
 

February 2024 

Civil-military what?! 

Making sense of conflicting civil-military 

concepts 

 

 

Authors 

Henrique Garbino 

Jonathan Robinson 

João Valdetaro 

 

 

 

Center for Human Rights and Humanitarian Studies 

Watson Institute for International and Public Affairs 

Brown University 

and 

Department of War Studies  

Swedish Defence University 

  



 

 
1 

About the Center for Human Rights and Humanitarian Studies 
Established in 2019 at Brown University’s Watson Institute for International and Public Affairs, the Center 
for Human Rights and Humanitarian Studies (CHRHS) is committed to tackling the human rights and 
humanitarian challenges of the 21st century. CHRHS’s mission is to promote a more just, peaceful, and 
secure world by furthering a deeper understanding of global human rights and humanitarian challenges and 
encouraging collaboration between local communities, academics, and practitioners to develop innovative 
solutions.  
 
About the Swedish Defence University 
The Swedish Defence University (SEDU) contributes to national and international security through research 
and education. SEDU is a highly specialized university focusing on defense, crisis management and security. 
Founded as an institution for higher military education within the Swedish Armed Forces, the SEDU is an 
independent higher education institution today that offers education at all academic levels – bachelor's, 
master's, and doctoral – for civilian students and military officers. The Swedish Defence University educates 
all officers in the Swedish Armed Forces and is the driver of the academic development of the officer’s 
profession. 
 

About the authors  
Henrique Siniciato Terra Garbino is a doctoral candidate in War Studies at the Swedish Defence University, 
where he researches restraint behavior in civil wars, particularly non-state armed group restraint on the use 
of landmines and other explosive devices. Henrique has a mixed background as an army officer, 
humanitarian worker, and researcher across the fields of peace operations, civil-military relations, and mine 
action. E-mail: henrique.garbino@fhs.se  
 

Jonathan Robinson is a global fellow at CHRHS and a contracted humanitarian operations specialist 
supporting the Civil-Military Humanitarian Response Program at the U.S. Naval War College. Before this, 
Jonathan spent nearly a decade living and working in the Middle East in various roles focused on aid worker 
security, conflict analysis, and humanitarian access. This report is written in his CHRHS capacity and during 
his own time. https://watson.brown.edu/chrhs/people/jonathan-robinson  
 

João Maurício Dias Lopes Valdetaro has served as a Combat Engineer Officer in the Brazilian Army since 
2003. With nearly a decade as an instructor at the Brazilian Peace Operations Joint Training Center, his 
career has predominantly focused on peacekeeping operations. He has undertaken several deployments in 
instructional and field roles under both the United Nations and the European Union. Currently, he is 
advancing his studies at the Brazilian Army General Staff College. E-mail: jmvaldetaro@gmail.com. 
 

Acknowledgements  
The authors express gratitude to all the researchers and practitioners who played a key role at various stages 
of this four-year effort, especially Adam Levine and Alexandria Nylen from the Center for Human Rights 
and Humanitarian Studies, as well as Daniel Triestman, who helped with the research on the Russian 
concepts. The authors also benefited from useful feedback and edits from two additional external reviewers, 
namely Cedric de Coning and Jules Frost. Earlier versions of this study were presented at the V Brazilian 
Network on Peace Operations’ Research Seminar, SEDU’s Military Organization and Profession Research 
Group, and the Brown University and U.S. Naval War College’s 2023 Civilian-Military Humanitarian 
Coordination Research Symposium and Workshop.  
 

Disclaimer  
The opinions and views expressed are those of the authors and not necessarily those of any organizations 
with which they are affiliated or for whom they work, including the US Government, the US Department 
of Defense, the US Navy, the US Naval War College, the Brazilian Army General Staff College, Netsimco, 
Saalex, Brown University, and the Swedish Defence University. 
 

Suggested citation  
Garbino, Henrique, Jonathan Robinson and João Valdetaro. “Civil-military what?! Making sense of 
conflicting civil-military concepts”, Research Report (Providence, RI, United States: Center for Human 
Rights and Humanitarian Studies, February 2024).   

mailto:henrique.garbino@fhs.se
https://watson.brown.edu/chrhs/people/jonathan-robinson
mailto:jmvaldetaro@gmail.com


 

 
2 

Abstract 

The post-Cold War era has ushered in an array of complex challenges, expanding the scope of 

security agendas for states and multilateral organizations alike. This transformation necessitated 

regional and international approaches, encompassing multifaceted security threats such as human 

rights abuses, international terrorism, climate change, migration, pandemics, and cyberattacks. As 

a result, coordination between civilian and military actors became indispensable. However, this 

shift brought forth a multitude of civil-military concepts, each tailored to specific entities but 

resulting in significant confusion due to subtle variations in terminology and interpretation. For 

instance, the United Nations, European Union, and North Atlantic Treaty Organization employ 

various civil-military concepts, often sharing similar terms but conveying distinct meanings. Such 

conceptual disparities can lead to misunderstandings and hinder effective coordination. This paper 

introduces an analytical tool that categorizes organization-specific civil-military concepts into 

archetypes and provides a repository of official concepts and their summaries. The analytical 

framework is based on four core parameters of each civil-military concept, i.e. the main perspective, 

the scope, the level of applicability, and whether the concept entails a dedicated function. This 

resource aims to facilitate a common language for navigating and bridging different civil-military 

concepts. While essential for national militaries in multinational operations, this guide also benefits 

civilians engaging with military organizations, providing insights into military approaches to civil-

military relations and aiding in identifying interlocutors within military structures. Ultimately, this 

framework accommodates future developments in civil-military concepts, enabling a contextual 

understanding within the existing conceptual landscape. 

 

Keywords:  civil-military, relations, coordination, cooperation, interaction, humanitarian, CMR, 

CIMIC, CMCoord, CMI, civil affairs, conceptual analysis 
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1 Introduction 

The end of the Cold War arguably symbolized the decline of conventional warfare and ushered in 

a period of increasingly complex security challenges. In response to this change, states’ and 

multilateral organizations’ security agendas expanded in scale and scope. First, peace and security 

ceased to be primarily a national affair and instead required regional and international approaches. 

For example, civil wars may quickly spill over neighboring territories, drive significant flows of 

refugees into different parts of the world, and trigger conflict elsewhere. Second, the notion of 

what constitutes a security threat has also significantly expanded and incorporated areas such as 

human rights abuses, international terrorism, food insecurity, climate change, migration, and 

cyberattacks, to name some.1 

The need for dialogue and coordination between the various actors involved in this emerging 

complexity also increased. Military forces alone could not resolve conflicts or keep the peace 

without civilian actors, who bring specific expertise and resources in the field. The coordination or 

cooperation between these different actors did not come naturally and often required dedicated 

efforts and specific guidance. It is not surprising that, in reaction to this complexity, a wide array 

of national, regional, and international institutions created their own concepts to guide the 

relationship between military and civilian actors. The result of these efforts is a myriad of similar 

yet slightly differing approaches, each specifically tailored to its parent entity, but often different 

enough to cause significant misunderstandings and misconceptions when compared to each other.  

For example, the United Nations (UN), the European Union (EU), and the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO) have at least seven different civil-military concepts currently in use between 

them (see Figure 1). Admittedly, each concept applies to a different context and has a different 

meaning, but this is not at all intuitive. For instance, the EU Civil-Military Coordination (EU-

CMCO) entails strategic-level policies to facilitate the relationship between EU internal civilian and 

military government bodies. For the United Nations, the UN Civil-Military Coordination (UN-

CIMIC) is a military capability focused on UN peacekeeping operations’ tactical and operational 

levels. Finally, the UN Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination (UN-CMCoord) is a framework 

 

Figure 1. Different civil-military concepts in use by the UN, the EU, and NATO. 
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for dialogue and interaction between humanitarian and military actors. Even though these concepts 

have the same wording, i.e. “civil-military coordination”, they mean different things. Alternatively, 

some concepts may be worded differently but mean similar things. For example, UN Civil-Military 

Coordination (UN-CIMIC),2 US Army Civil Affairs (USA-CA), and NATO Civil-Military 

Cooperation (NATO-CIMIC) all entail a military capability dedicated to facilitating interaction with 

civilian actors with a focus on achieving the military mission. 

Regardless of why such conceptual and terminological differences emerge, they can lead to 

confusion and misunderstandings. To illustrate, consider you are working for a humanitarian non-

governmental organization (NGO) in a complex humanitarian emergency alongside a NATO 

intervention and a UN peacekeeping operation.3 You may need to share information about the 

humanitarian context and current security threats with a Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination 

(UN-CMCoord) officer from the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 

Affairs (OCHA) deployed to the response. This UN-CMCoord officer is a humanitarian aid 

worker, a civilian like yourself. You may also want to inform UN military peacekeepers about your 

organization’s planned projects in the area of operations of the UN mission. This time, though, 

you contact the Civil-Military Coordination (UN-CIMIC) branch of the UN mission’s military 

component. The UN-CIMIC officer is not a civilian, but a military officer. In addition, different 

NATO troops are present in the country, and you may need to liaise with them through a Civil-

Military Cooperation (NATO-CIMIC) or a Civil Affairs (USA-CA) officer, depending on which 

military forces they are from. For additional real-world examples of misunderstandings due to 

different civil-military concepts, see Text box 1 below. 

To be clear, this is not a problem only for large multilateral organizations. For this research project, 

we have identified 59 different official civil-military concepts used by 44 entities, including 35 

concepts from 26 national governments, including its armed forces; nine concepts from five 

multilateral organizations; 13 concepts from 11 non-governmental organizations; and two concepts 

from two non-state armed groups (NSAG). From all these, key questions arise, such as how do 

these concepts relate to each other? Are they comparable? And what do they mean beyond their 

face-value terminological construct? 

Indeed, this lack of conceptual clarity has been highlighted in previous literature. For example, the 

Australian Civil-Military Centre and the Australian Council for International Development outlined 

these distinctions in their Same Space – Different Mandates handbook.4 Other authors have highlighted 

these differences when attempting to make sense of specific concepts, such as the “comprehensive 

approach,”5 “civil-military cooperation,”6 or the civil-military relations within specific 

organizations, such as the UN,7 the African Union (AU),8 the EU,9 or NATO.10 However, to our 

knowledge, no common guide or language has been developed for the various civil-military 

concepts used by different organizations. 

Thus, this paper aims to help practitioners, analysts, and scholars navigate a broad range of different 

civil-military concepts in two ways. First, we put forward a novel analytical tool, which establishes 

a baseline for comparing different civil-military concepts within a typology of four archetypical 

concepts. Second, we offer a repository of official civil-military concepts, including official 

guidance documents, manuals, and our own summaries in simple and accessible “factsheets” (see 
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Appendix). We hope this will allow users to quickly identify broad similarities and differences 

between specific civil-military concepts and, in effect, create a common language to help navigate 

and bridge different concepts. Ultimately, our ambition is to increase mutual understanding 

between civilian and military actors. 

Case Study 1: The Brazilian Army in the United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti11 

The Brazilian Army first deployed to the United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH) in 2004. 

At that time, the Brazilian Army did not have a consolidated doctrine of civil-military cooperation, that is, a 

military capability to manage the relationship between the force and civilian actors. Instead, the Brazilian 

military had been used to employ the so-called military civic actions (MCA), i.e. small-scale projects aimed 

at alleviating the needs of the local population and promoting civic behavior, such as offering medical care 

in remote regions of Brazil. 

The military component of MINUSTAH, however, followed a standardized military unit and staff structure, 

which required a civil-military cooperation (i.e. UN-CIMIC) capability at the battalion level (often referred 

to as G9). Without a clearer frame of reference, many Brazilian Army officers simply believed that MCA was 

a synonym for UN-CIMIC. This led many to take a simplified and military-led approach to civil-military 

coordination and cooperation, breaching key UN-CIMIC principles and misusing UN-CIMIC experts.12 For 

example, what was then called “CIMIC activities” sometimes included embedding intelligence, 

psychological operations, and special forces personnel, who capitalized on the access to civilians to pursue 

their military objectives. This goes against UN-CIMIC principles and risks the trust between the military 

component and civilian actors.13 Further, because MCAs were usually planned and conducted only by 

military personnel in Brazil, the focus of such activities was often to provide direct unilateral support to 

affected populations, with little coordination with other civilian actors, including MINUSTAH’s civilian 

components.  

These shortcomings were overcome following the publication and socialization of UN-CIMIC policies14 and 

specialized UN-CIMIC pre-deployment training adopted by the Brazilian Army.15    

 
Case Study 2: Ukrainian Armed Forces during military reform process (2006-2022)16 

Throughout several processes of military reform, the Ukrainian Army has slowly transitioned from Soviet 

to Western-inspired organization and doctrine. This included adopting the standard NATO-style military 

staff, with nine key functions, namely personnel (G1), intelligence (G2), operations (G3), logistics (G4), 

plans (G5), communications (G6), training (G7), resource management (G8), and civil-military cooperation 

(G9).17 In practice, however, the role of the G9 officer kept some underlying features of the Soviet-standard 

political officer. 

The traditional Soviet military staff had no dedicated function for dealing with non-military actors. 

However, down to the company level, the Central Committee of the Communist Party deployed a political 

officer, who was responsible for troop indoctrination and training, assisting the commander in maintaining 

troop morale, motivation, and discipline, and advising the commander on nonoperational matters, such as 

local political structures.18 As such, the political officer was the closest to CIMIC the Ukrainian Armed Forces 

had experience with. Consequently, CIMIC officers (G9) were assigned cumulative roles as personnel 

officers (G1), who, like the Soviet political officer, are often assigned with dealing with troop morale, 

motivation, and discipline. As such, CIMIC officers were often not included in operations planning and 

implementation as much as necessary. 

Text box 1. Examples of misunderstandings due to different civil-military concepts. 



 

 
12 

This study is particularly relevant for members of national militaries taking part in multinational 

coalitions or peace operations. In these missions, militaries must adapt their own national civil-

military concepts to the regional and international organizations’ conceptual frameworks.  Likewise, 

staff officers are tasked to plan and coordinate the efforts of military contingents from countries 

and service branches different from their own. As such, they need to recognize how their civil-

military concept may differ from or align with others. For civilians, this guide should assist with 

identifying interlocutors within military organizations and provide insights into military approaches 

to civil-military relations in each context. Some civilian organizations that have their own civil-

military concepts and dedicated personnel dealing with the topic will also benefit from this guide 

as an additional reference source. Finally, as new concepts are developed in the future, this 

framework can be used by both civilian and military actors to help provide context for them within 

the existing civil-military conceptual ecosystem. 

This paper proceeds in five sections. The following section defines and clarifies key terms used in 

this paper. Next, we introduce the analytical framework for categorizing organization-specific civil-

military concepts into different archetypes. We then apply the analytical framework to 59 

organization-specific civil-military concepts and assess how the suggested archetypes fit real-world 

concepts. Next, we test the utility of our analytical framework in identifying conceptual gaps within 

organizations and foreseeing practical challenges when navigating between civil-military concepts. 

The study concludes with a summary of key findings, policy implications and suggestions for 

further research. Alongside this research report, we offer readers an extended collection of 

factsheets summarizing 31 organization-specific civil-military concepts used in this study. These 

factsheets outline the main features of each concept, where it can be accessed, and how it fits the 

pre-defined archetypes.   
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2 What’s in a (civil-military) name? Terms and definitions 

This study essentially deals with conceptual analysis, identifying and distinguishing different terms 

as well as analyzing their meanings and understandings. In short, words matter. Thus, before 

introducing our analytical framework and findings, this section defines various terms used 

throughout this study. The definitions presented here will inevitably differ from others. Rather than 

an attempt to concretely set out rigid definitions, this section’s main purpose is to guide readers for 

this study. What follows should be understood as the building blocks for the upcoming sections. 

 

2.1 Concept 

We define concept as an abstract representation of reality, an idea or thought formed from specific 

contexts. We are aware that some organizations may have more specific definitions of concept. For 

instance, NATO defines concept as “an agreed notion or idea, normally set out in a document, that 

provides guidance for different working domains and which may lead to the development of a 

policy.”19 For this paper, concepts might, but do not necessarily, provide guidance or aim to 

develop a policy. 

 

2.2 Civil-military concepts 

We are mainly interested in what we call civil-military concepts. We understand these concepts as 

abstract representations of the relationship between civilian and military actors. Because concepts 

are contextual, some may emphasize or downplay certain aspects of this relationship. We further 

distinguish civil-military concepts into organization-specific and archetypal concepts. 

 

2.3 Organization-specific civil-military concepts 

Organization-specific civil-military concepts are the main interest of this research. While some 

organizations may have several civil-military concepts, others may have none. In any case, each 

organization-specific civil-military concept is unique. Even if the term is literally the same, we give 

them unique identifiers and acronyms. For example, we distinguish the different concepts of civil-

military cooperation, or CIMIC, depending on their parent organization, such as the Brazilian Army 

Civil-Military Cooperation (BRA-CIMIC) and the NATO Civil-Military Cooperation (NATO-

CIMIC). 

Further, some organization-specific civil-military concepts may be operationalized in largely 

different ways. For instance, one organization may use a specific concept as general guidance or a 

principle to be followed on different occasions. Another organization may appoint an individual 

responsible for managing or facilitating civil-military relationships. Even further, some civil-military 

concepts may amount to a capability with dedicated personnel, funds, knowledge, and experience 

related to civil-military relationships. 
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2.4 Archetypal civil-military concepts (or archetypes) 

To make sense of the wide range of different organization-specific civil-military concepts, we 

identified archetypal civil-military concepts. In other words, these archetypes represent ideal civil-military 

concepts and serve the main function of clustering similar organization-specific civil-military 

concepts. The archetypes are Civil-Military Relations, Civil-Military Interaction, Civil-Military 

Cooperation, and Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination. The logic behind them is presented 

in Section 3. 

Some organization-specific civil-military concepts may use the same term, e.g. civil-military 

coordination, but are related to different archetypal civil-military concepts. For example, according 

to our analytical framework, UN Civil-Military Coordination (UN-CIMIC) and EU Civil-Military 

Coordination (EU-CMCO) pertain to different archetypes. Alternatively, some organization-

specific civil-military concepts with different terms may relate to the same archetype. For instance, 

the concepts of US Army Civil Affairs (USA-CA), Philippines Armed Forces Civil-Military Affairs 

(PHL-CMA), NATO Civil-Military Cooperation (NATO-CIMIC), and UN Civil-Military 

Coordination (UN-CIMIC) all pertain to the same archetype in our framework. 

 

2.5 Civil-military relationship 

Throughout this study, we refer to civil-military relationships as a generic “chapeau” civil-military 

concept, which includes all four archetypes. Note that we retain the term “civil-military relations” 

as a distinct concept, included in our umbrella term civil-military relationships. 

 

2.6 Other key terms 

For clarity, we would also like to define other key terms used throughout this paper. First, we have 

a negative definition of civilians as all non-military actors. Military, conversely, is defined as of, for, 

or pertaining to the preparation or the actual conduct of war. Note that this distinction is agnostic 

to the legal status of combatant or non-combatant in an armed conflict. In other words, for this 

paper, we include non-state armed groups such as insurgents, militias, and private military and 

security companies in the concept of “military”. Depending on the context, police actors may sit 

awkwardly between the civilian and military categories, but, for this study, being non-military, it is 

included in the concept of civilian.20  

Thus, we consider civilian and military as separate categories. It may be the case that an organization 

contains separate military and civilian bodies within it, such as modern UN peacekeeping 

operations. We follow the UN’s terminology and call such organizations multidimensional. When 

civilian and military are combined in a specific perspective, structure, or organization, we call it 

joint. For example, a joint team should include both military and civilian personnel. We acknowledge 

that some militaries might use the term joint to denote the combination of different branches, such 

as the army, navy, and air force. For this study, however, we use combined for this purpose. 
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3 Making sense of different civil-military concepts 

This section presents the analytical framework for comparing and contrasting different 

organization-specific civil-military concepts. According to Lukas Milevski, “[…] conceptual 

distinctions are rarely born out in organizational structure, and this, in turn, means that 

organizational structures should not and cannot be used for or against particular conceptual 

distinctions. Otherwise, we can’t share concepts with other analogous organizations [...] or even 

with our own past or our probable future.”21 Thus, our suggested analytical framework offers a 

baseline built on theoretical priors and not organizational distinctions, thus allowing for structured 

conceptual comparisons across different organization-specific civil-military concepts. 

 

3.1 Analytical framework 

This analytical framework is intended to organize different organization-specific civil-military 

concepts into main groupings. With the framework, it is possible to identify which concepts are 

similar or different and why. To do this, we identified four core parameters present in every civil-

military concept: its main perspective, scope, level of applicability, and whether it entails a dedicated 

function (see Table 1 below). Based on the variation of these parameters, we identified four 

overarching archetypes.  

These parameters were identified through an abductive approach. We first analyzed the most 

consolidated civil-military concepts currently used by four major organizations worldwide: the UN, 

the EU, NATO, and the US Army. These organizations are arguably leading peace and security 

actors and have largely spearheaded the conceptual development of civil-military concepts. 

Combined, these organizations employ nine main civil-military concepts, which are the baseline of 

our archetypes. We then expanded the sample to include 59 organization-specific civil-military 

concepts from 44 different organizations and to test and reassess our parameters and archetypes. 

 Main perspective Scope Level of applicability Dedicated function 

Possible 
variation 

civilian internal 
tactical 

yes tactical & operational 

military external 
operational 

operational & strategic 

no 
joint internal & external 

strategic 

all levels 

Table 1. Main parameters used in the framework and their possible empirical variation. 

 

3.1.1 Main perspective 

The first parameter captures the concept’s main perspective on the relationship between civilian and 

military actors. In other words, the concept may take a civilian, military, or joint perspective. This 

parameter is not always intuitive from the concept itself and is gauged based on its parent 

organization, directing principles, and stated purpose. For instance, the policy regulating NATO 
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Civil-Military Interaction (NATO-CMI) clearly states that the concept “is applicable for NATO 

military bodies in collective defense, cooperative security, crisis management, collective training 

and preparation for these, [...] at all military levels.”22 Some civil-military concepts, however, include 

in their name which perspective is at the forefront, such as the UN Humanitarian Civil-Military 

Coordination (UN-CMCoord), which prioritizes the humanitarian, civilian perspective. 

 

3.1.2 Scope 

The second parameter looks at the scope of each civil-military concept. The scope can be internal, 

external, or both internal and external. For example, some concepts aim to facilitate the relationship 

between civilian and military bodies within an organization, such as the EU Civil-Military 

Coordination (EU-CMCO) concept. Other concepts aim exclusively at external actors, such as 

NATO Civil-Military Cooperation (NATO-CIMIC), which focuses on non-NATO civilian actors. 

Some concepts have both an internal and external scope, such as the UN Civil-Military 

Coordination (UN-CIMIC). Briefly, UN-CIMIC aims to facilitate the relationship of the UN 

peacekeeping mission’s military component with the mission’s civilian and police components and 

civilian actors outside the mission structure. Gauging the scope of every civil-military concept 

requires a careful study of its guiding documents. The policy regulating NATO-CIMIC and 

NATO-CMI, for instance, clearly states that “NATO-internal political-military relations [and the] 

interaction between the military and civilians within NATO HQ, are outside [its] scope.”23 

It is worth noting that the scope depends on how we define the organization. For instance, we 

understand that UN-CIMIC has an internal and external scope because it deals with the relationship 

between military peacekeepers and, on the one hand, civilian and police peacekeepers from the 

same peacekeeping operation (internal) and, on the other hand, external non-military actors 

(external). In this case, the reference point is the UN peacekeeping operation. Alternatively, the 

scope would have been only external had the reference been the mission’s military component. 

 

3.1.3 Level of applicability 

The third parameter delves into the concept’s level of applicability regarding decision-making or 

operations, namely the tactical, operational, or strategic levels.24 Notably, some concepts can be 

applied across all levels, while others are restricted to one or two levels. For example, EU Civil-

Military Coordination (EU-CMCO) is restricted to strategic-level relations between EU civilian and 

military bodies at the headquarters in Brussels. On the other hand, EU Civil-Military Cooperation 

(EU-CIMIC) focuses on the tactical and operational levels of EU military missions. The level of 

applicability of any organization-specific civil-military concept is assessed based on the concept’s 

guiding documents. 
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3.1.4 Dedicated function 

The fourth parameter asks whether the concept entails a dedicated function or if it is meant only as 

guidance. Some official documents clearly state that specific concepts are only meant as guiding 

principles. Dedicated functions, however, can come in various ways, which are not captured by this 

parameter. For example, some organizations may appoint a single individual as the focal point to 

manage the relationship between civilian and military actors as an extra duty. Other organizations 

may have full-time personnel focused only on civil-military relationships. Even further, the civil-

military concept may be operationalized in large-scale capabilities, such as US Army Civil Affairs 

(USA-CA) brigades constituting thousands of personnel. 

 

3.2 Archetypal concepts 

By applying these four parameters to existing civil-military concepts used by the UN, the EU, 

NATO, and the US Army, we have identified four archetypal civil-military concepts: Civil-Military 

Relations (CMR), Civil-Military Interaction (CMI), Civil-Military Cooperation (CIMIC), and Humanitarian 

Civil-Military Coordination (CMCoord). In addition, we also briefly describe the concept of 

Comprehensive Approach (CA) for clarity purposes.  

Concept General definition 
Main 

perspective 
Scope 

Level of 
applicability 

Dedicated 
function 

Civil-Military 
Relations 

(CMR) 

The relationship between military and 
civilian actors, especially civil society, 

government bureaucracies, and 
civilian leadership. 

joint 
internal & 
external 

strategic no 

Civil-Military 
Interaction 

(CMI) 

Any interaction between civilian and 
military actors, whether conducted 

between specialized civil-military 
personnel or not. 

joint 
internal & 
external 

all levels no 

Civil-Military 
Cooperation 

(CIMIC) 

A dedicated military function aimed at 
facilitating the interface between 

military commands and civilian actors 
in support of achieving the military 
mission objectives and the civilian 

environment. 

military external 
operational & 

tactical 
yes 

Humanitarian 
Civil-Military 
Coordination 
(CMCoord) 

Coordination between civilian and 
military actors in humanitarian 

emergencies to protect and promote 
humanitarian principles, avoid 

competition, minimize inconsistency, 
and, when appropriate, pursue 

common goals. 

civilian external 
operational & 

tactical 
yes 

Table 2. Summary of archetypal civil-military concepts. 

 

Comprehensive Approach is more inclusive than CMR because it includes civil-civil and military-

military relations. CA also has a more external focus, aiming at harmonizing collective efforts 
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towards the same goal, including military and civilian, and national, regional, and international. We 

can define Civil-Military Relations as the relationship between military and civilian organizations, 

especially civil society, government bureaucracies, and civilian leadership. As such, CMR is a joint 

civil-military concept with an internal and external scope, mostly focused on the strategic level and 

usually without a dedicated function. According to our definition, Civil-Military Interaction entails the 

routine interaction between civilians and military personnel at all levels, whether conducted 

between specialized personnel or not. Thus, CMI can be understood as a comprehensive joint civil-

military concept applicable to internal and external actors at all levels but with no dedicated 

function. Finally, both Civil-Military Cooperation and Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination usually 

have an external scope, focus on the tactical and operational levels, and have dedicated functions. 

However, CIMIC takes a military perspective, and CMCoord sees the civil-military relationship 

from a civilian, humanitarian perspective (see Table 2 for an overview). 

It is worth noting that the actual intensity of the relationship between civilian and military actors 

can vary significantly across all concepts (Figure 2). The civil-military relationship is better 

understood as a spectrum ranging from mere co-existence to full integration, passing through 

cooperation. We understand co-existence as the ability of two or more actors to operate in the same 

area and same period despite fundamental disagreements or the need to maintain distance and a 

clear separation in order for each entity to fulfil its mandate while upholding its own particular sets 

of principles. At a minimum, it entails de-conflicting civilian and military activities, such as 

informing civilians of the time and place of military operations or sharing the location, with military 

actors, of humanitarian static and mobile that are to be protected under International Humanitarian 

Law.  

Cooperation denotes working or acting together for a common purpose when desirable for both 

actors. Military escorts to humanitarian convoys and civilian expert support to military 

interventions are examples of cooperative activities. Integration is the combination of civilian and 

military actors into an integral whole.25 For example, a joint civil-military operations and 

coordination center, sometimes deployed in disaster relief operations, is an integrated structure. 

Finally, a common understanding is that, regardless of the level of intensity of the civil-military 

relationship, coordination is necessary across the spectrum. By coordination, we mean the continued 

dialogue and interaction between civilian and military actors aimed at avoiding conflict, 

competition, and the duplication of efforts, as well as promoting mutual understanding. 

 

 
Figure 2. The spectrum of civil-military relationships.26 



 

 
19 

The desired intensity of the civil-military relationship – i.e. co-existence, cooperation, or integration 

– is conditioned by internal and external factors. While internal factors may include organizations’ 

mandates, time frames, operating principles, funding arrangements, human resources and other 

factors, external factors deal with locals’ perceptions, levels of violence, and operational demands. 

Context-specific analysis is critical to understanding these factors. For instance, as a rule, most 

humanitarian organizations will avoid cooperation and integration with military actors to maintain 

their neutrality and independence, especially during armed conflicts. However, in natural disasters, 

coordination and cooperation between humanitarians and the military is often higher, given the 

absence of armed threats and a clearer alignment between humanitarian and military goals. While 

measuring the intensity of this relationship could be a useful addition to our analytical framework, 

it goes beyond the scope of this paper.27  

In what follows, we explain in greater detail the four archetypal civil-military concepts – CMR, 

CMI, CIMIC, and CMCoord. We start, however, with the concept of Comprehensive Approach, 

which provides a broad framework for the interaction between various actors, not only limited to 

civilian and military actors. 

 

3.2.1 Comprehensive Approach (CA)  

There is an overall agreement that current complex crises require the broad participation of various 

actors, i.e. military, civilian, local, national, regional, and international. These efforts should be 

ideally harmonized under a collective framework. When dealt with by a single government, this 

need gave rise to concepts such as “joined-up-government”,28 “whole-of-government”,29 “whole-

of-nation”,30 “interagency approach”,31 “networked security”,32 and “3D concept (diplomacy-

development-defense)”.33 International organizations have preferred the “multidimensional” or 

“integrated” labels.34 Granted, each concept varies slightly, but they all share the same premise: 

harmonizing collective efforts towards the same goal. This includes the coordination and 

cooperation not only between military and civilian actors but also within the different military and 

civilian actors. 

The Comprehensive Approach framework thus includes both internal and external actors but is 

not limited to the civil-military relationship. In other words, CA deals as much with civil-military 

relations as it does with civil-civil and military-military relations. We decided to include the CA 

concept in this guide because, in contrast with CMR, the Comprehensive Approach has been 

operationalized by different organizations and, in many cases, it provides the conceptual 

background for other civil-military concepts, such as CMI, CIMIC, and CMCoord. 

Several organizations use the concept of Comprehensive Approach, such as the UN,35 the EU,36 

and NATO.37 A clear example of the operationalization of the CA concept is the so-called Integrated 

Strategic Framework (ISF), applied “in all conflict and post-conflict countries where the UN has a 

both a Country Team of UN agencies on the ground [UNCT], and a multidimensional 

peacekeeping operation, political field mission or peacebuilding office”.38 The ISF is a framework 

agreement mainly between the UNCT and the UN peace operation, but it also includes the host 

nation’s government and other external partners. It aims to ensure strategic-level coherence among 
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the various organizations. A comprehensive approach does not entail a dedicated function. It is, 

rather, a general guidance policy and is usually under the responsibility of senior management 

structures.39 

 

3.2.2 Civil-Military Relations (CMR)  

The concept of Civil-Military Relations describes the relationship between military and civilian 

organizations as well as individuals. Although the subject can be traced to the classic writings of 

Sun Tzu40 and Carl von Clausewitz,41 the concept gained traction during the Cold War, following 

the seminal work of Samuel Huntington42 and Morris Janowitz.43 The debate around CMR has 

been mostly framed within Political Sciences and Sociology and served academic or political 

discourses. However, the study of Civil-Military Relations also draws upon diverse fields such as 

law, philosophy, psychology, anthropology, economics, history, and journalism.44 The scholarship 

on CMR is ample and has included topics such as the organization of armed forces,45 civilian 

control,46 recruitment policies and practices,47 and gender and sexual orientation in the military,48 

to name a few areas. CMR is often considered to mainly deal with strategic-level issues related to 

national militaries, epitomized in the study of democratic control of armed forces. However, as 

scholars criticized traditional understandings of CMR,49 the concept's scope extended to 

operational and tactical questions50 and non-state armed actors.51 

As such, Civil-Military Relations is more of a field of study than anything else. However, some 

organizations use CMR as a functional concept. A notable case is the European Union, which has 

since 2003 used the concept of EU Civil-Military Coordination (EU-CMCO).52 EU-CMCO is 

intended to guide the strategic-level relationship between civilian and military actors within the EU 

structures, such as the Civilian and Military Planning and Conduct Capability branches of the 

European External Action Service. EU-CMCO does not entail a dedicated function with specific 

personnel responsible for managing the relationship between civilian and military EU officials. 

Rather, it offers general guidelines for coordination and cooperation between these actors.  

In summary, CMR takes a joint perspective on the relationship between civilian and military actors, 

with an internal and external scope. It is mainly focused on the strategic level, though it is relevant 

for all levels. However, CMR is not a functional concept used by many organizations and, as such, 

often does not entail a dedicated function.  

 

3.2.3 Civil-Military Interaction (CMI)  

Civil-military interaction applies to both civilian and military actors. It is the first concept focused 

mostly on the operational and tactical levels and refers to the inevitable interaction between military 

and civilian actors in the field. Simply put, CMI aims to mutually increase the effectiveness and 

efficiency of civilian and military actors and may include communication, planning, and 

coordination before and during operations.53 
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According to this definition, most actors will invariably, in one way or another, engage in civil-

military interaction when deployed in the field. From the foot soldier and the local aid worker to 

the force commander and civilian mission leadership, CMI encompasses all interactions between 

civilian and military actors, regardless of the level, intensity, or purpose of the civil-military 

relationship. Because it takes such a general form in the field, most organizations have no specific 

concept for this type of relationship.54 Rather, CMI-related tasks are implied in individual terms of 

reference or adopted as routine work, especially in civilian organizations. Even in organized military 

structures, CMI does not require dedicated structure and personnel, as it is considered that every 

soldier should, at a minimum, understand and communicate with non-military actors during 

operations. 

As such, civil-military interaction is relevant to most daily operations, though it concentrates on 

security, information, logistics, medical support, and routine activities. For example, humanitarian 

organizations often conduct security checks with military interlocutors before deployment to high-

risk areas, and soldiers on patrol might interact with local and international civilians. In most 

organizations, this routine interaction is not conducted by dedicated staff. Specific communication 

between specialized civilian and military personnel is also included in the CMI concept. For 

instance, CMI includes the interaction between a military logistics officer liaising with civil defense 

actors to coordinate transportation support in the aftermath of a natural disaster or a non-

governmental organization reporting unexploded ordnance and requesting its disposal to the local 

military unit. 

In addition, UN multidimensional peace operations have joint, integrated structures, such as joint 

operations centers (JOC), joint mission analysis centers (JMAC), and joint logistics operations 

centers (JLOC).55 The structures embody the concept of CMI by having civilian, police, and military 

personnel working side by side. Their core business, however, is not the civil-military relationship 

per se but another area of specialization, such as operations or logistics. 

 

3.2.4 Civil-Military Cooperation (CIMIC)  

Unlike previous concepts, civil-military cooperation takes on a strictly military perspective. 

Focusing on the operational and tactical levels, CIMIC reflects a detailed and organized military 

capability involving dedicated personnel, specific doctrine, and clear command and authority lines. 

The CIMIC function generally aims to facilitate the interface between military and civilian actors, 

focusing on national government and international humanitarian and development actors in the 

mission area. CIMIC may also target the civilian components in multidimensional missions to 

increase the efficiency and synergy between mission components.56 

Civil-military cooperation is rooted in a solid understanding of civilian efforts, structures, and 

capabilities and how they relate to the military mission. Further, coordination and cooperation with 

civilian actors should be based on open and transparent dialogue, even when civilian goals differ 

from the military mission. As such, adding covert objectives to CIMIC activities, such as elements 

of intelligence gathering and psychological operations, risks compromising the long-term 

relationships with civilian actors and, in turn, leads to decreased acceptance, access, and security.57  
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Common CIMIC tasks include establishing and maintaining liaison with civilian actors; identifying 

and explaining military goals, objectives, and concepts of operations to civilian actors; facilitating 

concurrent, parallel and, where possible, integrated planning with civilian actors; integrating other 

military staff branches; and working towards the transition to civilian authorities. These activities 

fall under three broader CIMIC functions: civil-military liaison and information sharing, support 

to the military mission, and support to civilian actors.58 

Civil-military cooperation is a specific staff function in most modern military structures, at least at 

the operational and tactical levels. Commonly designed as the ninth staff function in Western 

militaries and multilateral organizations, CIMIC is mostly present in ground (G9) and joint (J9) 

forces, although the concept and staff function are also relevant in naval and air forces. Dedicated 

CIMIC officers are usually present, at least at the brigade level. At the battalion level, CIMIC 

officers occupy a dedicated position or accumulate it with other roles, such as operations officer, 

public information officer, etc. At the company and platoon levels, CIMIC officers rarely take 

dedicated positions but function as focal points. This role is usually filled by the company 

commander or deputy commander and the platoon leader or deputy leader. Specialized CIMIC 

units and CIMIC centers are most often activated only in operations, but some organizations still 

maintain such structures in peacetime, such as the US Army 95th Civil Affairs Brigade (Airborne)59 

and NATO’s Multinational CIMIC Group.60 

The four organizations analyzed here – the UN, the EU, NATO, and the US Army – have their 

own CIMIC concepts. Differences between different organizations’ concepts of CIMIC, such as 

NATO-CIMIC and UN-CIMIC, mainly reflect the organizations themselves and not the essential 

idea behind the concept. For example, NATO-CIMIC reaches the strategic level due to NATO’s 

standing headquarters, in which the CIMIC function is represented at all times. UN-CIMIC, in 

contrast, is limited to the tactical and operational levels. The UN headquarters in New York does 

not operate as a traditional general military staff and has no dedicated CIMIC presence. Another 

difference comes from the very nature of NATO and UN operations. On the one hand, current 

UN peace operations are multidimensional, that is, they are comprised of civilian, military, and 

police components. NATO operations, on the other hand, are purely military. The CIMIC concept 

reflects this difference. While NATO-CIMIC focuses solely on cooperation with external non-

military actors, UN-CIMIC also focuses on within-mission coordination. Previous research has 

looked into the differences between EU-CIMIC and NATO-CIMIC,61 as well as NATO-CIMIC 

and US Army Civil Affairs.62  

 

3.2.5 Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination (CMCoord)  

As the name suggests, Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination takes the humanitarian 

perspective of the civil-military relationship. CMCoord is defined as the “dialogue and interaction 

between civilian and military actors in humanitarian emergencies”,63 which aims to protect and 

promote humanitarian principles, avoid competition, minimize inconsistency, and, when 

appropriate, pursue common goals. Like CIMIC, CMCoord focuses on the tactical and operational 

levels. In particular, the main objective of CMCoord is to facilitate the interaction between 

humanitarian and military actors before, during, and after humanitarian emergencies. 



 

 
23 

Grounded on the humanitarian principles of humanity, neutrality, impartiality and operational 

independence, CMCoord emphasizes the distinction between civilian and military actors in 

humanitarian action and the avoidance of relying on military actors to deliver humanitarian aid. 

The main functions of CMCoord are information sharing, task division, and coordinated planning 

among military forces and humanitarian actors. From a humanitarian perspective, common tasks 

include establishing a dialogue and sharing information with military forces, negotiating 

humanitarian access, and monitoring the activities of military forces to ensure a positive 

humanitarian impact.64 

In theory, CMCoord is a shared responsibility and does not presuppose strict hierarchical structures 

or chains of command between humanitarian and military actors. This means that the CMCoord 

concept applies not only to humanitarians but also to military actors, who are also required to 

protect and promote humanitarian principles. In practice, however, virtually only civilian, 

humanitarian organizations deploy CMCoord personnel. Military actors, instead, more often than 

not combine pre-existing CIMIC capabilities to take on CMCoord-related tasks. That said, 

CMCoord structures are not always clear, even among most humanitarian organizations. Only a 

few major humanitarian organizations are equipped with dedicated structures that operationalize 

CMCoord, notably UN OCHA65 and the World Food Program (WFP).66 

Instead of deploying civil-military coordination experts, other humanitarian organizations often 

combine this role with pre-existing capabilities. For example, the so-called protection experts are 

often tasked to liaise with armed actors to ensure civilian protection and access coordinators are 

mandated to ensure humanitarian access with various state and non-state military forces. The 

International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), in particular, deploys Armed Forces Delegates 

to liaise with armed actors, usually at the operational level, and promote relevant humanitarian 

norms. These delegates are frequently former senior military personnel with extensive military 

experience. 

 

3.3 Caveats  

Before we present the study's main findings, it is important to address some caveats. The study 

attempts to categorize and create a common language between different civil-military concepts and 

hopes to provide an initial foundation for future research. Furthermore, the concepts presented in 

this study are categorized using the four abovementioned parameters and may miss important 

nuances between them. In other words, civil-military concepts may vary in several other parameters 

not captured by our framework. By design, our analytical framework is deliberately minimalist, 

including only basic parameters as a basis for ample comparison. That said, there can be more fine-

grained differences within each archetype, such as whether the concept compounds to, for instance, 

an established doctrine, a dedicated office at the headquarters level, a military capability, or mere 

guidelines. Differences between USA-CA, NATO-CIMIC and UN-CIMIC, for example, can be 

great in practice, even though they all belong to the same archetype in our framework (i.e. CIMIC).  

We understand that most of these differences between organization-specific concepts belonging 

to the same archetype stem from contextual and organizational differences. For instance, 
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depending on available resources, the archetypal CIMIC concept can be applied differently by 

different organizations or even by the same organization over time. Some militaries employ CIMIC 

only for training and planning purposes or when deployed to field missions. In other cases, CIMIC 

is structured into dedicated personnel and units, even in peacetime. Further, CIMIC may be 

integrated into military doctrine or be a standalone capability to facilitate the use of force. 

Ultimately, CIMIC is operationalized differently according to the organization’s resources and 

objectives, but its main principles remain the same. As such, we acknowledge organization-specific 

differences while sticking to the four main parameters as a minimum base for comparison.  

We also recognize that there could be a disconnect between the official definition of an 

organization-specific civil-military concept and how the concept is operationalized in practice. This 

may be particularly common in military doctrine, which, while providing guidance on the use of 

military capabilities, does not always match existing organizational structures. This may be by 

design, for example, when certain units and capabilities are only mobilized in case of war or due to 

organizational constraints, such as insufficient budget, implementation delays, and others. For 

instance, the 2021 Brazilian Army’s doctrine on civil affairs – i.e. CIMIC, according to our 

framework – states that “the civil affairs structure is usually composed of the following elements: 

civil affairs section that makes up the general staffs, starting at brigade level; civil affairs units; civil 

affairs detachments; civil affairs liaison officers; and civil-military cooperation centers.”67 However, 

the Brazilian Army has, as of 2023, only civil affairs sections at brigade and division levels. 

Furthermore, there might be discrepancies between publicly-available information and actual 

organization practices and internal documentation. For example, according to a publicly available 

2013 directive, the World Food Program employs the concept of Humanitarian Civil-Military 

Coordination (WFP-CMC).68 However, in practice, the organization no longer uses the concept of 

WFP-CMC and, instead, has recently developed the concept of Humanitarian-Military Interaction 

(WFP-HMI).69 The policies and guidelines defining this concept, however, are closed to public 

access. Thus, it remains unclear whether and how WFP-CMC differs from WFP-HMI.  

 

3.4 Summary 

In this section, we describe our analytical framework designed to make sense of competing civil-

military concepts. Based on consolidated concepts used by the UN, the EU, NATO, and the US 

Army, we have identified four core parameters that vary across civil-military concepts: the main 

perspective, scope, level of applicability, and dedicated structure. Based on these four parameters, 

we have identified four archetypal concepts: Civil-Military Relations (CMR), Civil-Military 

Interaction (CMI), Civil-Military Cooperation (CIMIC), and Humanitarian Civil-Military 

Coordination (CMCoord). The analytical framework can thus sort different organization-specific 

civil-military concepts into their archetypal category and provide an initial assessment of how they 

differ or concur. 
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4 Mapping organization-specific civil-military concepts 

This section aims to assess the conceptual fit of our analytical framework. To do so, we test how 

organization-specific civil-military concepts fit our four archetypes. By analyzing publicly available 

official policy documents, manuals, doctrine papers, websites, and secondary sources, we have 

identified 59 specific civil-military concepts from 44 different entities. Finally, for more than 14 

entities, we found no readily-available information from open-source searches regarding potential 

civil-military concepts. See Figure 3 for an overview and the Appendix for a complete breakdown.  

 
Figure 3. Overview of countries and organizations surveyed. 

 

4.1 Methods 

We collected data for the different concepts through a mix of purposive and convenience samples. 

The concepts were purposefully retrieved from specific organizations or national contexts, which 

we assessed as relevant for studying civil-military relationships. Namely, we looked into leading 

countries in their regions in terms of gross domestic product, population size, and military power, 

seeking geographical, linguistic, and cultural variety. We also looked into major regional and 

international organizations and international NGOs. In this study, we excluded sub-national 

organizations or national NGOs from the sample. In addition, we looked for readily available and 

convenient sources rather than a systematic review. In particular, we looked into specific 

repositories of military doctrine and other related documents and reached out to different 

professional networks for advice and insights. 

The search was done through two sets of keywords, one signifying the civil-military nature of 

concepts and the other specific to the organization or context in each case. As much as possible, 

we searched for concepts in their original languages, such as English, Dutch, French, Norwegian, 

Portuguese, Russian, Spanish, Swedish, and Ukrainian. We paid utmost attention to official 

documents that define key concepts, and, in the absence of those, we also explored additional 
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sources, such as journal articles, websites, press releases, secondary sources, and, in some cases, 

informal interviews with representatives of such organizations. Except for the informal interviews, 

we only used open-source information. 

In total, we searched for organization-specific civil-military concepts from 33 national contexts, 

nine multilateral organizations, 14 international NGOs,70 and 240 NSAGs;71 and identified 59 

concepts. Of these, 35 concepts were from national governments, including their armed forces; 13 

concepts were from international non-governmental organizations; nine concepts were from 

multilateral organizations; and two were from non-state armed groups. For 31 civil-military 

concepts, we were able to find sufficient information to produce a factsheet summarizing each 

concept’s background, definition, principles, core function, structure, and other aspects. However, 

for 28 civil-military concepts, we only found superficial information and, as such, we provide only 

a short explanation of its definition and use. As much as possible, we have included these concepts 

into our analytical framework for robustness. Finally, for seven countries, four multilateral 

organizations, three NGOs and more than 238 NSAGs, we did not come across readily accessible 

information through open-source searches concerning potential civil-military concepts. This does 

not mean that a particular organization in this category does not use any civil-military concept. Still, 

it does mean that such a concept, if it exists, is not readily available. That said, the sample is by no 

means representative, and we recognize other concepts may be available in the future.  

Following the collection of relevant data, we conducted content analysis, i.e. a systematic analysis 

of the content of relevant documents, to identify patterns, themes, and meanings.72 In particular, 

for each organization-specific concept, we identified the values for each parameter, namely the 

concept’s main perspective, scope, level of applicability, and whether it entails a dedicated function. 

Based on our definitions of each archetype present in the previous section, we defined fixed and 

variable parameter values for each archetypal concept (see Table 3). Next, we matched the 

organization-specific concept to one or more archetypes. 

 

Table 3. Fixed and variable parameter values for each archetype. 

  

4.2 Key findings 

After analyzing 59 organization-specific concepts, we find that 52 (88%) concepts matched with 

one of the archetypes. Seven (12%) concepts, for which we did not have enough reliable 

information for all the parameters, we placed between two categories, pending further clarification 

in one or more parameter. However, only 17 (29%) perfectly match both the fixed and variable 

conditions of the archetype. In other words, as expected, most (71%) of the organization-specific 

concepts studied in this paper differ from ideal types, but not in any of the previously established 
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fixed conditions. 13 (22%) could be classified as civil-military relations, eight (14%) as civil-military 

interaction, 23 (39%) as civil-military cooperation, and eight (14%) as humanitarian civil-military 

coordination. As mentioned previously, for seven (12%) concepts there was not enough 

information to place them under a clear archetype. Five (8%) concepts were between the CMI and 

CIMIC archetypes, one (2%) between the CMI and CMCoord archetypes, and one (2%) between 

the CMR and CIMIC archetypes. This means that, for our sample of organization-specific civil-

military concepts, the four archetypes are simultaneously comprehensive and specific enough to 

include all concepts identified in this study.  

We also observed wide variation in the specific terms used. On the one hand, the term civil-military 

relations (or variations thereof) is used to signify three of the four archetypes. The International Red 

Cross and Red Crescent Movement uses the term (i.e. RCRC Movement-CMR) along the CMR 

archetype. At the same time, the Bangsamoro Islamic Armed Forces’ definition of “civil-military 

relations” (BIAF-CMR) fits the CIMIC archetype. Further, InterAction’s concept of “civil-military 

relations” (IA-CMR) matches the CMI archetype. 

On the other hand, several other terms are used to represent the relationship between civilian and 

military actors. At one end of the spectrum, some terms clearly indicate a stronger relationship, 

such as the Venezuelan concept of civic-military union (VEN-UCM) and the Chinese concepts of 

civil-military integration (CHN-CMI) and military-civil fusion (CHN-MCF). At the other end of the 

spectrum, some terms indicate a more neutral stance between civilian and military actors, such as 

civil-military affairs (e.g. PHL-CMA), civil-military interaction (e.g. AUS-CMI), and civil-military 

coordination. Somewhere in between, terms such as civil-military cooperation (e.g. NATO-CIMIC), 

civil-military collaboration (NOR-SIMIS), and civil-military engagement (e.g. BEL-Ci-MEG) indicate 

some degree of positive relationship between civilian and military actors. However, the level of 

relationship intensity between civilian and military actors suggested by the term used in the concept 

does not necessarily overlap with its archetypical definition. Figure 4 illustrates this variation in the 

spectrum of civil-military relationships. 

 
Figure 4. Organization-specific civil-military concepts in the spectrum of civil-military relationships. 

 
We also see a clear convergence related to the terminology used in concepts under the CIMIC 

category, i.e. most of the organization-specific concepts in this category are named, with some 

exceptions, civil-military cooperation (e.g. BEL-CIMIC, BRA-CIMIC, EU-CIMIC, NOR-CIMIC) or 

civil affairs (e.g. BRA-AsCiv, CHL-ACAT, MEX-AsCiv), following NATO and the US Army. In 

contrast, concepts under the CMCoord category tend to diverge from the term humanitarian civil-

military coordination used by UN OCHA. Instead, they take a variety of terms, such as engagement with 



 

 
28 

armed groups (MCI-EwAG), civilian-military cooperation (USAID-CMC), humanitarian-military interaction 

(WFP-HMI), and civil-military-police engagement (WVI-CMPE). 

Finally, some civil-military terms we identified are too specific and do not constitute – from our 

understanding – an additional archetypal concept. Rather, they are either variations or components 

of the archetypes discussed above or not civil-military concepts at all. In the Appendix (section 

A3), we present and briefly discuss the terms of Civil Affairs (as understood by the US Army and 

UN/AU peace operations), Civil Affairs Operations and Civil-Military Operations, Military Civic Action, 

Civil-Military Liaison, and Civil-Military Problematique. Importantly, we reiterate that our sample is 

neither comprehensive nor random. As such, this measure of conceptual fit is intended solely to 

provide face validity and hopefully a foundation for future research. Table 4 below provides an 

overview of all organization-specific civil-military concepts identified in this study with their 

assessed value for each of the four parameters. 
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Table 4. Overview of organization-specific civil-military concepts.73  

Main perspective Scope Level of applicability Dedicated function

African Union Civil-Military Coordination AU-CIMIC military internal & external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

Australian Armed Forces Civil-Military Interaction AUS-CMI military external all levels yes CIMIC

Belgian Armed Forces Civil-Military Engagement BEL-Ci-MEG military
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 
yes CIMIC

Belgian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation BEL-CIMIC military
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 
yes CIMIC

Bangsamoro Islamic Armed 

Forces
Civil-Military Relations BIAF-CMR military external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

Brazilian Army Civil Affairs BRA-AsCiv military external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

Brazilian Army Civil-Military Cooperation BRA-CIMIC military external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

Canadian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation CAN-CIMIC military
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 
yes CIMIC

Caritas Internationalis Relations with the Military Caritas-RwM civilian external all levels no CMI

Chilean Army Civil Affairs and Territorial Administration CHL-ACAT military external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

Colombian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation COL-CIMIC military
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 

yes

(probably) 
CMI/CIMIC

Cooperative for Assistance 

and Relief Everywhere
Interaction with Armed Actors CARE-IwAA civilian external tactical & operational yes CMCoord

Danish Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation DNK-CIMIC military
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 
yes CIMIC

Danish Government
Concerted Planning and Action of Civil and 

Military Activities in International Operations
DNK-CPA joint

internal

(at least)
strategic

no

(probably)
CMR

European Union Civil-Military Cooperation EU-CIMIC military external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

Core parameters
AcronymCivil-military conceptOrganization Archetype
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Table 4. Overview of organization-specific civil-military concepts (continuation).  

Main perspective Scope Level of applicability Dedicated function

European Union Civil-Military Coordination EU-CMCO joint internal strategic no CMR

French Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation FRA-CIMIC military external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

German Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation DEU-CIMIC military
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 
yes CIMIC

Indonesian Army Territorial Development IDN-Binter military external all levels yes CIMIC

Indonesian Government Dual Function IDN-DF joint
internal

(at least)

all levels

(probably)
(unclear) CMR

InterAction Civil-Military Relations IA-CMR joint external tactical & operational no CMI

International Red Cross and 

Red Crescent Movement
Civil-Military Relations

RCRC Movement-

CMR
civilian external strategic no CMR

International Rescue 

Committee
Civil-Military Interaction IRC-CMI civilian external all levels no CMI

Kenyan Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation KEN-CIMIC military
external

(at least)

tactical

(at least)

yes

(probably) 
CMI/CIMIC

Lebanese Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation LBN-CIMIC military external all levels yes CIMIC

Mercy Corps International Engagement with Armed Groups MCI-EwAG civilian external
tactical & operational

(at least) 
(unclear) CMI/CMCoord

Mexican Army Civil Affairs MEX-AsCiv military external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

Movement for the 

Liberation of the Congo
Civil and Political Affairs MLC-ACP military

external

(at least)
(unclear) yes CMR/CIMIC

Nigerian Armed Forces Civil-Military Affairs NGA-CMA military external strategic yes CMR

Nigerian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation NGA-CIMIC military
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 

yes

(probably) 
CMI/CIMIC

Core parameters
AcronymCivil-military conceptOrganization Archetype
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Table 4. Overview of organization-specific civil-military concepts (continuation). 

Main perspective Scope Level of applicability Dedicated function

North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization
Civil-Military Cooperation NATO-CIMIC military external all levels yes CIMIC

North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization
Civil-Military Interaction NATO-CMI military external all levels no CMI

Norwegian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation NOR-CIMIC military
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 
yes CIMIC

Norwegian Government Civil-Military Collaboration NOR-SIMIS joint internal
all levels

(probably)
no CMI

Norwegian Refugee Council Civil-Military Policy NRC-CMP civilian external tactical & operational no CMI

Oxford Committee for 

Famine Relief
Civil-Military Coordination Oxfam-CMCoord civilian external tactical & operational no CMI

People's Republic of China Civil-Military Integration CHN-CMI joint internal strategic (unclear) CMR

People's Republic of China Military-Civil Fusion CHN-MCF joint internal strategic (unclear) CMR

Philippine Armed Forces Civil-Military Affairs PHL-CMA military
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 
yes CIMIC

Portuguese Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation PRT-CIMIC military external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

Russian Federation 

Government
Military-Political Cooperation RUS-MPC joint internal strategic yes CMR

Save the Children 

International
Civil-Military Coordination SCI-CMCoord civilian external tactical & operational yes CMCoord

Save the Children 

International
Civil-Military Relations SCI-CIVMIL civilian external

operational & 

strategic
no CMR

Save the Children 

International
Civil-Military Engagement SCI-CME civilian external

tactical & operational

(at least) 
yes CMCoord

South African Government Civil-Military Relations ZAF-CMR joint internal strategic no CMR

Core parameters
AcronymCivil-military conceptOrganization Archetype
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Table 4. Overview of organization-specific civil-military concepts (continuation). 

  

Main perspective Scope Level of applicability Dedicated function

Steering Committee for 

Humanitarian Response
Humanitarian-Military Relations SCHR-HMR civilian external strategic no CMR

Swedish Government Civil-Military Cooperation SWE-CMS joint
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 

no

(probably)
CMI

Tunisian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation TUN-CIMIC military
external

(at least)

tactical & operational

(at least) 

yes

(probably) 
CMI/CIMIC

Turkish Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation TUR-CIMIC military
external

(at least)

tactical

(at least)

yes

(probably) 
CMI/CIMIC

Ukrainian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation UKR-CIMIC military external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

Ukrainian Government Civil-Military Administration UKR-CMA joint internal strategic (unclear) CMR

United Nations Civil-Military Coordination UN-CIMIC military internal & external tactical & operational yes CIMIC

United Nations Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination UN-CMCoord civilian internal & external tactical & operational yes CMCoord

United States Agency for 

International Development
Civilian-Military Cooperation USAID-CMC civilian external all levels yes CMCoord

United States Army Civil Affairs USA-CA military external all levels yes CIMIC

Venezuelan Government Civic-Military Union VEN-UCM joint internal strategic
no

(probably)
CMR

World Food Program Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination WFP-CMC civilian external tactical & operational yes CMCoord

World Food Program Humanitarian-Military Interaction WFP-HMI civilian external
tactical & operational

(at least) 
yes CMCoord

World Vision International Civil-Military-Police Engagement WVI-CMPE civilian external tactical & operational yes CMCoord

Core parameters
AcronymCivil-military conceptOrganization Archetype
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5 Testing the utility of the analytical framework 

In this section, we aim to assess the utility of the suggested analytical framework. In other words, 

how can this framework produce new and relevant insights? To answer this question, we briefly 

explore how our analytical framework can help identify conceptual gaps within organizations and 

foresee potential practical challenges in the case of interaction across organizations. These tests are 

meant merely as a proof of concept and do not constitute final polished analytical products. Rather, 

they aim to showcase the utility of our analytical framework and inspire future research. 

 

5.1 Identifying conceptual gaps within organizations 

In this study, we identified that large multilateral organizations, such as the UN, the EU, and 

NATO, have their own civil-military conceptual frameworks comprising more than one concept. 

For example, we have identified four concepts within the UN system: UN-CIMIC, UN-CMCoord, 

WFP-CMC, and WFP-HMI. The same may be true for some governments, such as the United 

States (e.g. USA-CA and USAID-CMC). At least in theory, different concepts used by the same 

organization should be coherent and, preferably, complementary, though that may not always be 

the case. 

To illustrate, we have identified two concepts in use in Norway. The Norwegian Armed Forces use 

“civil-military cooperation” (NOR-CIMIC), representing a military capability aligned with the 

CIMIC archetype.74 In addition, the Norwegian government also employs the concept of “civil-

military collaboration” (NOR-SIMIS), which refers to intra-government relations between civilian 

and military bodies in the context of total defense.75 As such, the concepts apply to different entities 

and contexts. In addition, the Brazilian Armed Forces, however, employ the concepts of “civil 

affairs” (BRA-AsCiv) and “civil-military cooperation” (BRA-CIMIC), both matching the CIMIC 

archetype, according to our framework. According to the Brazilian doctrine, BRA-CIMIC is a 

subcategory of BRA-AsCiv, which also comprises “Government Affairs”.76 

We posit that our proposed analytical framework can be useful to identify conceptual coherence 

gaps in organizations’ conceptual frameworks. This may be relevant to highlight potential 

coordination problems and guide policymakers to fill those gaps. In Text box 2 below, we explore 

in greater detail how our analytical framework can be applied to the concepts used by the UN, the 

EU, and NATO. 
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Example 1: United Nations 
 

We have identified four civil-military concepts within the United Nations System: Civil-Military Coordination 
(UN-CIMIC), Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination (UN-CMCoord), and the World Food Program-
specific concepts of Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination (WFP-CMC) and Humanitarian-Military 
Interaction (WFP-HMI). According to information conversations with WFP staff, the organization has 
discontinued the use of the WFP-CMC concept and currently only uses WFP-HMI. Therefore, in this 
example, we will only consider WFP-HMI, even though it is uncertain whether and how WFP-CMC differs 
from WFP-HMI. 
 

According to our analytical framework, UN-CIMIC falls under the CIMIC category. It is a dedicated military 
function focused on UN peace operations’ tactical and operational levels. UN-CIMIC aims to facilitate the 
interaction between the military and civilian components within the peace operation and between the 
military component and external civilian actors, such as the local population, the host nation government, 
and national and international NGOs.77 On the other hand, UN-CMCoord and WFP-HMI are both civilian, 
humanitarian concepts. Like UN-CIMIC, the two concepts entail dedicated functions focused on the 
tactical and operational levels. However, UN-CMCoord and WFP-HMI differ in their scope. UN-CMCoord 
entails both internal and external coordination, that is, the coordination between UN actors, such as UN 
agencies and UN military peacekeepers, and between the UN and external military actors.78 Because WFP 
has no military personnel, WFP-HMI entails only coordination between WFP civilians and external military 
actors, which may or may not include UN military peacekeepers.79 
 

Within the UN System, there are three main conceptual gaps. First, there is no CMR concept. Combined 
with the fact that the existing UN concepts are restricted to the tactical and operational levels, strategic-
level civil-military relations are not formally conceptualized in the UN. This does not necessarily mean that 
this relationship is not organized or structured. For integrated UN peacekeeping missions, for example, 
strategic-level civil-military relations are partly organized through documents such as the ISF (discussed 
above), which sets the objectives and responsibilities of military and civilian actors, both UN and non-UN. 
At the UN headquarters level, however, we suspect that managing relationships within the UN System and 
between the UN and State Members often takes precedence over civil-military relations. Even though the 
UN Department of Peace Operation and the Department of Operational Support are also staffed by 
seconded active-duty military personnel, the UN does not have a standing military force, which might 
justify the perceived superfluity of a specific CMR concept. 
 

Second, the UN has no concept of CMI. The interaction between civilian and military actors is only 
formalized through the dedicated functions of UN-CIMIC, UN-CMCoord, or WFP-HMI, even though civil-
military interaction between non-specialized personnel happens daily, not the least in joint, integrated 
structures in multidimensional peacekeeping operations. Again, this does not mean that CMI is in no way 
structured. These day-to-day civil-military interactions may be organized through individual terms of 
reference (TORs) and internal standard operating procedures (SOPs). However, when TORs and SOPs fail 
to cover the basics, an overarching CMI concept could facilitate the interaction between civilian and 
military actors in the UN System. 
 

Finally, there is no regular civilian, political civil-military concept within the UN System. UN-CIMIC takes on 
the military perspective, and UN-CMCoord and WFP-HMI the humanitarian. No concept deals with the 
civilian, political side of civil-military relations at the tactical and operational levels. We expect that some 
of these aspects are covered by specific TORs and SOPs, especially for job families such as Political Affairs, 
Rule of Law, and Security Institutions. Nonetheless, we believe that a fully developed civilian, political, civil-
military concept would be beneficial to provide tactical and operational level guidance and, much more so, 
a point of contact to military interlocutors engaging with UN civilian staff. 
 
 

Text box 2. Examples of within-organization conceptual analyses. 
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Example 2: European Union 
 

According to our conceptual mapping effort, the European Union has developed two concepts: Civil-
Military Coordination (EU-CMCO) and Civil-Military Cooperation (EU-CIMIC). On the one hand, EU-CMCO 
entails the coordination between HQ-level civilian and military departments within the EU. As such, it 
focuses on the strategic level and is internally oriented. EU-CMCO is not a dedicated function. It provides 
guidance to facilitate the relations between EU civilian and military actors.80 EU-CIMIC, on the other hand, 
is a dedicated military function focused on the tactical and operational levels, directed only at external 
civilian actors.81 
 

As such, we identify three main gaps in the EU’s civil-military conceptual framework. First, there is no CMI 
concept. Especially for the tactical and operational levels, routine civil-military interaction is not covered 
by an overarching concept or guidance document. EU-CMCO, however, applies to the strategic level and 
does provide guidance on CMI to non-specialized personnel. EU-CIMIC, on the contrary, is a specialized 
military function. Similarly to the UN analysis above, we expect many aspects of CMI to be covered in 
individual TORs and internal SOPs. Still, we believe those are unlikely to cover all non-specialized personnel 
engaging in civil-military interaction. 
 

Second, the EU has no CMCoord concept, even though the EU is one of the major donors of humanitarian 
aid. As mentioned above, EU-CIMIC takes the military perspective, although it may be employed in the 
context of military support to humanitarian action. Similarly, EU-CMCO may also be applied in the context 
of EU HQ-level humanitarian civil-military coordination, such as possible coordination between European 
Union Military Staff and the Directorate-General for European Civil Protection and Humanitarian Aid 
Operations. Furthermore, just like CMI, aspects of CMCoord may be covered in specific job descriptions 
and internal procedures. Moreover, the UN-CMCoord concept is so broad that other organizations, 
including the European Union, can use it. Nonetheless, the EU might lose the efficiency and 
standardization benefits of an organization-specific concept. 
 

Finally, similarly to the UN, the EU has no civilian political concept at the tactical and operational levels. EU-
CMCO only applies to the strategic level, and EU-CIMIC is a military concept. At the risk of redundancy, we 
expect specific functions and branches within the EU, such as the Chief of Staff / Horizontal Coordination 
of the Civilian Planning and Conduct Capability branch, to coordinate with military actors from a civilian, 
political perspective. Still, we argue that general guidance at the tactical and operational levels would be 
useful to all EU civilian personnel. This may be particularly relevant as the EU deploys political missions 
alongside partner organizations’ peace operations, such as the UN and NATO. 
 
 
Example 3: North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
 

In this paper, we have identified two civil-military concepts currently used by NATO: Civil-Military 
Interaction (NATO-CMI) and Civil-Military Cooperation (NATO-CIMIC). Both concepts take on the military 
perspective and focus only on external civilian actors. The two concepts apply to the tactical, operational, 
and strategic levels. This is because NATO, in contrast with the UN and the EU, has a standing strategic-
level headquarters with NATO-CIMIC staff. The main difference between NATO-CMI and NATO-CIMIC is 
that the latter is a dedicated function, and the former is not.82 
 

Thus, we identify three main gaps in NATO’s civil-military conceptual framework. First, similar to the UN, 
NATO has no concept of CMR. While NATO-CMI may cover some aspects pertaining to CMR, it mostly deals 
with routine individual-level interactions between civilians and military personnel, leaving strategic and 
political civil-military considerations aside. This gap is perhaps filled by the comprehensive approach 
framework in missions and the role exercised by the North Atlantic Council, NATO Secretary-General, and 
senior NATO military leaders. Second, considering that NATO is a military alliance, it does make sense that 
there is no civilian, humanitarian civil-military concept. 
 

Text box 2. Examples of within-organization conceptual analyses (continuation). 
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Nonetheless, NATO has, time and again, been deployed in support of humanitarian assistance, both in 
conflicts and disaster relief. This is less of a problem because established UN-CMCoord roles and 
responsibilities can be easily absorbed by the NATO-CIMIC concept. Furthermore, NATO may set up 
specific coordination bodies to facilitate the interface between NATO and other humanitarian and civil 
defense actors, such as the standing Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre.83 
 

Finally, NATO’s existing civil-military concepts have no internal focus, assuming that there are no internal 
civil-military relations to be managed within the organization. While it makes sense to argue that NATO is 
primarily a military alliance, the argument falls short for at least two reasons. First, NATO is still 
subordinated to a political, civilian authority, the North Atlantic Council. Second, NATO employs civilians 
at headquarters and in its operations more and more frequently, following a global trend regarding 
working with the private sector and civilian specialists. Worldwide, NATO employs around 6,000 civilians 
in different agencies and strategic and regional commands.84 Thus, we argue that NATO-CMI and NATO-
CIMIC concepts should be expanded to include interaction, coordination, and cooperation with internal 
NATO civilian personnel. 
 

Text box 2. Examples of within-organization conceptual analyses (continuation). 

 

5.2 Foreseeing practical challenges 

Another potential utility of this guide’s analytical framework is understanding similarities and 

differences when moving from one organization’s conceptual framework to another. This exercise 

may be particularly relevant when personnel from a national military deploy to a multilateral 

mission or when operating alongside partners who employ different concepts, for example, when 

UN, NATO, and EU missions operate in the same theater of operations.  

 

5.2.1 Strategic guidance 

When comparing different multilateral CIMIC concepts, there is a clear gap in their levels of 

applicability. While UN-CIMIC and EU-CIMIC are valid only at the tactical and operational levels, 

NATO-CIMIC covers all levels. As discussed above, this is because NATO has a standing 

strategic-level headquarters, in which the NATO-CIMIC (J9) function is permanently represented. 

In practice, we expect that NATO-CIMIC personnel from NATO member countries, when 

deployed to UN or EU missions, might struggle with a lack of strategic guidance. 

 

5.2.2 Differences in scope 

Additional challenges may arise due to differences between internal and external-scope concepts. 

For instance, consider that an individual with a NATO-CIMIC background (which has only an 

external scope) deploys to a UN peacekeeping operation as an UN-CIMIC officer (which has an 

internal and external scope). In this case, they may keep the mindset from NATO-CIMIC that the 

military manages all relationships between the mission and civilian actors outside the mission. As 

such, this individual may unilaterally liaise with non-military actors without coordinating with the 

mission’s civilian components, treading on their toes and potentially causing misunderstandings 

and duplication of efforts. 
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5.2.3 Dedicated function 

Individuals migrating from organizations without a dedicated civil-military function to another with 

a dedicated function might also face challenges, regardless of whether the organization is civilian 

or military. For instance, they may ignore the value and need of civil-military experts to support 

their mission and downplay the role of civil-military experts. Moreover, they might unintentionally 

duplicate the efforts of genuine civil-military experts, leading to confusion among stakeholders.  

 

5.2.4 Civilian entry points  

We have shown above that only a few entities have a dedicated function responsible for managing 

civil-military relations from a civilian perspective. The main examples of those concepts are UN-

CMCoord and WFP-HMI. This means that, while only the UN may deploy a civilian focal point 

responsible for humanitarian civil-military coordination, neither the UN nor the EU has a 

standardized civilian, political entry point for external or internal military actors. In practice, it 

means that military CIMIC personnel often do not have a single entry point to liaise with the 

civilian components of these organizations. This requires CIMIC personnel to constantly identify 

and map key individuals in different organizations, often in a tiring trial-and-error process and 

risking duplication of efforts.85  
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6 Conclusion 

This study aimed to provide a simplified and accessible guide to help map and make sense of 

different civil-military concepts. To our knowledge, this is the first attempt at providing a common 

guide to describe this myriad of concepts. We did so in four main steps. First, based on the civil-

military concepts in use by the UN, the EU, NATO, and the United States Army, we identified 

four archetypal concepts, namely Civil-Military Relations (CMR), Civil-Military Interaction (CMI), 

Civil-Military Cooperation (CIMIC), and Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination (CMCoord). 

Second, we broke these concepts into four core parameters, in which they differ: main perspective, 

scope, level of applicability, and dedicated function. We then applied these parameters to 59 specific 

concepts and matched each to one archetypal concept. Finally, we offered some insights on how 

this analytical framework could be used to identify commonalities and gaps between and within 

different organizations’ civilian-military concepts and help foresee practical challenges when these 

organizations work together. In addition, as a reference guide, we provide readers with an 

accompanying document with a repository of factsheets of 31 civil-military concepts from 27 

different entities. It is worth noting that this report is the first step in a broader research project, in 

which we aim to create a repository of organization-specific civil-military concepts and expand the 

factsheets to include more national (and potentially sub-national) concepts, as well as more 

concepts used by NGOs and non-state armed groups. We also intend to consolidate the 

information from the factsheets into a dataset, thus allowing for easier comparisons and analyses.  

We hope practitioners find our analytical tool and the factsheets of organization-specific civil-

military concepts useful to their daily work bridging civilian and military actors. This study can also 

be used in several training and education programs, including military, humanitarian, and 

governmental. Analysts can use this framework to assess inter-organizational conceptual 

compatibility in comparing, for example, national and supranational concepts. This is particularly 

relevant in multinational military operations, such as UN, AU, EU, and NATO operations, in 

which member states and partnering nations deploy alongside and seek interoperability. In addition, 

this type of analysis can also be useful in the context of humanitarian coordination, where different 

organizations voluntarily participate in the often UN-led coordination mechanisms, following UN-

CMCoord guidelines. 

The proposed analytical framework, although not fully developed in this study, can also be applied 

in several other areas. First, it can serve to structure and align diverse studies within a consistent 

conceptual framework, fostering the transferability of insights across different organizations. This 

is particularly valuable in the context of the often-inconsistent use of civil-military concepts in 

academic literature. Second, the framework may aid in identifying training needs for transitioning 

between national and multilateral conceptual frameworks, facilitating adaptation, for instance, from 

US Army Civil Affairs to NATO or UN missions. Third, it enables the assessment of conceptual 

coherence in alliances, coalitions, and multinational peace operations, allowing comparisons 

between national and multilateral concepts. Lastly, the framework can be applied to analyze 

adversary militaries and non-state armed groups, identifying vulnerabilities and entry points. It can 

also be useful for civilian actors in humanitarian and peacebuilding efforts to tailor engagement 

strategies with armed actors by pinpointing potential entry points. 
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It has been outside the scope of this study to explore why such conceptual differences come about 

in the first place. However, throughout our research, it became clear that interests in conforming 

to overarching conceptual frameworks vary. For example, militaries have a clear tendency to use 

the CIMIC concept, keeping the same acronym even in non-English contexts. This may be, we 

speculate, due to existing incentives to establish interoperability between allies and perhaps the 

product of military-technical exchanges. However, among humanitarians, there seems to be an 

opposite effect, in which organizations may actively try to distinguish themselves and coin their 

own specific concepts. 

This insight, and others, have sparked several potential research questions, such as why some 

organizations develop specific civil-military concepts while others do not? Why do some 

organizations have multiple civil-military concepts while others have just one? What explains 

regional variation in civil-military concepts? How do civil-military relations at the strategic level 

influence the development of tactical- and operational-level concepts? How are civil-military 

concepts used outside the conceptual frameworks of formal organizations, such as in academia and 

the media? Furthermore, future research should explore variation within archetypes and include 

police-focused concepts. Police often sit awkwardly between civilian and military categories, 

leaning towards one or the other, depending on the circumstances.86 

If anything, we hope to have sparked some debate and interesting conversations about civil-military 

relations and their various conceptual ramifications. We remain open to feedback and contributions 

to the project from experts and organizations to help improve this effort. 

  



 

 
40 

Appendix: Overview of organization-specific civil-military concepts 

Altogether, our study encompassed the exploration of organization-specific civil-military concepts 

across various entities, including 33 national contexts, nine multilateral organizations, 14 

international NGOs, and 240 non-state armed groups (NSAGs), resulting in the identification of 

59 distinct concepts. Among these, 35 concepts originated from national governments and their 

armed forces, 13 from international non-governmental organizations, nine from multilateral 

organizations, and two from non-state armed groups. Detailed factsheets summarizing background 

information, definitions, principles, core functions, structures, and other relevant aspects were 

compiled for 31 civil-military concepts. However, for 28 concepts, only superficial information was 

available, leading to brief explanations of their definitions and usage. Notably, despite extensive 

searches, no readily accessible information was found for civil-military concepts in seven countries, 

four multilateral organizations, three international NGOs, and more than 238 NSAGs, indicating 

that while such concepts may exist, they are not easily accessible through open-source searches. 

This appendix is divided into four sections. First, we present the common structure of the factsheet 

and a list of all concepts covered by them. Second, we provide a paragraph-long definition of other 

concepts for which we do not have enough information to produce a full factsheet. Third, we 

discuss some concepts that we have identified but that do not fit our archetypes and that were thus 

left out of the analysis. Lastly, we mention the contexts and organizations in which we searched 

for relevant civil-military concepts but found none.  

 

A1 Factsheets 

In total, at the end of this research project, we compiled factsheets for 31 organization-specific 

civil-military concepts from 27 organizations. These are listed below in alphabetical order and can 

be found on Brown University’s Center for Human Rights and Humanitarian Studies Civil-Military 

Program website along with this report. The most up-to-date list of factsheets is available at 

project’s page. 

Each factsheet follows a similar template, starting with a summary table including the concept’s 

name and acronym, custodian organization, archetypal category, perspective, scope, level of 

applicability, and dedicated function. The factsheets, as much as it has been possible to retrieve 

from open sources, are comprised of eight main sections: (1) background, (2) definition, (3) 

overview, (4) principles, (5) core function, (6) structure, (7) particularities, and (8) references. It is 

hoped that the number and content of the factsheets will be updated in the future as needed. 

 

https://watson.brown.edu/chrhs/node/1304
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# Organization Civil-military concept Acronym Archetype 

1 African Union Civil-Military Coordination AU-CIMIC CIMIC 
2 Australian Armed Forces Civil-Military Interaction AUS-CMI CIMIC 

3 Bangsamoro Islamic Armed Forces Civil-Military Relations BIAF-CMR CIMIC 

4 Brazilian Army Civil Affairs BRA-AsCiv CIMIC 
5 Caritas Internationalis Relations with the Military Caritas-RwM CMI 

6 Chilean Army Civil Affairs and Territorial Administration CHL-ACAT CIMIC 

7 Cooperative for Assistance and Relief Everywhere Interaction with Armed Actors CARE-IwAA CMCoord 
8 European Union Civil-Military Cooperation EU-CIMIC CIMIC 

9 European Union Civil-Military Coordination EU-CMCO CMR 

10 French Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation FRA-CIMIC CIMIC 

11 Indonesian Army Territorial Development IDN-Binter CIMIC 
12 InterAction Civil-Military Relations IA-CMR CMI 

13 International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement Civil-Military Relations RCRC Movement-CMR CMCoord 

14 International Rescue Committee Civil-Military Interaction IRC-CMI CMI 

15 North Atlantic Treaty Organization Civil-Military Cooperation NATO-CIMIC CIMIC 
16 North Atlantic Treaty Organization Civil-Military Interaction NATO-CMI CMI 

17 Norwegian Refugee Council Civil-Military Policy NRC-CMP CMI 

18 Oxford Committee for Famine Relief Civil-Military Coordination Oxfam-CMCoord CMI 
19 Portuguese Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation PRT-CIMIC CIMIC 

20 Russian Federation Government Military-Political Cooperation RUS-MPC CMR 

21 Save the Children International Civil-Military Coordination SCI-CMCoord CMCoord 

22 Save the Children International Civil-Military Relations SCI-CIVMIL CMR 
23 South African Government  Civil-Military Relations ZAF-CMR CMR 

24 Steering Committee for Humanitarian Response Humanitarian-Military Relations SCHR-HMR CMR 

25 Ukrainian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation UKR-CIMIC CIMIC 
26 United Nations Civil-Military Coordination UN-CIMIC CIMIC 

27 United Nations Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination UN-CMCoord CMCoord 

28 United States Agency for International Development Civilian-Military Cooperation USAID-CMC CMCoord 

29 United States Army Civil Affairs USA-CA CIMIC 
30 World Food Program Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination WFP-CMC CMCoord 

31 World Vision International Civil-Military-Police Engagement WVI-CMPE CMCoord 

Table A1.  Overview of factsheets of organization-specific civil-military concepts. 
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A2 Other organization-specific civil-military concepts 

For 28 organization-specific civil-military concepts, we could not find sufficient information to 

produce a factsheet. In what follows, we offer a paragraph-long explanation of different concepts 

used by multi-lateral organizations, national governments, non-governmental organizations, and 

non-state armed groups that were found but not used in the project. These concepts are listed 

below in Table A2. 

 

A2.1 National governments 

Belgium. The Belgian Armed Forces appear to use at least two civil-military concepts, i.e. “civil-

military cooperation” (BEL-CIMIC) and “civil-military engagement” (BEL-Ci-MEG). Although 

we could not find official documents that define each concept in detail, BEL-CIMIC is likely the 

national version of NATO-CIMIC. As such, it falls into the CIMIC archetype because it is a 

dedicated military function and has, at least, an external scope and tactical- and operational-level 

applicability. Interestingly, the concept of BEL-Ci-MEG seems to include BEL-CIMIC and other 

military functions. According to social media accounts of the Belgian Armed Forces Civil-Military 

Engagement Group, it is “a Belgian military unit based in Heverlee and Lombardsijde. Thanks to 

our civil-military cooperation (CIMIC) and our psychological operations (PSYOPS), we inform the 

local population during missions abroad. We also offer close cooperation with local aid 

organizations and authorities. In this way, we support the mission of our military commanding 

officer in the context of the security and freedom of movement of our troops.”87 As such, BEL-

Ci-MEG also falls into the CIMIC archetype due to its parameters values for perspective (military), 

scope (at least external), level of applicability (at least tactical and operational), and dedicated 

function. However, the BEL-Ci-MEG differs from BEL-CIMIC (and other organization-specific 

CIMIC concepts) in its wider range of activities towards civilians, such as a psychological 

operations. 

Brazil. In addition to the Brazilian Army’s concept of “civil affairs” (BRA-AsCiv), which has a 

factsheet of its own, the Army also employs the concept of “civil-military cooperation” (BRA-

CIMIC), which forms part of the conceptual framework of BRA-AsCiv. According to its doctrine, 

“civil affairs” comprises two main functions: “civil-military cooperation” and “government 

affairs”. While “civil-military cooperation” closely follows the CIMIC archetype, i.e. it refers to the 

tactical- and operation-level relationships between the military force and non-military actors, 

“government affairs” refers to military support to civilian governmental functions (akin to the 

NATO-CIMIC notion of “functional specialist”).88 As such BRA-CIMIC also falls under the 

CIMIC archetype, because it is a dedicated military function and has an external scope and tactical- 

and operational-level applicability. 

Canada. The Canadian Armed Forces’ concept of CIMIC (CAN-CIMIC) is closely aligned with 

NATO-CIMIC.89 That is, CAN-CIMIC is a dedicated military function and has, at least, an external 

scope and tactical- and operational-level applicability. However, we could not access official CAN-

CIMIC reference documents to specify it the concept has a broader scope or applicability.  
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# Organization Civil-military concept Acronym Archetype 

1 Belgian Armed Forces Civil-Military Engagement BEL-Ci-MEG CIMIC 
2 Belgian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation BEL-CIMIC CIMIC 
3 Brazilian Army Civil-Military Cooperation BRA-CIMIC CIMIC 
4 Canadian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation CAN-CIMIC CIMIC 
5 Colombian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation COL-CIMIC CMI/CIMIC 
6 Danish Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation DNK-CIMIC CIMIC 
7 Danish Government Concerted Planning and Action of Civil and Military Activities in International Operations DNK-CPA CMR 
8 German Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation DEU-CIMIC CIMIC 
9 Indonesian Government Dual Function IDN-DF CMR 
10 Kenyan Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation KEN-CIMIC CMI/CIMIC 
11 Lebanese Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation LBN-CIMIC CIMIC 
12 Mercy Corps International Engagement with Armed Groups MCI-EwAG CMI/CMCoord 
13 Mexican Armed Forces Civil Affairs MEX-AsCiv CIMIC 
14 Movement for the Liberation of the Congo Civil and Political Affairs MLC-ACP CMR/CIMIC 
15 Nigerian Armed Forces Civil-Military Affairs NGA-CMA CMR 
16 Nigerian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation NGA-CIMIC CMI/CIMIC 
17 Norwegian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation NOR-CIMIC CIMIC 
18 Norwegian Government Civil-Military Collaboration NOR-SIMIS CMI 
19 People's Republic of China Civil-Military Integration CHN-CMI CMR 
20 People's Republic of China Military-Civil Fusion CHN-MCF CMR 
21 Philippine Armed Forces Civil-Military Affairs PHL-CMA CIMIC 
22 Save the Children International Civil-Military Engagement SCI-CME CMCoord 
23 Swedish Government Civil-Military Cooperation SWE-CMS CMI 
24 Tunisian Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation TUN-CIMIC CMI/CIMIC 
25 Turkish Armed Forces Civil-Military Cooperation TUR-CIMIC CMI/CIMIC 
26 Ukrainian Government Civil-Military Administration UKR-CMA CMR 
27 Venezuelan Government Civic-Military Union VEN-UCM CMR 
28 World Food Program Humanitarian-Military Interaction WFP-HMI CMCoord 

Table A2.  Overview of organization-specific civil-military concepts without factsheets. 
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Colombia. The Colombian Armed Forces does not seem to have its own CIMIC doctrine.90 

However, due to its significant influence from the United States military, which has supported the 

country in its struggle against internal conflict, the Colombian Armed Forces seems to borrow a 

lot from the US Army Civil Affairs doctrine.91 Still, the Colombian Army seems to use the term 

“civil-military cooperation” (COL-CIMIC) and not “civil affairs”, as showcased by a recurrent 

“Civil-military cooperation course”.92 As such, we consider COL-CIMIC to take the military 

perspective and to have, at least, an external scope and tactical- and operational-level applicability, 

thus falling under either the CMI or the CIMIC archetype, depending on whether the concept 

entails a dedicated function or not. 

Denmark. The Danish Armed Forces seem to employ the concept of “civil-military cooperation” 

(DNK-CIMIC) consistently with NATO-CIMIC.93 In other words, DNK-CIMIC falls under the 

CIMIC archetype because it takes a military perspective, entails a dedicated function, and has, at 

least, an external scope and tactical- and operational-level applicability. In addition to DNK-

CIMIC, the Danish government has previously used the concept of “Concerted Planning and 

Action of Civil and Military Activities in International Operations” (DNK-CPA), a concept akin 

to the “Comprehensive Approach” but with a focus on civil-military relationships.94 As such, 

DNK-CPA falls under the CMR archetype, taking a joint perspective focused on the strategic level. 

DNK-CPA seems to have, at least, an internal scope intended to synchronize Danish foreign policy 

and military operations. However, we do not have enough information to assess whether the 

concept entails a dedicated function or if it has broader scope covering also actors external to the 

Danish government. 

Germany. Both Germany’s civil defense and armed forces appear to use the concept of “civil-

military cooperation”.95 However, while the German Armed Forces’ civil-military concept (DEU-

CIMIC) is likely closely aligned with the NATO-CIMIC concept,96 it is not clear how the German 

civil defense defines the concept. As such, we consider DEU-CIMIC to fall under the CIMIC 

archetype. The concept takes the military perspective, entails dedicated function, and has, at least, 

an external scope and tactical- and operational-applicability. 

Indonesia. In addition to the Indonesian concept of “territorial development” (IDN-Binter), which 

has a factsheet of its own, we have also identified the concept of “dual function” (dwifungsi, IDN-

DF). IDN-DF, established by Suharto’s New Order government in Indonesia, justified the 

military’s permanent role in governance and politics post-Sukarno. It enabled the military, 

particularly the Army, to hold key governmental positions, including seats in parliament and public 

service roles. Originating from the Army’s expanded role during martial law in 1957, the concpet 

of “dual function” emerged from a belief in the military’s duty to “save the nation” from political 

system flaws. It was formalized in the 1960s, entrenching the military’s influence across Indonesian 

society and government until its gradual abolition following the New Order’s collapse and the onset 

of the Reform era, marking a significant shift with military and police officers required to resign 

from service to hold political positions from 2004 onwards.97 As such, IDN-DF falls under the 

CMR category. The concept takes a joint perspective, has, at least, an internal scope, and seems to 

be applicable to all levels. It is not clear whether the concept entails a dedicated function or not, 

however. While this concept is admittedly outdated, we decided to include it due to its unique 

nature. 
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Kenya. The Kenyan Armed Forces have previously used the term “CIMIC” (KEN-CIMIC) in news 

outlets.98 The concept seems to entail externally-oriented activities conducted by the military; 

however, it is not clear whether the so-called “CIMIC activities” are not conducted, coordinated, 

or planned by dedicated CIMIC personnel. As such, we consider KEN-CIMIC to fall either under 

the CMI or CIMIC archetypes, depending on whether the concept entails a dedicate function or 

not. In addition, the Government of Kenya’s Ministry of Interior and Coordination of National 

Government National Disaster Management Unit (NDMU) have produced a number of 

documents outlining its approach to disaster response, such as a National Disaster Risk 

Management Policy from 2017.99 However, when investigating the NDMU website and this policy, 

there is no clear reference to a civil-military concept. As such, it has not been included in this study. 

Lebanon. The Lebanese Armed Forces employ the concept of “civil-military cooperation” (LBN-

CIMIC), aligned with the CIMIC archetype, as evidenced in the Army’s Civil-Military Cooperation 

Directorate’s website. The Directorate was established in 2015, and its main missions include 

coordinating civil-military activities with ministries and donor organizations, liaising with local 

authorities to address development needs, supervising cooperation during military operations, and 

managing regional sections in the North, Bekaa, and South. These regional sections focus on 

identifying local needs, evaluating social environments, proposing development projects, and 

collaborating with foreign military forces under the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon 

(UNIFIL).100 As such, LBN-CIMIC is a dedicated military function, with an external scope, and 

applicable at all levels. 

Mexico. The Mexican Army uses the concept of “civil affairs” (MEX-AsCiv), aligned with the 

CIMIC archetype, i.e. the concept takes the military perspective, is externally focused, and 

applicable mostly at the tactical and operational levels. However, it does not always have a dedicated 

MEX-AsCiv branch or units. Its General Staff Manual states that MEX-AsCiv matters would be a 

part of its S-1 (personnel) branch, or if the magnitude of the issues requires it, a MEX-AsCiv 

section may be created. In addition, the manual foresees the creation of specific units to be tasked 

with a specific area and echelon to support, meaning that it would have a dedicated function to 

address Civil Affairs matters. The manual indicates that the focus would be on the tactical level, by 

supporting units on the ground. The main purpose would be to liaise with external non-military 

actors to support them or use their assets to support the military objective. Although, no structure 

has ever been activated. 

Nigeria. The Nigerian Army utilizes the concept of Civil-Military Affairs (NGA-CMA), which falls 

under the CMR archetype. The Directorate of Civil-Military Affairs serves “primarily as an interface 

between the Nigerian Army and the Civil Populace. [...] The Department is also charged with the 

introducing and transmitting the core elements of effective civil-military relations in areas of human 

rights, rule of law, negotiations liaison and conflict management”.101 Though NGA-CMA takes a 

military perspective and entails a dedicated function, it is distinct from CIMIC due to its focus on 

the strategic level and lack of tactical applicability, thus falling under the CMR archetype. In 

addition, the Nigerian Armed Forces have engaged in initiatives to improve Civil-Military 

Cooperation (NGA-CIMIC) and respect for human rights during operations in partnership with 

the European Union. These efforts aim to address challenges and gaps in civil-military relations, 

particularly in the context of internal security operations against insurgency and other criminal 
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activities. The collaboration includes training programs for military and law enforcement agencies 

on International Humanitarian Law and International Human Rights Law, reflecting Nigeria’s 

commitment to aligning its CIMIC activities with international best practices. Additionally, the 

program involves the creation of a civil-military cooperation handbook and the training of experts 

in CIMIC and human rights. Specific details about a publicly available NGA-CIMIC doctrine or 

manual for the Nigerian Armed Forces were not widely published or easily accessible in the public 

domain.102 Still, we consider NGA-CIMIC to take the military perspective and be, at least externally 

oriented and applicable at the tactical and operational levels. It remains unclear whether the concept 

entails a dedicated function or not, and, as such, the concept falls under the CMI or CMI 

archetypes. 

Norway. The Norwegian Armed Forces, in alignment with the NATO-CIMIC concept, use the 

concept of “civil-military cooperation” (NOR-CIMIC), representing a military capability falling 

under the CIMIC archetype.103 NOR-CIMIC entails a dedicated function with, at least, an external 

scope and tactical- and operational-level applicability. In addition, the Norwegian government also 

employs the concept of “civil-military collaboration” (NOR-SIMIS), which refers to intra-

government relations between civilian and military bodies in the context of total defense. NOR-

SIMIS consists of three aspects: “civilian support to the armed forces, the armed forces’ support 

to civil society and a management element at authority level.”104 NOR-SIMIS takes a joint 

perspective, has an internal scope, does not entail a dedicated function, and seems to be applicable 

at all levels. As such, it falls under the CMI category. 

People’s Republic of China. In the Chinese context, Civil-Military Integration (CHN-CMI) and 

Military-Civil Fusion (CHN-MCF) are strategic-level concepts focused on military and civilian 

industrial complexes and research and development.105 It is unclear whether the concepts entail a 

dedicated function or not. Still, both concepts fall in the CMR archetype. The main logic behind 

both concepts is to harness the synergies of military and civilian research, development, and 

production capabilities.106 According to an early definition, civil-military integration includes 

“cooperation between government and commercial facilities in research and development [...], 

manufacturing, and/or maintenance operations; combined production of similar military and 

commercial items, including components and subsystems, side by side on a single production line 

or within a single firm or facility, and use of commercial off-the-shelf items directly within military 

systems”.107 Both concepts are essentially economic and defense strategies largely focused on the 

dual-use nature of key technologies, infrastructure, and human resources. In theory, this integration 

should create synergies and benefits both to the civilian and military sides of the relationship. While 

civil-military integration initially concentrated on military capabilities to support the broader civilian 

economy, current debates on military-civil fusion center on creating military advantages through 

civilian-led innovation.108 As such, the two concepts are best seen in a continuum.109 

Philippines. The Philippine Armed Forces use the term “civil-military affairs” (PHL-CMA) to 

represent their CIMIC capabilities.110 PHL-CMA entails a dedicated military function with at least 

an external scope and tactical- and operational-level applicability. This term “civil-military affairs” 

was perhaps chosen (instead of “civil affairs” or “civil-military cooperation”) due to Australia’s 

proximity and military influence since the term was used by the Australia-led International Force 

East Timor (INTERFET) from 1999 to 2000 to represent what we now call CIMIC. The term 
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seems to have outlived INTERFET and continued to be used in the UN missions in the country, 

namely the United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor from 1999 to 2002 and the 

United Nations Mission of Support to East Timor from 2002 to 2005.111  

Sweden. The Swedish government, including the Swedish Armed Forces, seems to employ two 

related concepts, i.e. “civil-military cooperation” (civil-militär samverkan, SWE-CMS) and 

“cooperation between authorities” (myndighetssamverkan). However, these concepts do not seem to 

be well defined. In a 2012 report, the Swedish Defence Research Agency pointed out that “in the 

absence of clear common definitions of civil-military cooperation and cooperation between 

authorities, civil authorities often regard cooperation between authorities as a comprehensive 

concept and civil-military cooperation as part of cooperation between authorities”.112 According to 

the same report, regular cooperation between authorities often corresponds with the armed forces’ 

task to use existing abilities and resources to assist other government bodies. It seems like SWE-

CMS takes a joint perspective and has at least an internal scope and tactical- and operational 

applicability. It is unclear whether the concept entails dedicated function and in which levels it 

operate. As such, SWE-CMS does not clearly fall under any category, but seems to be closer to 

CMI than to other archetypes. 

Tunisia. Recent publications on the Tunisian Armed Forces’ support of the COVID-19 pandemic 

highlight the role of “civil-military cooperation” (TUN-CIMIC) in coordinating the response. In 

particular, two studies mention CIMIC daily, weekly, and monthly reports, as well as a CIMIC 

plan.113 TUN-CIMIC takes a military perspective and has, at least, an external scope and tactical 

and operational-level applicability. However, it remains unclear whether the concept entails a 

dedicated function or not. As such, TUN-CIMIC may fall under the CMI or the CIMIC archetypes. 

Türkiye. The Turkish Armed Forces seem to employ the concept of “civil-military cooperation” 

(TUR-CIMIC), as shown in a recent news piece.114 TUR-CIMIC appears to involve military 

activities towards external civilians; however, it is uncertain whether the activities portrayed as 

“CIMIC activities” are carried out, organized, or planned by specifically-assigned CIMIC 

personnel. Therefore, we view TUR-CIMIC as fitting into either the CMI or CIMIC categories, 

depending on whether the concept includes a dedicated function or not. In addition, Türkiye’s 

Ministry of Interior Disaster and Emergency Management Authority (AFAD) is the county’s 

primary disaster response agency and seems to follow EU standards and concepts.115 Still, not 

enough information was found in public sources to produce a factsheet about the country’s 

organization-specific civil-military concepts. 

Ukraine. In addition to the concept of “civil-military cooperation” (UKR-CIMIC), used by the 

Ukrainian Armed Forces, in 2015, the Ukrainian parliament coined the concept of “civil-military 

administration” (viis’kovo-tsyvil’ni administratsii, UKR-CMA). Civil-military administrations are 

temporary local government units established in the Donetsk and Luhansk regions of eastern 

Ukraine in response to the War in Donbas from 2015 to 2022. These administrations were created 

under the authority of the Anti-Terrorist Center of the Security Service of Ukraine. Civil-military 

administrations are formed when locally elected governments are unable to exercise their powers, 

and they continue to function until newly elected local government units assume office. The 

specific locations and details of civil-military administrations may have changed since 2022 due to 
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Russia’s full-scale invasion, and additional information is required for an update.116 The concept 

takes a joint perspective, has an internal scope, and is applicable at the strategic level (i.e. the 

province administration level). It is unclear whether UKR-CMA entails a dedicated function or not. 

As such, UKR-CMA falls under the CMR archetype. 

Venezuela. In Venezuela, the concept of “civic-military union” (unión civil-militar, VEN-UCM) 

reflects a unique approach to civil-military relations, emphasizing collaboration between the 

military and civilian sectors. This concept, which gained prominence in 2002, has been a 

cornerstone of the country’s governance model, especially under the leadership of President Hugo 

Chávez. It symbolizes the integration of military and civilian efforts in national development and 

security, highlighting the role of popular support in maintaining this union.117 The creation of the 

Bolivarian National Militia in 2008 is a manifestation of this concept. This force operates separately 

from the traditional armed forces and includes civilians recruited to support the government’s 

objectives. The Militia embodies the principle of civic-military union by blurring the lines between 

civilian and military roles, fostering a sense of shared responsibility for the nation’s defense and 

development. This approach has led to the military being deeply involved in various aspects of 

Venezuelan society, from social programs to governance, underpinned by the idea of a partnership 

between the military and the civilian population in pursuit of common goals. Civic-military union 

and the Bolivarian National Militia reflect Venezuela’s distinctive approach to integrating the 

military into the broader societal and political framework. This model emphasizes the role of the 

military not just in defense, but also as an active participant in national development and in ensuring 

internal stability, with the support and involvement of the civilian population.118 We consider VEN-

UCM to fall under the CMR archetype. The concept takes a joint perspective, has an internal scope, 

and is applicable at the strategic level. It remains unclear whether VEN-UCM entails a dedicated 

function or not. 

 

A2.2 Multilateral organizations 

World Food Program. According to a publicly available 2013 directive, the World Food Program 

employs the concept of Humanitarian Civil-Military Coordination (WFP-CMC),119 for which we 

have compiled a factsheet. However, in practice, the organization no longer uses the concept of 

WFP-CMC and, instead, has recently developed the concept of Humanitarian-Military Interaction 

(WFP-HMI).120 The policies and guidelines defining this concept, however, are closed to public 

access. It seems clear that WFP-HMI fall under the CMCoord category, i.e. a civilian, humanitarian 

dedicated function, focused on the coordination between humanitarian and military actors, mainly 

at the tactical and operational levels. However, it remains unclear whether and how WFP-CMC 

differs from WFP-HMI. 

 

A2.3 Non-governmental organizations 

Mercy Corps International. According to a 2018 report entitled “Playbook: Negotiating Humanitarian 

Access”, Mercy Corps International, an American-based international NGO, has shown some 
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institutionalization of humanitarian civil-military coordination in what they label “engagement with 

armed groups” (MCI-EwAG).121 MCI-EwAG takes the civilian, humanitarian perspective, is 

externally-oriented, and focused primarily at the tactical and operational levels. It is unclear whether 

MCI-EwAG entails a dedicated function or not. As such, the concept falls either under the CMI 

or CMCoord archetypes. 

Save the Children International. In addition to the concepts of “civil-military relations” (SCI-

CIVMIL)122 and “civil-military coordination” (SCI-CMCoord),123 Save the Children International 

(SCI) has also used “civil-military engagement” (SCI-CME) in some publications and job 

descriptions.124 At the time of writing, there was no publicly available formal definition of either 

concept. According to informal conversations, SCI is in the process of updating its policies related 

to civil-military relationships and should publish a concept note on the topic shortly. Still, SCI-

CME seems to be closely aligned with, and perhaps an updated version of, SCI-CMCoord. As such, 

we consider SCI-CME to fall under the CMCoord archetype. 

 

A2.4 Non-state armed groups 

Movement for the Liberation of the Congo. The Movement for the Liberation of the Congo’s armed wing, 

the Congo Liberation Army (ALC), in their statute, prescribes a branch in their organization 

focused on “Civil and Political Affairs” (affaires civiles et poliques, MLC-ACP), similar to standard 

military staff organizations: “Placed under the chief command of the President, the ALC 

constitutes the armed wing of the Movement. The General Staff of the ALC is composed of the 

Commander of the Army, Chief of Staff, the G1 in charge of Personnel, the G2 in charge of 

Intelligence, the G3 in charge of Operations, the G4 in charge of Logistics, the G5 in charge of Civil 

and Political Affairs. All are appointed and relieved of their post by the Commander-in-Chief of the 

ALC after a favorable opinion of the Politico-Military Council. The Army Commander, 

subordinate to the Commander-in-Chief, namely the President of the MLC, coordinates the 

activities of the General Staff and the troops. He executes the decisions of the Commander-in-

Chief of the ALC”.125 As such, MLC-ACP is a dedicated military function focused on the 

relationship with external civilian and political actors. It is unclear, however, at which level the 

concept operates. Depending on the level of applicability, the concept could fall under the CMR 

or the CIMIC archetypes.  

Various Communist groups. Several Communist groups use the adjective “politico-military” to qualify 

their doctrines, strategies, and actions. 126 The concept refers to the integrated and inseparable 

nature of political and military activities. It emphasizes the fusion of political ideology and military 

strategy, where armed struggle is seen as an extension of the political struggle. In this context, the 

politico-military approach entails a comprehensive and coordinated effort to achieve political 

objectives through armed means. It involves not only the use of force and military tactics but also 

political mobilization, propaganda, recruitment, and organizational development. The goal is to 

establish a revolutionary society by combining political ideology with armed resistance, with the 

belief that military actions should be guided by and serve the political agenda of the group. Because 

this concept is not clearly defined by any specific group, we decided to leave it out from the 

conceptual analysis in this study. 
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A3 Avoiding misunderstandings: other related civil-military terms  

This appendix deals with civil-military terms identified during the data collection process, which 

are too specific and do not constitute – from our understanding – an additional archetypal concept. 

Rather, the terms discussed below are either variations or components of the archetypes discussed 

above or not civil-military concepts at all. In what follows, we present and briefly discuss the terms 

of Civil Affairs (as understood by the US Army and UN/AU peace operations), Civil Affairs 

Operations and Civil-Military Operations, Military Civic Action, Civil-Military Action, Civil-Military Liaison, 

Civil-Military Affairs, Civil-Military Integration and Military-Civil Fusion, and Civil-Military Problematique.  

 

A3.1 US Army Civil Affairs, Civil-Military Operations and Civil Affairs Operations 

In the United States military, the civil-military cooperation function – i.e. CIMIC – is termed Civil 

Affairs (USA-CA). USA-CA is defined as designated active component and reserve component 

forces and units organized, trained, and equipped specifically to conduct civil affairs operations and 

to support civil-military operations. One major distinction between USA-CA and other concepts 

is the scale and structure of how this capability is organized in the US military. For instance, instead 

of mainly a staff function (i.e. G9 or J9 branches), the US has multiple dedicated Civil Affairs 

commands, brigades, battalions and other ad hoc units comprising active duty and reserve 

personnel.  

Another distinction is the emphasis on the military conduction of responsibilities normally 

performed by civil governments, if necessary. This includes, for example, deploying uniformed 

personnel as governance specialists to support or even temporarily respond on behalf of the local 

government.127 Compared with other CIMIC concepts, according to NATO-CIMIC doctrine,128 

this role is exercised by functional specialists, who usually have strong civilian expertise, such as in 

agriculture, engineering, or economics. In UN peace operations, this role falls under the mandate 

of the civilian component, thus outside the scope of activities of UN-CIMIC personnel. 

The concepts of Civil-Military Operations (CMOs) and Civil Affairs Operations (CAOs) stem from 

the US Civil Affairs doctrine. CMOs are defined “as activities of a commander performed by 

designated civil affairs or other military forces that establish, maintain, influence, or exploit 

relations between military forces, indigenous populations, and institutions, by directly supporting 

the attainment of objectives relating to the reestablishment or maintenance of stability within a 

region or host nation.”129 This means that CMOs can be conducted by non-specialized civil-military 

personnel with the primary objective to support the military mission. 

In contrast, CAOs are “actions planned, executed, and assessed by civil affairs forces that enhance 

awareness of and manage the interaction with the civil component of the operational environment; 

identify and mitigate underlying causes of instability within civil society; or involve the application 

of functional speciality skills normally the responsibility of civil government.”130 In other words, 

CAOs can only be conducted by specialized civil-military personnel and are more focused on 

managing the interaction between the civilian environment and the military operations (e.g. 

minimizing collateral damage or obstacles to operations) and supporting local governance. 
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In line with our overarching concepts, CMOs and CAOs fall under the scope of CIMIC and, on 

some occasions, CMI. They are inherently military-led activities focused on interacting with 

external civilian actors at the tactical and operational levels. While CMOs can be conducted by non-

specialized personnel and sometimes fall under the CMI category, CAOs are only conducted by 

specialized staff, thus always under the CIMIC category. 

 

A3.2 AU & UN Civil Affairs. Civil Affairs takes a completely different meaning in UN and AU 

peace operations. In fact, UN/AU Civil Affairs deals not with civil-military relations but with 

civilian relations between the mission and local civilian actors.131 The concept is included here for 

clarification. Civil affairs components are deployed in almost all UN and UA peace missions. They 

are civilian peacekeepers, usually deployed locally, who serve as the interface between the mission 

and local authorities and communities. The Civil Affairs function is often present throughout the 

mission area. It works “to strengthen the social and civic conditions necessary to consolidate peace 

processes and are a core function of multi-dimensional peacekeeping operations”.132 Nonetheless, 

Civil Affairs may be a key resource for CIMIC operators. Due to their close work with local civilian 

actors, Civil Affairs personnel may serve as a valuable source of information and gatekeepers 

facilitating contact and liaison with civilians, especially local government authorities and civil society 

organizations. 

 

A3.3 Military Civic Action 

Military Civic Action (MCA) also stems from the US Civil Affairs doctrine, though it is widely used 

in other contexts, such as Latin American countries.133 In short, MCAs are short-term and small-

scale activities intended to promote public perception and increase popular support for the military 

mission. At the same time, MCAs should address the real needs of the target population and 

contribute, as much as possible, to longer-term development and other stabilization processes.134 

In this sense, the MCAs are closely linked to quick impact projects (QIPs).135  

Although the military plans them, MCAs are often implemented by civilian partners. In this sense, 

MCAs do not need to be carried out by specialized civil-military cooperation personnel and, as 

such, can fall under either a CIMIC—if they are implemented by specialized CIMIC personnel—

or a CMI framework—in case they are implemented by non-CIMIC personnel, such as regular 

infantry troops or specialized psychological operations personnel. Under the CIMIC framework, 

MCAs (and QIPs) are often implemented under the mandate to support civilian actors.136 

 

A3.4 Civil-Military Liaison 

Civil-Military Liaison is often listed as one of the main functions of CIMIC and CMCoord. This 

function entails establishing and maintaining “liaison with [relevant] actors at appropriate levels, 

facilitating cooperation, harmonization, information sharing, harmonized or integrated planning, 

and conduct of operations.”137 Even though the concept of civil-military liaison is laid out in 
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specific CIMIC and CMCoord guidance documents, liaison and information sharing are core 

activities in civil-military relations at all levels for military and civilians alike. 

 

A3.5 Civil-Military Problematique 

Also referred to as civil-military challenge, civil-military problem, and civil-military conflict, the 

civil-military problematique lies at the core of CMR debates. The concept gained relevance in the 

1990s and then focused mainly on the issue of civilian control of the armed forces. According to 

Peter D. Fearon, “[t]he civil-military problematique is a simple paradox: because we fear others, we 

create an institution of violence to protect us, but then we fear the very institution we create for 

protection.”138 This paradox can be expanded regarding competing mandates, interests, culture, 

and resources, to name a few, between military and civilian actors. It can also be explored at 

different levels of analysis, from individuals to groups and communities to nations and multilateral 

organizations. In essence, the civil-military problematique refers to inherent contradictions 

between civilian and military actors and, as such, is present in discussions of civil-military relations 

at all levels. 

 

A4 Contexts and organizations without relevant concepts 

For seven countries, four multilateral organizations, three international NGOs, and 238 non-state 

armed groups, we could not find any readily- available information through open-source searches 

on the internet (as discussed in the main body of this report). This does not necessarily mean that 

the concepts for these entities are not present, but it does mean that information about them is not 

readily available. In what follows, we list those contexts and organizations with a brief explanation 

of our search. 

 

A4.1 National governments 

Egypt. After online searches, we could not find enough publicly available information about any 

civil-military concept for Egypt to make a factsheet and include in this paper. 

Finland. Finland does not seem to have a specific civil-military concept. The Finnish military does 

acknowledge the 9th function (i.e. CIMIC) but does not organize its staff as such. CIMIC personnel 

have been and are deployed in multilateral operations, such as UN peacekeeping missions, and 

have thus conformed to the concept of UN-CIMIC.139 It is not clear, however, whether the Finnish 

Armed Forces have institutionalized the concept. Formally, the Finnish government employs the 

concepts of “coordination of measures” (yhteensovittaminen; toimintojen yhteensovittaminen), 

“cooperation” (yhteistoiminta, yhteistyö), “inter-authority cooperation” (viranomaisyhteistyö), “mutual 

assistance between authorities” (virka-apu), but none of these are specifically focused on civil-

military relations.140 
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India. The Indian Armed Forces have a long and strong tradition in UN peacekeeping operations 

and, accordingly, have experience in UN-CIMIC.141 In addition, the Indian Government’s Ministry 

of Home Affairs National Disaster Response Force (NDRF) was established in 2006. The NDRF 

is organized along military structures (i.e. battalions) and largely responds domestically but has 

conducted foreign disaster response in the past, notably in Nepal (2015) and Türkiye (2023). 

However, despite several policies and documents present on its website,142 we could not identify 

any organization-specific civil-military concept. 

Ireland. The Irish Armed Forces have previously deployed CIMIC personnel in UN peacekeeping 

operations143 and conducted UN-CIMIC and UN-CMCoord courses.144 Likewise, Ireland’s civil 

defense appears to follow EU concepts and standards.145 However, we could not identify any 

organization-specific civil-military concept. 

Israel. After online searches, we could not find enough publicly available information about any 

civil-military concept for Israel to make a factsheet and include in this paper. 

Syria. After online searches, we could not find enough publicly available information about any 

civil-military concept for Syria to make a factsheet and include in this paper. 

United Kingdom. The United Kingdom (UK) military follows directly the NATO-CIMIC and 

NATO-CIMIC concepts. Indeed, the UK’s Ministry of Defense 2006 doctrine on civil-military 

cooperation146 was archived after it was replaced by the NATO-CIMIC doctrine in 2018.147  

 

A4.2 Multilateral organizations 

Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). After online searches, we could not find enough 

publicly available information about any civil-military concept for ASEAN to make a fact sheet 

and include in this paper. 

Caribbean Disaster Emergency Management Agency (CDEMA). After online searches, we could not find 

enough publicly available information about any civil-military concept for CDEMA to make a fact 

sheet and include in this paper. 

Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). After online searches, we could not find 

enough publicly available information about any civil-military concept for OSCE to make a fact 

sheet and include in this paper. 

Organization of American States (OAS). After online searches, we could not find enough publicly 

available information about any civil-military concept for OAS to make a fact sheet and include in 

this paper. 
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A4.3 Non-governmental organizations 

Danish Refugee Council (DRC). After online searches, we could not find enough publicly available 

information about any civil-military concept for DRC to make a fact sheet and include in this paper. 

International Federation of the Red Cross. The IFRC seems to follow the International Red Cross and 

Red Crescent Movement Civil-Military Relations (Movement-CMR), as evidenced in several 

documents;148 see its factsheet for more information. 

International Committee of the Red Cross. The ICRC seems to follow the International Red Cross and 

Red Crescent Movement Civil-Military Relations (Movement-CMR), as evidenced in several 

documents;149 see its factsheet for more information. However, the ICRC employs specific terms 

in its organizational structure. For example, at the headquarters in Geneva, the “Unit for Relations 

with Arms Carriers” is responsible for supporting the engagement with state militaries, police 

forces, non-state armed groups, and armed criminal organizations by providing practitioner 

expertise from former senior military and law enforcement officers, working as part of the 

institution’s multi-disciplinary teams. Relatedly, the ICRC deploys delegates with specific job titles, 

such as “Armed Forces Delegate”, “Non-state Armed Groups Delegate”,150 and “Police and 

Security Forces Delegate”,151 who are responsible for facilitating the relationship between ICRC 

and such actors. We consider that these concepts do not amount to specific concepts, but 

terminological variations with little conceptual weight. Thus, we decided not to include in this 

study. 

 

A4.4 Non-state armed groups 

In this study, we reviewed codes of conduct, internal statutes, unilateral declarations, and other 

official documents issued by 240 non-state armed groups, as contained in the repository maintained 

by the Swiss-based NGO, Geneva Call, “Their Words: the Directory of Armed Groups and de 

facto Authorities’ Humanitarian Commitments.”152 However, the overwhelming majority (i.e. 238) 

of the groups have no clearly defined organization-specific civil-military concepts. 
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