the
integration issue into the political debate. Prior to 2009, the more policymakers shirked the WOG
question, the more ministries resisted WOG implementation. This curbed, but did not entirely
prevent WOG progress. Similarly, from 2010 onwards, WOG marked a rapid and notable pro-
gress despite a lack of bureaucratic consensus (increased support within the Foreign Office
and military, resistance in the BMZ). The evidence suggests that, to a lesser extent, the preferences
and background of the BMZ minister also mattered: a centre-right minister with a military back-
ground was an enabler to WOG implementation.

As for the study’s third expectation, the evidence suggests that deeply ingrained anti-
militaristic core values within and across parties manifested in a persisting controversy around
American COIN and supporting the war on terror. Dressing the ISAF mandate in reconstruction
support terms was necessary to reconcile the ‘never again Auschwitz’ (also WOG-ambivalent)
and the ‘never again alone’ (WOG-loving) security policy standpoints. However, the corollary
result for WOG was a non-debate on coherence. Beyond that, realignments in the political con-
stellation, largely due to federal elections, determined which school of thought dominated the
WOG agenda. The exponential progress of the WOG model after 2010 fits poorly with the
logic of fine-tuning, which predicates slow, incremental policy changes. Rising insecurity in
Afghanistan served the new government as justification for the ‘development offensive’. But
there is little evidence of fine-tuning here: the centre-right coalition had always favoured a
broader civil-military approach for Afghanistan. In sum, the findings indicate similarities with
the Swedish case: German strategic culture was not a direct cause, but an underlying obstructive
factor for WOG variance.

Table 3. The German whole-of-government model (2001–14).

2001–05 2006–09 2010–14

Strategic Level
(in home country)

Communication Communication Coordinated Action

Tactical Level
(in Afghanistan)

Communication Coexistence→Coordinated Action Coordinated Action
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Conclusion
Despite a broad consensus that a WOG approach contributes at least in part to the efficiency and
effectiveness of multinational interventions, the causal pathways to WOG variance remain poorly
understood. By testing three potential theoretical explanations – coalition politics, bureaucratic
politics, and strategic culture – this research begins to untangle the antecedent conditions, key
drivers, permissive factors, and roadblocks that result in WOG variance across states contributing
to multinational peace and stability operations. Focusing on Sweden and Germany’s participation
in ISAF, I have argued that coalition bargaining drove WOG variation. Strategic culture was an
antecedent condition: COIN and the war on terror clashed with foundational elements of the
Swedish and German strategic cultures. This jeopardised consensus building on the ISAF man-
dates, and paved the way for a non-debate on WOG in parliament. Bureaucratic politics was an
intervening condition that obstructed or enabled coherence, depending on the intentions of the
incumbent coalition government to progress WOG.

It turns out that some of the most popular recommendations for improving coherence – open-
ing the political debate, developing joint institutional frameworks and WOG enforcement
mechanisms – have limited applicability in Sweden and Germany, where the coalition govern-
ments were severely divided over ‘fighting a war’ abroad. The more contested the military engage-
ment, the weaker the ambition to openly debate (and hence, progress) WOG. These findings have
implications for integrated peace operations, as well as for recent scholarship on counterinsur-
gency, which argues that civilian aid provided by COIN forces can serve as an effective stabiliser
in some cases.146 My results suggest that, when national troops deploy to highly volatile zones,
coalition-led nations have limited capacity to tailor WOG approaches to rapidly changing objec-
tives. Moreover, developing civil-military capacity to support counterinsurgency operations is not
readily accessible to coalition-led countries where offensive operations in general, and US-style
COIN in particular, clash with strategic culture values. Broadly, my findings suggest that culture
can work as either a permissive or an obstructive antecedent condition for WOG variance. Future
studies can extend these theoretical propositions to other national contexts, where the nature of
the military engagement fits better with the strategic culture.

To be clear, coalitions are not perpetually limited in progressing coherence. Elections worked
as an intervening factor: realignments in the political constellation determined which of the two
rival security policy standpoints dominated in parliament, and thus had more potential to drive
the WOG agenda. In both Sweden and Germany, majority-ruling, right-leaning coalitions were
the most conducive to moving towards the right side of the WOG scale.

Without negating the value of cooperative personalities in inter-agency working, my results
show that personalities mattered less for WOG variance than the political constellation. In con-
trast to suggestions in other studies, I find that lacking clear strategic direction did not enable
deployed staff to interpret the meaning of WOG for themselves.147 On the contrary, BMZ and
SIDA Headquarters strictly oversaw their PRT personnel, and actively curtailed initiatives to
operationalise the WOG concept in ways that were considered unacceptable in country capi-
tals.148 Once established, these bureaucratic restrictions tended to stick, and only relaxed once
a new government, and a new development cooperation minister, came along. In short, amending
the WOG model is possible, but it might mean waiting until the next elections. Meanwhile, for
the sake of contributing to broader operational efficiency and effectiveness, national limitations
on developing civil-military capacity should inform the planning stages of multinational peace

146Christopher Paul, Colin P. Clarke, and Beth Grill, Victory Has a Thousand Fathers: Sources of Success in
Counterinsurgency (Santa Monica: RAND Corporation, 2010), pp. 31–82; Renard Sexton, ‘Aid as a tool against insurgency:
Evidence from contested and controlled territory in Afghanistan’, American Political Science Review, 110:4 (2016), pp. 731–
49.

147See Eronen, ‘PRT models in Afghanistan’, p. 12; Olson and Gregorian, ‘Side by Side or Together?’, pp. 71, 92.
148See, for example, Tham, Och, and Hull, Jakten På Synergin, pp. 39–40.
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and stability operations, especially at the time of assigning countries to specific tasks. My results
support calls for fostering a next generation of multinational interventions where nations are
allowed to pursue different levels of coherence, depending on individual capabilities.149

It turns out that negotiations on side issues drove WOG variance, although the outcomes dif-
fered within and across the two cases. In Germany, negotiations on the first ISAF mandate
stunted WOG in 2001. By contrast, side issue bargaining in 2005 catalysed integration. Both
of these developments resulted from concessions made to a main coalition partner (the Green
Party). As for Sweden, side issue bargaining in 2010 ended the WOG ambition, when a
WOG-loving but minority-ruling government conceded to the opposition. All this suggests
that side issue negotiations presented windows of opportunity to alter the WOG frameworks,
but the end result depended on the ability of political actors to successfully exploit these windows.
These dynamics are broadly consistent with institutionalist arguments that change occurs only
when an agent with sufficient bargaining power is interested in altering the existing formal struc-
tures.150 Other studies can explore further the conditions that influence the bargaining capacity
and the interest of political actors to progress or abandon integration.

I find that an increasingly volatile operational environment does not necessarily cause a regres-
sion in the WOG model. Both Sweden and Germany experienced rising insecurity at field level.
Germany went into a ‘development offensive’, while the Swedish model regressed to basics. The
evidence suggests that the key condition for WOG variation is not a fluctuating level of external
pressure, but rather the understanding of the incumbent coalition about how best to respond to
the pressure. My results are consistent with Juliet Kaarbo’s argument that, despite a multitude of
other domestic and international issues that influence policymaking, final policy outcomes are
always filtered through Cabinet as the ultimate collective decisionmaking authority.151 Future
studies can test these relationships on presidential or single-party majority governments, where
decision-making is not collective, but centralised around single individuals.

Scholars argue that future multinational operations will continue to pursue coherence as a
means to improving operational effectiveness.152 However, ambitions for full-scale military inter-
ventions like the war on terror are waning.153 My findings suggest that coalitions may have a
broader scope for adopting advanced, flexible WOG approaches if a highly contested military
engagement is removed from the collective decision-making equation. Past experiences have
shown that in contexts outside of Afghanistan and Iraq, coherence becomes a much less contro-
versial issue.154 Even if we never see another Afghanistan, this research makes the case for explor-
ing the causes of WOG variance in other conflict and postconflict settings, and across a wider
variety of integrated operation types, with or without a military component.

Beyond peacekeeping, scholars and practitioners argue that WOG approaches are needed in a
variety of policy areas, such as migration and climate change.155 Research on WOG

149Egnell, ‘Civil–military coordination for operational effectiveness’, p. 271.
150North, Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance, p. 68.
151Juliet Kaarbo, Coalition Politics and Cabinet Decision Making: A Comparative Analysis of Foreign Policy Choices (Ann

Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 2012), pp. 4–18.
152Namie Di Razza, What to Expect for the Future of Protection in UN Peace Operations (OCHA: 24 September, 2020),

available at: {https://reliefweb.int/report/world/what-expect-future-protection-un-peace-operations} accessed 29 November
2020.

153Christopher Holshek, ‘Lessons from Iraq and Afghanistan: Looking from outside the box’, in Volker H. Franke and
Robert H. Dorf (eds), Conflict Management and ‘Whole-of-Government’: Useful Tools for US National Security Strategy?
Strategic Studies Institute Book (Carlisle Barracks, PA: US Army War College, March, 2012), pp. 288–9.

154Olson and Gregorian, ‘Side by Side or Together?’, p. 42.
155Daniel Farber, Whole-of-Government Climate Policy (Washington, DC: The Center for Progressive Reform, 20

November 2020), available at: {http://progressivereform.org/cpr-blog/whole-government-climate-policy/} accessed 12
December 2020; International Organization for Migration (IOM), ‘Migration Policy and Legislation’ (Grand-Saconnex,
2020), available at: {https://www.iom.int/migration-policy-and-legislation} accessed 12 December 2020.
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implementation in global health reveals dynamics similar to those outlined in this study.156 My
research thus holds broader lessons for WOG implementation beyond multinational intervention
in failed states. The findings suggest that, when the overarching policy contains aspects that are
highly politically controversial, the question of WOG tends to fall off the collective decision-
making agenda. This means coalition-led nations are generally constrained in amending the
WOG framework, but not all is lost: the final outcomes depend on the underlying political con-
stellation in parliament, and on exploiting windows of opportunity during side issue bargaining.

Acknowledgements. The author is very grateful to Dr Stephen Saideman and Dr Rachel Schmidt for their suggestions and
continuous encouragement throughout the research and writing process. Special thanks to the three anonymous reviewers for
their insightful comments on earlier drafts. The author would also like to recognise the generous support of Marcus Ohm at
the Civil-Military Cooperation Centre of Excellence in Nienburg in facilitating a considerable part of the data collection.

Maya Dafinova has a PhD in International Affairs from the Norman Paterson School of International Affairs, Carleton
University. Her research interests include international security, military intervention, international development, and civil-
military cooperation.

156Michelle L. Gagnon and Ronald Labonté, ‘Understanding how and why health is integrated into foreign policy: A case
study of health is global, a UK Government Strategy 2008–2013’, Globalization and Health, 9:24 (2013), p. 1.

Cite this article: Dafinova, M. 2021. Whole of (coalition) government: Comparing Swedish and German experiences in
Afghanistan. European Journal of International Security 6, 459–480. https://doi.org/10.1017/eis.2021.11

480 Maya Dafinova

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/e

is
.2

02
1.

11
 P

ub
lis

he
d 

on
lin

e 
by

 C
am

br
id

ge
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 P
re

ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/eis.2021.11
https://doi.org/10.1017/eis.2021.11

	Whole of (coalition) government: Comparing Swedish and German experiences in Afghanistan
	Introduction
	The debate
	Explaining variance in whole-of-government
	Coalition politics


	Bureaucratic politics
	Strategic culture
	Scope and methods
	Measuring levels of whole-of-government
	Methods
	Case selection
	Data sources

	Sweden
	2001--06: Agreeing not to agree
	2006--09: Seeking synergies?
	2010--14: Back to basics

	Summarising Swedish whole-of-government
	Germany
	2001--05: Development workers in uniform?
	2006--09: Cementing the &lsquo;non-debate&rsquo;
	2010--14: The development offensive

	Summarising German whole-of-government
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements


