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Summary 

The evaluation assessed the extent to which organizational culture in peacekeeping 
operations was aligned with the normative framework of the United Nations and supported 
ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎΦ Lǘ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ƻƴ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ 
selected dimensions of organizational culture, which included: leadership and management; 
accountability, ethics and integrity; teamwork, collaboration and information-sharing; risk-
appetite; sensitive issues; and gender. Data was collected and analysed through a literature 
review, an online staff survey, key informant interviews and focus group discussions.   

Overall, perceptions of organizational culture in peacekeeping operations diverged 
depending on mission component, gender, staff level and duty station. Uniformed personnel 
were generally more positive about the organizational culture in their mission as compared 
to civilian staff. Female international civilians consistently expressed the lowest levels of 
satisfaction across cultural elements.  

On leadership and management, the personalities and working relationships of mission 
leaders were perceived as critical in influencing mission culture. Accessible, collaborative and 
actively engaged leaders were especially valued.  

On accountability, in particular results and performance, internal systems and controls, and 
the oversight roles and functions, staff members generally felt these to be insufficient and 
ineffective. The levels of ethics and integrity among mission personnel were also perceived 
as low. Although respondents demonstrated high levels of awareness of reporting 
mechanisms, non-reporting of misconduct was perceived to be common. 

On teamwork, collaboration and information-sharing, though mission personnel were 
generally positive, they also highlighted numerous challenges. Perceived divides and power 
dynamics between uniformed and civilian personnel, certain mission pillars, as well as 
between mission headquarters and the field, hindered effective collaboration. Top-down 
information-sharing and communication were perceived as insufficient and overly one-
directional, while bottom-up communication was often felt duplicative. Collocation and 
integrated teams were believed to enhance collaboration and information-sharing. 

On risk-appetite, mission personnel had varied opinions, but, overall, agreed that contingents 
were not equally committed to performing their duties.  

On sensitive issues, the likelihood of discrimination based on race, ethnicity, nationality and 
religion was thought to be high, which affected the mission both internally and externally. 
Perceived unfair recruitment practices and discrimination based on contractual status and 
component also impacted staff morale.  

On gender, though senior management appeared committed to achieving gender parity, 
some staff members saw its implementation as controversial and impacting merit-based 
recruitment. Finally, female staff members felt they faced limitations, hardships, prejudice 
and discrimination both in their operating environments and within the mission. 

Overall, in part due to their difficult operating environments and internal diversity, the 
existing perceptions about organizational culture in missions were not fully aligned with the 
high standards adopted by the Organization and need to be improved to fully support 
ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ effective functioning. 

The evaluation made two critical and nine important recommendations. 
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 Introduction and objective 

1. The evaluation determined the relevance and effectiveness of organizational culture 
in 14 peacekeeping operations1 by assessing the extent to which it was aligned with the 
normative framework of the United Natƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎΦ 
Its objective was to assist mission leadership, the Departments of Peace Operations (DPO), 
Operational Support (DOS), Peacebuilding and Political Affairs (DPPA) and Management 
Strategy, Policy and Compliance (DMSPC) to engage in systematic reflection of organizational 
culture. Management comments from these entities together with the 14 evaluated missions 
were sought on the evaluation results and given in annex VII.2  

2. The guiding evaluation questions were: 

a. To what extent is the existing organizational culture in missions relevant and aligned to 
the normative framework of the United Nations?  

b. To what extent does the organizational culture in missions support their effective 
functioning?  

3. It is important to note that this evaluation was conducted prior to the onset of the 
COVID-19 pandemic and consequently does not refer to the new ways of working that this 
crisis both created and accelerated, or its ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΦ 

 Background 

4. Although no universal definition for the term organizational culture exists, there is 
general agreement that it affects the behaviour of organizations and their staff. In its simplest 
form, organizational culture consists of different components that influence how an 
organization Ψgets things doneΩ to achieve its goals.3 OIOS defined Ψorganizational cultureΩ as: 

ΨComprising the behaviours and underlying beliefs, assumptions and values that 
contribute to the unique social and psychological environment of an organization 
and affect how people think, act and interact with each other, with clients and with 
stakeholders.Ω4  

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 At the time of the evaluation, DPO had 14 peacekeeping missions deployed: MINUSCA, MONUSCO, MINUSMA, 
UNMISS, UNAMID (end of mandate in December 2020), UNIFIL, UNISFA, MINURSO, UNFICYP, UNMIK, UNDOF, 
MINUJUSTH (end of mandate in October 2019), UNTSO and UNMOGIP.  
2 MINUJUSTH closed in October 2019 and UNAMID in December 2020, thus management comments from both 
missions were not sought.  
3 See: Clarke, A., Organizational culture, system Evolution, and the United Nations of the 21st century (2014); 
Javan, J., Unity within diversity: Changing the organizational culture of the United Nations (2017). 
4 OIOS Practice Guide for Assessing Organizational Culture (2019). 

https://acuns.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/Organizational-Culture-System-Evolution-and-the-United-Nations-of-the-21st-Century.pdf
https://www.unssc.org/news-and-insights/blog/unity-within-diversity-changing-organizational-culture-un/
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5. OIOS undertook an extensive document review and stakeholder engagement, and 
determined that organizational culture in peacekeeping operations is a complex, dynamic 
phenomenon that could be conceptually represented as follows: 

Figure 1: Interacting and interlinked elements that generate organizational culture in 
peacekeeping operations 

 

6. The United Nations does not explicitly prescribe an organizational culture for its 
personnel. Nevertheless, normative frameworks aim to create a culture that reflects the 
norms and values of the Organization. Furthermore, the Secretary-General has identified 
specific cultural elements as being critical to the success of the Organization, such as effective 
leadership, accountability, results-focus and transparency.5 The United Nations Security 
Council has encouraged peacekeeping missions to Ψstandardize a culture of performance.Ω6  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5 See: Shifting the management paradigm in the United Nations: ensuring a better future for all (A/72/492)  
6 See: Statement by the President of the Security Council (S/PRST/2018/10) 

https://undocs.org/A/72/492
https://undocs.org/S/PRST/2018/10
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 Methodology 

A. Evaluation scope 

7. For this evaluation, OIOS considered the following elements of organizational culture 
in peacekeeping operations: 

a. Leadership and management 

b. Accountability, which includes all main components of accountability as defined by the 
Organization:7  

i. The United Nations Charter 

ii. The programme, planning and budget documents 

iii. Results and performance 

iv. Internal systems and controls 

v. Ethical standards and integrity 

vi. The oversight roles and functions 

c. Teamwork, collaboration and information-sharing 

d. Risk-appetite 

e. Sensitive issues 

f. Gender 

8. ΨMission personnelΩ ƻǊ ΨǎǘŀŦŦ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ considered in this evaluation included 
international and national civilians, military and police personnel.  ΨComponentsΩ in this report 
refer to the civilian, military and police components. ΨMission pillarsΩ refer to the different 
substantive sections and mission support.  

B. Data collection methods 

9. Data was collected through the following methods: 

a. Key informant interviews and focus group discussions conducted during field visits 
and remotely, with a purposive sample of mission management and personnel from 
UNIFIL, MINUSMA, MINUSCA, UNMISS and MONUSCO.8 

b. Online survey sent to 18,007 active civilian and uniformed staff members in 14 
peacekeeping missions.9  

c. Document review of relevant United Nations documents and external reports.   

d. Review of data retrieved from Umoja, Inspira, past staff surveys and other relevant 
mission sources. 

e. Field visits in five10 peacekeeping missions. Direct observation was also carried out to 
capture salient aspects of organizational culture. 

 
7 A/RES/64/259 
8 See annex III. 
9 See annex IV.  
10 See para. 9(i). 
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C. Limitations in assessing organizational culture 

10. While acknowledging the importance of other dimensions of organizational culture, 
such as innovation and adaptability, as well as staff morale and well-being, these were 
excluded from the scope of this evaluation due to limited time and resources.  

11. This evaluation focused ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ƻƴ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭΩǎ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ about the 
selected dimensions of organizational culture. Corroborating information was used where 
possible but was not available for many perceptions. It is, therefore, important to 
acknowledge that perceptions might not always reflect reality.  

12. Some of the evaluation findings, particularly with regard to oversight matters, also 
relate to the work of OIOS. Due to the inherent conflict of interest, this report did not make 
any recommendations specific to OIOS to address them.  

D. Dissemination of evaluation results 

13. In addition to this evaluation report, OIOS provided each evaluated peacekeeping 
operation11 with its mission-specific results, which were based on disaggregated data from 
the online survey, open-ended survey questions and, where applicable, the key informant 
interviews (KII) and focus group discussions (FGD).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
11 This did not include MINUJUSTH. 
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 Evaluation results 

A. Leadership and management 

14. ¢ƘŜ hǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǳƴŀƳōƛƎǳƻǳǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘǎ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƛƴ 
creating a positive, ethical, result-oriented and inclusive culture has been elaborated in 
several normative and policy documents.12  

Mission personnel were mostly positive about their direct supervisors  

15. There was strong evidence that mission leaders and managers were pivotal in 
creating, contributing to and changing the mission culture, both positively and negatively. 
Survey respondents (67 per cent) identified leadership as the key element influencing the 
ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΦ13   

16. Survey results suggested that peacekeeping personnel approved of most of their 
direct supervisors, with 80 per cent of respondents agreeing that direct supervisors focused 
on achieving results. Over three-quarters of surveyed personnel indicated that their 
supervisors provided realistic plans and clear guidance, valued the skills and contributions of 
team members and were focused on achieving results. Nonetheless, one-fourth (25 per cent) 
of international civilians found that their supervisor did not value the skills of team members 
and did not provide clear guidance (see figure 2). Some civilian interviewees praised their 
supervisors for mentoring and encouraging subordinates, while others criticized them for 
providing inadequate guidance or lacking managerial skills. 

Figure 2: Perceptions on the direct supervisor  

 

 
12 See: United Nations System Leadership Framework, Chief Executive Board (CEB) High-Level Committee on 
Programmes; and the Senior Manager Compacts.  
13 See: Annex II. 
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Senior leaders were generally perceived by subordinates to set a positive example  

17. International civilians were noticeably less satisfied with senior leaders as compared 
to police and military personnel, who tended to be highly positive in their responses. Sixty-
two per cent of surveyed international civilians agreed that the head of mission (HoM) set a 
positive organizational culture, as compared to 84 per cent of uniformed personnel. This 
divergence between components was starkest across gender lines: only 49 per cent of female 
international civilian staff indicated that the HoM set a positive organizational culture 
compared to 86 per cent of female uniformed personnel (see figure 3).   

Figure 3: Perceptions on the HoM 

 

The HoM and senior leadership team (SLT) were seen as ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ 
cultures 

18. Three-quarters of survey respondents agreed that the HoM was a United Nations role 
model (see figure 4). The power to influence organizational culture was frequently said to be 
centralized in the office of the HoM. Interviewed personnel asserted that the managerial 
style, priorities and preferences of the HoM were felt across pillars, components and mission 
areas.    

19. Similar to the HoM, the SLT was also seen as highly influential for the mission culture. 
Survey respondents were mostly positive about the SLT, with two-thirds agreeing that mission 
leaders had a common vision and acted as one. International civilians were the least positive 
about the SLT and the HoM, with over one-fourth (26 per cent) stating that the SLT did not 
share a common vision (see figure 4). 
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Figure 4: perceptions on the HoM and SLT 

 

20. Rotation of the HoM and other mission leaders heavily impacted organizational 
culture, as this resulted in Ψwait and seeΩ periods during which mission personnel sought to 
understand and implement the guidance and preferences of new leaders. Key informants 
found this lack of continuity challenging. hƴŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άŜŀŎƘ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇ 
Ǌƻǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƴŜǿ ƎŀƳŜΦέ Similarly, interviewees asserted that high levels of turnover of key 
military personnel14 and heads of field offices (HoFO) were also disruptive to operational 
activities. An overlapping period with both the incoming and outgoing leaders all present in 
the mission area was generally thought to improve an effective handover and transfer of 
knowledge.15 

The quality of leadership and management was perceived to vary greatly  

21. Subordinate staff believed that the quality and effectiveness of managers and senior 
ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ǾŀǊƛŜŘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ άǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ǘƻ άǘƻǘŀƭƭȅ ƛƴŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜέ. A range of leadership 
styles, from strictly hierarchical to more collaborative emerged. Some mission leaders were 
described as inspirational, while others were said to lack strategy or vision.   

22. Interviewees and survey respondents in one mission asserted that the HoM was highly 
collaborative, provided clear guidance and had a results-based approach. Yet in another 
mission, key informants highlighted specific examples of poor management by senior leaders. 
In one case, interviewees felt that the arrival of a new leader threw well-functioning working 
methods into disarray.  

 
14 One EoAR (2019) highlighted that the mission in question overly relied on military personnel and that the fast 
rotation of military personnel resulted in a lack of continuity.  
15 One EoAR (2019) proposed a minimum of four overlapping days between outgoing and incoming military 
officers to conduct a proper handover. 
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Personal relations and personalities of senior leaders were perceived to shape mission 
culture 

23. The personalities and working relationships of mission leaders were perceived to have 
a profound impact on organizational culture. Interviewees also described the impact of 
dominant - and in some cases polarizing - personalities among members of the SLT who were 
thought to have an outsized influence on mission operations.  

24. Surveyed staff members from one mission alleged a senior manager had intimidated 
and harassed subordinatesΣ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ άǳƴƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ǿƻǊƪ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ.έ In a military-led 
ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΣ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƛǾƛƭƛŀƴ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭ ŎƻƳǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ƻŦ ŀ άȅŜǎ ǎƛǊέ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǎǳōƻǊŘƛƴŀǘŜǎ ǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ 
up when the HoM entered the room.   

25. Harmony, tensions and interactions between senior leaders were also believed to 
have a substantial impact on collaboration and power dynamics between personnel. In one 
mission, the perceived closeness of the HoM with some other members of the SLT based on 
their national origin was a high-level concern and seen as bypassing established channels of 
decision-making. In another mission, one manager stated that conflict in the SLT had been 
highly disruptive to operations. Senior civilian staff were noticeably less positive than juniors 
when it came to the impact of internal politics on the mission. 

Accessible, collaborative and actively engaged leaders were valued    

26. Most survey respondents agreed that the SLT ensured effective collaboration 
between uniformed and civilian personnel (see figure 5). However, in some cases the 
collaboration between uniformed and civilian leaders appeared to be difficult, which affected 
lower working levels.  

27. Key informants asserted that senior mission leaders who communicated openly and 
engaged with the field were held in high regard. In one mission, the HoM was appreciated for 
explaining the mandate in clear and simple terms, such as through the internal dissemination 
of a poster explaining the ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ priorities. Regular visits by mission leadership to remote 
field offices, including overnight stays, were also seen as critical to understanding operational 
challenges. Staff members also noted the time spent by the HoM outside the mission area 
and commented upon it when considered excessive. Survey respondents generally approved 
of the ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎƘƛǇΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘΣ ǿƛǘƘ тп ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ {[¢ was well-
informed about challenges in the mission area (see figure 5).  
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Figure 5: perceptions on the SLT 

 

Mission personnel felt that United Nations Headquarters (UNHQ) overly prioritized 
political experience over managerial expertise in the selection of the HoM. 

28. Key informants expressed dissatisfaction that UNHQ was perceived to emphasize 
political experience over managerial skills while selecting candidates for leadership positions. 
Though interviewees acknowledged the required diplomatic background for mission leaders, 
it was not thought to be a satisfactory substitute for competently managing peacekeeping 
operations.16    

29. Interviewees from peacekeeping operations where mission leaders did not have prior 
United Nations or peacekeeping experience highlighted that unexperienced senior leaders 
needed too much time to master United Nations policies and procedures and were overly 
reliant on subordinates. Sixty per cent of survey respondents did not believe that senior 
leaders without prior United Nations experience were able to quickly learn the hǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 
management rules. 

30. One mission leader without prior United Nations experience acknowledged that 
leading a peacekeeping mission as an ΨoutsiderΩ was challenging and required a significant 
personal effort to adapt and learn about the system. Yet, in some cases, the approach of a 
newcomer was seen as an advantage and an opportunity to bring a fresh perspective that 
challenged the status quo.  

 
16 See: High-Level Independent Panel on Peace Operations (2015) report 

https://peaceoperationsreview.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/HIPPO_Report_1_June_2015.pdf
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B. Accountability, ethics and integrity 

31. The United Nations requires the highest standard of professionalism and integrity 
from all its personnel. The Organization has a well-defined accountability framework and has 
clearly expressed its expectations for staff members.17 

International civilians wŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊƛƴƎ 
results for the host population 

32. Eighty per cent of uniformed personnel agreed that the mission was focused on 
delivering results for the host population, while only 65 per cent of international civilians 
thought this was the case. Over one-third of survey respondents (37 per cent) believed it was 
sometimes necessary to break the rules in order to carry out their work. 

Staff members perceived handling of underperformance and incentives for career 
advancement as insufficient  

33. Key informants and survey respondents across all missions expressed frustration with 
both the handling of underperformance and the recognition of high performance. The 
absence or lack of accountability for performance was referenced as a key organizational 
issue in about half of the interviews.   

34. Nearly a third of survey respondents felt that underperformance was not actively 
addressed in their missions (see figure 6). This sentiment was particularly strong among 
international civilians at the management level (P-4 and above; 60 per cent). In addition, 
interviewed uniformed leadership were also at times sharply critical about the 
underperformance of subordinates.  

Figure 6: Perceptions on performance management 

 

 
17 CƻǊ ŀ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ bŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ άŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǎȅǎǘŜƳέΣ ǎŜŜ: A/RES/64/259. 
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35. Civilian managers frequently complained about the lack of adequate tools to address 
underperformance. e-PAS18 was widely held in low esteem at all levels. Managers saw e-PAS 
as minimally effective for addressing underperformance and, when used, required a large 
time investment that detracted from normal duties.19 One manager found the completion of 
e-t!{ άƳŜǊŜƭȅ ŀ Ǌƛǘǳŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ did ƴƻǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳǘƘΦέ Interviewed staff also considered e-PAS 
ineffective for their professional development, as high performance was not perceived to be 
appropriately linked with career advancement.  

36. Interviewees complained about a culture of mediocracy and sometimes even laziness, 
providing several explanations for staff underperformance, including lack of mobility within 
and between missions, low institutional support for professional development and weak 
performance incentives. Long-serving personnel were generally seen as more prone to 
complacency and underperformance, a perception that was particularly present in 
longstanding missions and duty stations.20 Underperformance without any consequences was 
believed to have a detrimental impact on the ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ organizational culture, with one 
ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ άŘŜŀŘ ǿƻƻŘ ƻƴ ōƻŀǊŘ ŎƻǊǊǳǇǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦέ A tension between 
simultaneously upholding diversity and merit-based recruitment was also reported.  

Senior leaders and managers were not perceived to be effectively enforcing accountability 

37. Key informants at all levels consistently expressed that accountability for performance 
and misconduct was not sufficiently enforced by senior leaders and managers. Managers 
described the procedural hurdles to improve staff performance (or to not renew their 
contracts) as insurmountable. Agreed terminations were rare, with only 39 approved across 
14 peacekeeping missions between May 2016 and November 2019. 

Levels of ethics and integrity were generally perceived to be low 

38. Perceptions regarding the likelihood of misconduct or unethical behaviour differed 
greatly between components. Sixty-seven per cent of international civilian survey 
respondents indicated that abuse of authority was likely to occur in their mission, while about 
36 per cent of uniformed components affirmed that this type of misconduct was likely to take 
place. Almost half of the survey respondents (44 per cent) believed that leaking of confidential 
information was likely in their mission (see figure 7).21 

39. Key informants, including mission leaders in two missions, articulated deep concerns 
about fraud and corruption committed by mission personnel. Almost half (45 per cent) of 
international civilian survey respondents believed that fraud and corruption were likely to 
occur in their mission (see figure 7). Examples given included the unauthorized sale of mission 
property, the fraudulent sale of movement control documents for United Nations flights and 
demands for bribes to service vehicles or transport personal goods. In addition, key 
informants frequently referenced entitlement fraud and abuse of leave. Some sections were 
perceived as more prone to fraud and corruption.  

 
18 Performance Management Development System, ST/AI/2010/5. 
19 International Peace Institute (2017) People Before Process: Humanizing the HR System for UN Peace 
Operations. 
20 One EoAR (2019) noted that long tenure is an issue with older family duty stations, leading to stagnation, 
reduced motivation and reluctance to change. 
21 This result is in line with the United Nations Staff Engagement Survey (2017), wherein nearly one-third (30 
per cent) of the respondents expressed concerns over ethical conduct and accountability in the Secretariat. 

https://undocs.org/ST/AI/2010/5
https://www.ipinst.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/IPI-Rpt-People-before-Process-final.pdf)
https://www.ipinst.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/IPI-Rpt-People-before-Process-final.pdf)
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Figure 7: Likelihood that these situations could take place in your mission 

 

Accountability for misconduct or unethical behaviour was perceived to be low  

40. Across all staff levels and missions, interviewees voiced concerns about a lack of 
accountability in terms of corrective actions for misconduct and unethical behaviour. Key 
informants widely perceived investigations into misconduct to be excessive in length and 
lacking independence. A sense of a Ψculture of impunityΩ was widespread for the five missions 
visited. Thirty-nine per cent of surveyed international civilians believed that personal 
relationships and hierarchy affected how misconduct was addressed. Uniformed personnel, 
however, were significantly more positive than their civilian counterparts about the handling 
of misconduct. Seventy per cent of uniformed staff surveyed agreed that personal 
relationships and hierarchy did not affect how misconduct was addressed (see figure 8).  

41. Despite mission personnel demonstrating high levels of awareness of reporting 
mechanisms, under or non-reporting of misconduct was perceived to occur frequently. A 
quarter of surveyed international civilians expressed that they would be fearful of reporting 
misconduct. Reasons given for under-reporting included fear of retaliation and the perception 
of lengthy, possibly biased, or inconclusive investigations. Mission living arrangements, in 
which oversight personnel22 worked, lived and socialized in the same limited environment as 
other staff, were seen as detrimental to the independence and anonymity of the internal 
justice system processes.  

 
22 aƛǎǎƛƻƴ ǎǘŀŦŦ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘƻƻŘ ΨƻǾŜǊǎƛƎƘǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴƴŜƭΩ ŀǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ /ƻƴŘǳŎǘ ŀƴŘ Discipline Teams (CDT), OIOS 
investigators and Special Investigations Units (SIU) (see para. 12).  
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Figure 8: Perceptions on misconduct proceedings  

 

There were shortfalls in completing mandatory training 

42. As of October 2019, only half (50 per cent) of civilian peacekeeping staff in the 14 
missions had completed the mandatory course on ethics and integrity and over a third (37 
per cent) had completed the course on preventing fraud and corruption (see figure 9). The 
majority of senior mission leaders, at the D-1 level and above, had also failed to complete 
required training, with 25 per cent having completed courses on the prevention of fraud and 
corruption and 37 per cent completing the course on the prevention of sexual exploitation 
and abuse (SEA).23  

Figure 9: Completion rate of mandatory courses (civilian staff at all levels) 

 

 
23 Course completion data for analysis was retrieved from Umoja for the period April 2014 to October 2019. 
Umoja figures might not always be fully up to date and thus the actual completion rate could differ. 
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C. Teamwork, collaboration and information-sharing  

43. Normatively, the United Nations considers integration within missions essential for 
effective peacekeeping operations. As this implies a culture supportive of teamwork, 
collaboration and information-sharing, the United Nations strives to incorporate integration 
into ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ŦŀŎŜǘǎ ƻŦ ƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎΩ ǿƻǊƪΦ24 In addition, the Secretary-General has emphasized 
the importance of coordination and breaking down silos on numerous occasions. 

Though mission personnel were generally positive about collaboration and information-
sharing, staff also highlighted numerous challenges  

44. Eighty-seven per cent of survey respondents agreed that collaboration was effective 
within their team and between sections (see figure 10). Results were slightly less positive for 
collaboration between uniformed and civilian personnel (77 per cent) and between mission 
support and the substantive side (74 per cent).25 Interviewees, however, highlighted 
numerous challenges, especially regarding information-sharing and internal communication 
across different teams and sections. International staff members felt the least positive about 
teamwork, collaboration and information-sharing. 

Figure 10: Perceptions on teamwork and collaboration  

 

 

 

 
24 See: Action for Peacekeeping (2018) 
25 Similarly, the United Nations Staff Engagement Survey (2017) found that respondents from 
multidimensional missions were more positive about collaboration at the team level compared to cooperation 
across departments. 

https://peacekeeping.un.org/en/action-for-peacekeeping-a4p
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Collocation and integrated teams were perceived as enhancing collaboration and 
information-sharing 

45. Collocation of relevant sections and components was generally perceived to facilitate 
working relations, particularly for sharing critical information. Key informants indicated that 
integrated teams, including the deployment of liaison officers across components, improved 
collaboration between uniformed and civilian personnel. Positive examples given included 
thematic working groups, joint assessment missions (JAM) and joint inspection teams (JIT), as 
well as integrated mission entities such as the Joint Operations Centre (JOC), the Joint Mission 
Analysis Centre (JMAC) and joint task forces.  

Perceived power dynamics between mission components were at play and often 
negatively impacted collaboration  

46. Interviewees referred to ΨƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΩ, rivalries between different mission entities 
and unspoken hierarchies within the mission which sometimes hindered integration and 
information-sharing and deepened structural divides. One senior official stated that άsilo 
mentality was present at all levels, from Mission HQ (MHQ) to the deep field.έ Sixty-four per 
cent of surveyed international civilian staff members indicated that collaboration between 
mission support and the substantive side was effective (see figure 11). In one mission, the 
substantive sections expressed resentment concerning the power exercised by mission 
support, while in another mission the substantive side was said to receive preferential 
treatment.26  

47. Thirty per cent of the interviews stated that power dynamics negatively impacted 
organizational culture and collaboration. Perceptions regarding influence over decision-
making differed between missions and were said to depend heavily on individual 
personalities, especially within the SLT. Personnel complained about a lack of information-
sharing between sections, stating that an άinternal competitionέ sometimes resulted in a 
άculture of secrecyέ ǿƘŜǊŜ άǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǿŜǊέ Cemale 
respondents (57 per cent) felt significantly less positive than males (71 per cent) about 
information-sharing (see figure 11).27     

 
26 One EoAR (2019) noted several issues related to inter-pillar collaboration and information-sharing. 
27 hƴŜ 9ƻ!w όнлмфύ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ΨǎǘƻǾŜ ǇƛǇŜǎΩ and did not effectively share 
information.  
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Figure 11: Perceptions on information-sharing and inter-mission cooperation  

 

A perceived division between uniformed and civilian personnel hampered effective 
collaboration and integration  

48. Interviews and open-ended survey responses indicated that different working cultures 
between uniformed and civilian personnel sometimes hindered collaboration.28 Reported 
tensions related to differences in working methods, modes and speed of decision-making, 
planning and communication. Uniformed key informants suggested that they generally 
prioritized a longer planning horizon as compared to their civilian counterparts. In military-
led missions, some civilian staff members perceived the military component as wielding 
undue influence. 

49. In multidimensional missions, staff members generally perceived the United Nations 
Police (UNPOL) as the least powerful component with minimal leverage in decision-making.29 
Both civilian and uniformed interviewees felt that UNPOL was inadequately integrated with 
the ŎƛǾƛƭƛŀƴ ŀƴŘ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ǎǘŀŦŦ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ǿƻǊƭŘΦέ {ŜǾŜǊŀƭ individual police officers (IPOs) felt frustrated over a perceived 
unwillingness of military and civilian colleagues to collaborate. On the other hand, police 
personnel often expressed a strong sense of cohesion within their component. In one mission, 
IPOs were particularly positive about intra-component solidarity, expressing that they 
belonged to άone police family.έ 

 

 
28 International Peace Institute (2012) Management handbook for United Nations field missions.  
29 International Peace Institute (2020) Protection through Policing: The Protective Role of UN Police in Peace 
Operations. 

https://www.ipinst.org/wp-content/uploads/publications/management_handbook_linked.pdf
https://www.ipinst.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/2002_Protection-through-Policing.pdf
https://www.ipinst.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/2002_Protection-through-Policing.pdf

























































































