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Abstract
This article addresses critical gaps in the literature on crisis-driven policy change in international organisa-
tions.While existing studies focus on elite decision-making and institutional resilience, the role of frontline
crisis managers remains under-explored in International Relations. Using the European migration and
refugee crisis as a case study and drawing on insights from organisation studies and the sociology of the
professions, the article introduces a novel theoretical framework that foregrounds improvisation by first
responders and the ex-post stabilisation of their spontaneous policy solutions at headquarters. In addition
to reconstructing and illustrating the mechanisms that link frontline action to changed policies, the arti-
cle identifies theoretical conditions shaping the likelihood and direction of informal policy change from
the ground up. By highlighting bottom-up dynamics in crises, it not only advances theoretical debates on
crisis politics, but also proposes a new research agenda for analysing the transformative role of field-level
practices in global politics.

Keywords: bottom-up policy change; crisis; global governance; informality; international organisations; migration and
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Introduction
Global crises put international organisations (IOs) under pressure. Many IOs – including inter-
governmental and non-governmental organisations as well as regional agencies – are expected
to be competent crisis managers, yet they often lack the necessary resources to meet urgent and
unexpected challenges. During the COVID-19 pandemic, for instance, the world turned to the
‘Public Health Emergency Operations Centre Network’ of the World Health Organization (WHO)
to contain the spread of the virus, but member states did not provide adequate funding for the
organisation.1 Overlapping shocks, such as violent conflicts, climate extremes, and the disrup-
tion of global supply chains in the wake of the Russian invasion of Ukraine, fuel hunger crises.
At the same time, humanitarian funding to IOs that are to strengthen food security, mainly the
World Food Program (WFP) and the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), is declining dras-
tically.2 In the European migration and refugee crisis, actors like the European Border and Coast
Guard Agency (Frontex), the Norwegian Refugee Council (NRC), and the United Nations High

1Phillip Y. Lipscy, ‘COVID-19 and the Politics of Crisis’, International Organization, 74:S1 (2020), pp. E98–E127 (p. E120).
2See WFP, ‘Hunger Hotspots: FAO-WFP Early Warnings on Acute Food Insecurity’, available at: {https://www.wfp.org/

publications/hunger-hotspots-fao-wfp-early-warnings-acute-food-insecurity}, accessed 7 April 2025.
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2 Nele Kortendiek

Commissioners for Refugees (UNHCR) were expected to organise accommodation, relocation,
and returns quickly. Still, they were not well-equipped in terms of staff and mandates.

Notwithstanding these contradictions, IOs often exploit moments of crisis to change how
transnational challenges are governed. In the course of the migration and refugee crisis, the
European Asylum Support Office (EASO), for example, changed the definition of ‘vulnerability’.
The term ‘vulnerability’ functions as a tool to categorise asylum-seekers; persons who are found
‘vulnerable’ are excluded from accelerated asylum procedures, which increases their chances of
international protection.3 EASO has thus effectively transformed how decision-making on asylum
applications is organised at the joint European border – that is, how irregular migration move-
ments are governed in Europe. As part of its crisis management efforts, it developed new routines
and policy scripts. How did EASO manage to do this despite the conflicting pressures described
above? How can IOs make and change policies during crises?

In this article, I argue that the creativity of frontline crisis managers is a vital yet overlooked
resource for adapting and creating policies. IO staff members stationed on the ground use their
professional knowledge to improvise provisional solutions for the public problems produced or
highlighted by crises. Bureaucrats in headquarters stabilise these improvised solutions by devising
training tools and operational guides.Through this dynamic interplay, they informally alter or pro-
duce policies, broadly understood as ‘courses of action over issues of common concern’.4 Whether
they actually achieve change through improvisation and stabilisation andwhether the changed pol-
icy solutions are beneficial or detrimental to the governance of specific issues is difficult to establish
before empirical analysis: not all crises will lead to change and not every change will be productive.
My key argument is that we need to study systematically how frontline staff respond to crises to
understand their actions’ effects.

Despite the ubiquity of crises in world politics, we still know little about how frontline crisis
management by IO staff affects the governance of transnational challenges. International Relations
(IR) scholars have studied how political elites handle crises5 as well as IOs’ operational capacities,6
identifying institutional factors that contribute to organisational resilience and effectiveness. They
have also studied crisis consequences in terms of changes in IOs’ institutional design and authority
structure7 and they have shown that crises cause a shift toward informal cooperation.8 However,
how crises lead to informal change in how issues are governed remains unclear. Similarly, there
is a rich literature on policy change in IOs in reaction to crises, primarily concentrating on top-
down dynamics.9 Several studies have highlighted that policy entrepreneurs transform existing
regulatory approaches in and between crises, which, in turn, informs how future emergencies are

3ECRE, ‘The Concept of Vulnerability in European Asylum Procedures: The Asylum Information Data Base (AIDA)’, avail-
able at: {https://ecre.org/vulnerability-in-european-asylum-procedures-new-aida-comparative-report/}, accessed 17 October
2024.

4Vincent Pouliot and Jean-Philippe Thérien, Global Policymaking: The Patchwork of Global Governance (Cambridge
University Press, 2023), p. 27.

Such policies are informal because they are produced without explicit state consent and are not legally binding or because
they were altered and created by actors that have not been explicitly tasked to do so, seeMax Lesch andNina Reiners, ‘Informal
human rights law-making: How treaty bodies use general comments to develop international law’, Global Constitutionalism,
12:2 (2023), pp. 378–401.

5E.g. Lipscy, ‘Covid-19’; Leonard Schuette, ‘Why NATO survived Trump: The neglected role of Secretary-General
Stoltenberg’, International Affairs, 97:6 (2021), pp. 1863–1881.

6E.g. Heidi Hardt, Time to React: The Efficiency of International Organizations in Crisis Response (Oxford University Press,
2014).

7E.g. Christian Kreuder-Sonnen, ‘International authority and the emergency problematique: IO empowerment through
crises’, International Theory, 11:2 (2019), pp. 182–210.

8E.g. Felicity Vabulas and Duncan Snidal, ‘Organization without delegation: Informal intergovernmental organiza-
tions (IIGOs) and the spectrum of intergovernmental arrangements’, The Review of International Organizations, 8:2
(2013), pp. 193–220.

9E.g. Manuela Moschella and Eleni Tsingou, ‘Regulating finance after the crisis: Unveiling the different dynamics of the
regulatory process’, Regulation and Governance, 7:4 (2013), pp. 407–16; Benjamin Braun, ‘Preparedness, crisis management

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

02
60

21
05

25
10

14
84

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://ecre.org/vulnerability-in-european-asylum-procedures-new-aida-comparative-report/
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0260210525101484


Review of International Studies 3

addressed, in the field as well. However, the question of how field dynamics during crisis episodes
initiate policy change remains.

I address these omissions by developing a micro-level approach to how IOs act during crises,
generally defined as episodes of uncertainty, urgency, and threat.10 I draw on two established sets
of IR research – the literature on organisational learning in peacekeeping11 and studies of infor-
mal practices in IOs12 – and complement both with insights from crisis management studies as
well as the sociology of the professions and organisations to develop a framework for the study
of the mechanisms that lead to bottom-up policy change. Broadly situated in practice-oriented IR
scholarship13 and social-constructivist approaches in IO studies, this framework focuses on the
agency of IO personnel. It draws attention to how they (1) make sense of crises, (2) test how to
respond, (3) negotiate the appropriateness of improvised responses, and finally (4) routinise initial
solutions which they then (5) consolidate in IO training programmes and best practice guidelines
so that they become consequential beyond a concrete crisis setting. This inherently dynamic and
open-ended process includes people working for different organisations – albeit in close physi-
cal proximity – and is likely to repeat itself, given the preliminary nature of frontline action and
informal policy-making.

My framework relates in particular to operational IOs – IOs that implement and monitor
projects and programmes in crises regions and countries that receive aid and assistance – as well
as to fast-burning crises or humanitarian emergencies. I therefore examine the impact of frontline
action on crisis policy-making through a case study of how IOs with in-built emergency man-
agement capacities responded to the 2015–16 European migration and refugee crisis in Greece.
The case study draws on ethnographic fieldwork at the European external border during the crisis,
interviews at the headquarters of seven organisations – including the International Organisation
for Migration (IOM), UNHCR, Frontex, EASO, and three humanitarian NGOs – and an extensive
document analysis of IO training material. It demonstrates that to reconcile the contradictions of
having to cope with the emergency without being comprehensively equipped to do so, IO staff
members located on the ground improvised to a great extent, using their professional knowledge.
Their everyday, ad hoc solutionswere, to somedegree, stabilised by training and operations officers,
which shows that migration and asylum policies did change from the field up.

With this, my contribution to the literature on crisis politics and change in IOs is twofold. First,
by outlining the mechanisms at play during improvisation in the field and stabilisation at head-
quarters, I provide a framework which complements approaches that focus on political elites and
top-down dynamics. Second, by identifying the institutional factors that are likely to shape the
degree of improvisation and stabilisation, I pave the way towards a comparative research agenda
on the effects of frontline action on global crisis governance.

The article proceeds as follows. Section one discusses the literature on crisis and change in global
governance, highlighting the curious absence of analytical interest in frontline crisis managers and
informal policy change from the ground up. Section two develops the iterative, five-step framework
that conceptualises how IO staff members respond to crises across organisational boundaries and

and policy change:The euro area at the critical juncture of 2008–2013’,TheBritish Journal of Politics and International Relations,
17:3 (2015), pp. 419–41.

10Arjen Boin, ‘Lessons from crisis research’, International Studies Review, 6:1 (2004), pp. 165–94 (p. 167).
11Thorsten Benner, Stephan Mergenthaler, and Philipp Rotmann, The New World of UN Peace Operations: Learning to Build

Peace? (Oxford University Press, 2011); John Karlsrud, ‘Special representatives of the Secretary-General as norm arbitrators?
Understanding bottom-up authority in UN peacekeeping’, Global Governance, 19:4 (2013), pp. 525–44; Séverine Autesserre,
Peaceland: Conflict Resolution and the Everyday Politics of International Intervention (Cambridge University Press, 2014);
Susanna P. Campbell, Global Governance and Local Peace (Cambridge University Press, 2018).

12Jeffrey Chwieroth, ‘Normative change from within: The international monetary fund’s approach to capital account liber-
alization’, International Studies Quarterly, 52:1 (2008), pp. 129–58; Alexandros Kentikelenis and Sarah Babb, ‘The making of
neoliberal globalization: Norm substitution and the politics of clandestine institutional change’, American Journal of Sociology,
124:6 (2019), pp. 1720–62; Pouliot and Thérien, Global Policymaking.

13Emanuel Adler and Vincent Pouliot, ‘International practices’, International Theory, 3:1 (2011), pp. 1–36.
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4 Nele Kortendiek

levels. It also sketches the organisational characteristics that enable and constrain the occurrence
of these steps. To demonstrate the plausibility of my conceptual argument, Section three presents
evidence from the case study on the 2015–2016 European migration and refugee crisis. The final
section concludes by discussing how to study frontline action in non-operational IOs and outlining
how to investigate the institutional features that are likely to condition the success of bottom-up
change.

Crises and change in global governance
Crises are the rule rather than the exception in international relations. Although theorists of global
governance have long been concerned with resolving the puzzle of global order under anarchy, this
order is frequently disrupted by unforeseen events destabilising hard-won rules and agreements.
Crises affect all world regions, policy fields, and issue areas. From natural disasters, violent con-
flicts, and terrorist attacks to the outbreak of diseases, energy price shocks, and the collapse of
capital markets, crises are recurring features of international politics and many IOs are expected
to respond.

IOs as crisis managers: Institutional resources and effects
To understand how IOs govern in crises, scholars of global politics have focused on two main
aspects. First, at the perceptional level, they have analysed how political elites make sense of a cri-
sis and react to it. Second, at the operational level, they have studied IO capacities for effective
crisis management.14 What is striking in both lines of research is that the focus lies on questions
of institutional design and choice. As I show in the remainder of this sub-section, existing studies
have largely overlooked how regular IO staffers interpret crises and how their reactions shape crisis
outcomes, especially with regard to policy content.

When it comes to understanding how leaders cope with crises, most authors focus on heads
of government and analyse how their perceptions and preferences shape international organisa-
tion.15 They typically ask the important question of whether hard times open up opportunities for
enhanced multilateral cooperation or whether a ‘nationalist reflex’ kicks in. Three findings stand
out in this research agenda. First, in the long run, elite crisis management often leads to deeper
integration, especially at the regional level.16 Change is frequently ad hoc and incremental, pro-
ducing new gaps in the institutional frameworks, but through the actions of heads of state, IOs
are ‘failing forward’.17 A second common theme is that emergencies produce a shift toward infor-
mality. Because less formalised settings allow for faster coordination, it is the preferred tool of
cooperation in periods of discontinuity and contention.18 Finally, the literature that focuses on
political leadership in IOs has shown that authoritative individuals, such as executive directors and
senior officials, can successfully navigate their IOs through crises if they rely on their personal
skills and networks.19 We thus know that the perceptions and actions of political leaders – on the
part of the IO secretariat and member states – matter for IO crisis management and that this can
induce change in key institutional features. The sense-making processes and strategies of regular
IO personnel, especially operational staff, remain underexplored.

14See Boin, ‘Lessons’, p. 167.
15E.g. Lipscy, ‘Covid-19’.
16E.g. Yoram Haftel, Daniel Wajner, and Dan Eran, ‘The short and long(er) of it: The effect of hard times on regional

institutionalization’, International Studies Quarterly, 64:4 (2020), pp. 808–20.
17Erik Jones, Daniel Kelemen, and SophieMeunier, ‘Failing forward?The euro crisis and the incomplete nature of European

integration’, Comparative Political Studies, 49:7 (2016), pp. 1010–34.
18Vabulas and Snidal, ‘Organization without delegation’; Kenneth Abbott and Benjamin Faude, ‘Choosing low-cost institu-

tions in global governance’, International Theory, 13:3 (2021), pp. 397–426; Yf Reykers, John Karlsrud, Malte Brosig, Stephanie
Hofmann, ChristianaMaglia, and Pernille Rieker, ‘Ad hoc coalitions in global governance: Short-notice, task- and time-specific
cooperation’, International Affairs, 99:2 (2023), pp. 727–45.

19Schuette, ‘Why NATO survived’, pp. 1876–1879.
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Review of International Studies 5

This is not to say that IO operations have been ignored in the literature. IR scholars have thor-
oughly investigated crisis management capacities.These authors focus on IOs’ official competencies
and functional capabilities to explain variance in organisational effectiveness and resilience. They
have shown that to handle crises well, IOs need to possess sufficient centralised decision-making
powers, financial resources, and emergency personnel to intervene early and decisively in crisis
situations.20 Thanks to Hardt’s research, we also know that next to institutional capacities, organ-
isational cultures and the social networks of IO bureaucrats are crucial features for explaining
differences in the speed of IO responses.21

Several authors have further studied whether IO actions during emergencies lead to (self-)
empowerment and increased autonomy.22 Kreuder-Sonnen, for example, has shown that the ‘state
of exception’ that often comes with crises entails ‘authority leaps’, sudden and drastic increases
in official competence.23 He and colleagues have also demonstrated that IOs expand their func-
tional scope in crises.24 This is something that general-purpose IOs with large bureaucracies are
best equipped to do, as Debré and Dijkstra have recently demonstrated.25 In brief, we know that
institutional design matters for IO crisis management capacity and resilience, and that emergen-
cies provide windows of opportunities for institutional development. What the highly productive
research agenda on IOs as crisis managers has yet to account for is how regular IO staff in
secretariats and field missions cope with crises and how this reorders how global issues are
governed.

Crises as change incubators in IOs
A second body of literature to address the question of how IOs change (policies) in crises puts
a stronger emphasis on the change dynamics. Authors like Moschella and Tsingou start from the
widely shared assumption that regulatory failures generate crises; redressing these failures, there-
fore, becomes a ‘key policy priority’.26 These authors focus on the IO bureaucrats acting as policy
entrepreneurs when things are in flux. For example, Braun, borrowing from Lévi-Strauss’ famous
notion, has argued that emergency crisis managers are ‘bricoleurs’, people who use ‘whatever they
have at hand’ to handle acute crisis situations.27 Drawing on the euro crisis as a case study, he
posits that the spontaneous actions by emergency crisis managers often leave a lasting imprint on
the ideational and institutional landscape in which they are embedded.28 There is, hence, a growing

20Adam Kamradt-Scott, ‘WHO’s to blame? The World Health Organization and the 2014 ebola outbreak in West Africa’,
Third World Quarterly, 37:3 (2016), pp. 401–18 (p. 412); Steven van Hecke, Harald Fuhr, and Woulter Wolfs, ‘The politics of
crisis management by regional and international organizations in fighting against a global pandemic: The member states at a
crossroads’, International Review of Administrative Sciences, 87:3 (2021), pp. 672–90.

21Hardt, Time to React; cp. Yf Reykers, ‘Evaluating crisis response speed of international organisations: Why it matters and
how to achieve it’, Journal of European Public Policy, online first (2024), pp. 1–26.

22Eva-Karin Olsson and Bertjan Verbeek, ‘International organisations and crisis management: Do crises enable or constrain
IO autonomy?’, Journal of International Relations and Development, 21:2 (2018), pp. 275–99; Eugénia Conceição-Heldt and
Tony Mueller, ‘The (self-)empowerment of the European Central Bank during the sovereign debt crisis’, Journal of European
Integration, 43:1 (2021), pp. 83–98.

23Kreuder-Sonnen, ‘International Authority’, p. 185.
24Christian Kreuder-Sonnen and Philip Tantow, ‘Crisis and change at IOM: Critical juncture, precedent, and task expan-

sion’, in Cathryn Costello, Megan Bradley, and Angela Sherwood (eds.), IOM Unbound? Obligations and Accountability
of the International Organization for Migration in an Era of Expansion (Cambridge University Press, 2022), pp. 187–212;
Christian Kreuder-Sonnen and Stephanie Hofmann, ‘Handlungsfähige gesucht: Krisen-und Kontestation(-smanagement)
internationaler Organisationen’, ZIB Zeitschrift für Internationale Beziehungen, 32:1 (2025), pp. 99–117.

25Maria Debré and Hylke Dijkstra, ‘COVID-19 and policy responses by international organizations: Crisis of liberal
international order or window of opportunity?’, Global Policy, 12:4 (2021), pp. 443–54.

26Moschella and Tsingou, ‘Regulating Finance’, p. 407; see also Jonathan Kamkhaji and Claudio Radaelli, ‘Crisis, learning
and policy change in the European Union’, Journal of European Public Policy, 24:5 (2017), pp. 714–734.

27Braun, ‘Preparedness’, pp. 420–23; cp. Pouliot and Thérien, Global Policymaking, p. 38.
28Cp. Manuela Moschella, ‘Lagged learning and the response to equilibrium shock: The global financial crisis and IMF

surveillance’, Journal of Public Policy, 31:2 (2011), pp. 121–41.
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Table 1. Practices Driving Improvisation and Stabilisation.

Improvisation Stabilisation

Field Sense-making

Testing

Negotiating

Routinising

Headquarters Consolidating

body of literature that reconstructs how the practices of IO bureaucrats in crises shape organisa-
tional perseverance and transformation,29 andhow the organisations actually address transnational
challenges. However, studies in this line of research, too, pay little attention to how those stationed
in the field shape these processes, as their analytical focus lies on the dynamics at headquarters.

In short, the question of whether and how frontline workers affect IO crisis policy-making and
foster change remains unaddressed. This is all the more surprising given that it is precisely their
job to act as first responders and adapt to unforeseen, local circumstances.

How frontline crisis management leads to informal policy change in IOs
To understand how decisions by frontline crisis managers can initiate change, I develop in this
section a five-step model that draws attention to improvisation by ground-level staff and the con-
solidation practices of headquarters personnel. For analytical clarity, I divide the model into five
ideal-typical steps, although I expect them to overlap in empirical reality: 1) sense-making, (2)
testing provisional solutions, (3) negotiating the feasibility and appropriateness of these initial
solutions, (4) routinising them on the ground, and (5) consolidating them at headquarters in IO
training programs and best practice guidelines (see Table 1).

This five-step process is not a goal-oriented, conclusive mechanism that linearly links cri-
sis to change. Instead, it needs to be understood as a cyclical, iterative dynamic. The inherently
improvisational nature of frontline crisis management means that even once codified in organisa-
tional practice, policy solutions developed in crisis moments will again be destabilised – adapted,
stabilised, and destabilised – when confronted with new realities.

Further, the processes I outline in more detail in the following comprise staff members from
different (types of) IOs. To be able to conceptualise how the practice of frontline crisis managers
triggers informal policy change, I treat the people who work in organisations as the main unit of
analysis.This means that instead of starting from the assumption that IOs have fixed, impermeable
boundaries, and defining organisations as collective actors that can be differentiated by formal
characteristics, transnational professionals take analytical primacy.30 Accordingly, I can include
personnel from IGOs, NGOs, and regional agencies in the analysis without making a conceptual
distinction between public and private organisations.

29Georgina Holmes and Sarah Newnham, ‘Business continuity, bureaucratic resilience and the limitations of neoliberal
survival logics in international organisations’, Review of International Studies, online first (2024), pp. 1–22; Michal Natorski,
‘Epistemic (un)certainty in times of crisis: The role of coherence as a social convention in the European neighbourhood policy
after the Arab spring’, European Journal of International Relations, 22:3 (2016), pp. 646–70.

30See Leonard Seabrooke and Lasse Folke Henriksen (eds), Professional Networks in Transnational Governance (Cambridge
University Press, 2017); Nina Reiners, ‘The power of interpersonal relationships: A socio-legal approach to international
institutions and human rights advocacy’, Review of International Studies, 50:2 (2024), pp. 252–70; Alvina Hoffmann, ‘The
plural professional: How UN human rights experts construct their independence’, Review of International Studies, online first
(2025), pp. 1–21.
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Improvising in the field
Bottom-up policy change begins with frontline crisis management, which, at its core, amounts to
improvisation. Improvisation, generally speaking, is the act of making or doing something with
whatever is available at the time.31 It is based on spontaneous decision-making, not deliberate
or considered action. Frontline crisis managers ‘do not have a great deal of time to be reflective
and, instead, must often improvise to find good interim solutions to problems that were unan-
ticipated, or to problems that cannot be ameliorated through standard operating procedures in
routine times’.32 In the remainder of this subsection, I break improvisation into three practices:
sense-making, testing, and negotiating.

The first step of improvisation is sense-making. Crises disrupt established patterns of action and
known policy scripts: ‘The core of crises is thus the uncertainty created by exposed inconsisten-
cies, contradictions and conflicts’.33 In addition to uncertainty, crises generate urgency, stemming
from an immediate threat to a given community. The intensity of the three defining crisis features
is especially pronounced during a crisis’ emergency phase and ‘fast-burning’ crises where shocks
are instant and abrupt.34 Notably, however, the degree and reference point of uncertainty, urgency,
and threat cannot be objectively measured but, following a constructivist understanding of cri-
sis politics, depend on the perceptions of those affected. ‘The prominence of perception, in turn,
underlines the potential for framing contests and discursive struggles over the interpretation of a
given social reality’.35 It follows that personal and inter-subjective sense-making is the first step of
crisis management, at any political level. Such sense-making dynamics not only define what con-
stitutes a crisis but give way to more general negotiations over how to organise collective action on
public problems: ‘crises are moments where […] agents attempt to persuade each other over “who
they are” and “what they want”’.36

Operational staff, such as peacekeepers, humanitarian workers, border guards, medical profes-
sionals, consular staff, and election observers are often the first to be confrontedwith crisis events.37
In global governance institutions, they are the frontline responders, who ‘[i]n an early stage of the
crisis, […] know close to nothing, while the cues, the bits of information, that they do receive or
register, will often be confusing’.38 They realise that they cannot rely on existing action repertoires
and organisational resources because these prove to be ineffective in the changed conditions. At
the same time, because of their close physical proximity to crisis outbreaks, they also cannot wait
until they have gathered enough information and instructions to reach sound conclusions. The
direct exposure to moments of crisis leaves little time for proper learning.39 IO staff intervening in
constitutional crises in Mali and Burkina Faso, for example, ‘were left scrambling to understand

31See Cambridge Dictionary, ‘improvisation’, available at {https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/
improvisation} accessed 30 October 2024.

32Thomas Birkland, ‘Disasters, lessons learned, and fantasy documents’, Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management,
17:3 (2009), pp. 146–56 (p. 154).

33Natorski, ‘Epistemic (un)certainty’, p. 649, emphasis added.
34Leonard Seabrooke and Elni Tsingou, ‘Europe’s fast- and slow-burning crises’, Journal of European Public Policy, 26:3

(2019), pp. 468–81 (p. 470).
35ChristianKreuder-Sonnen, ‘Political secrecy in Europe: Crisismanagement and crisis exploitation’,West European Politics,

41:4 (2018), pp. 958–80 (p. 963).
36Wesley W. Widmaier, Mark Blyth, and Leonard Seabrooke, ‘Exogenous shocks or endogenous constructions? The

meanings of wars and crises’, International Studies Quarterly, 51:4 (2007), pp. 747–59 (p. 756).
37See Maren Hofius, ‘Community at the border or the boundaries of community? The case of EU field diplomats’, Review

of International Studies 42:5 (2016), pp. 939–967; Jérémie Cornut, ‘Diplomacy, agency, and the logic of improvisation and
virtuosity in practice’, European Journal of International Relations 24:3 (2018), pp. 712–736; Andrew Cooper and Jérémie
Cornut, ‘The changing practices of frontline diplomacy: New directions for inquiry’, Review of International Studies, 45:2
(2019), pp. 300–319.

38Jori Kalkman, Frontline Crisis Response: Operational Dilemmas in Emergency Services, Armed Forces, and Humanitarian
Organizations (Cambridge University Press, 2024), p. 32.

39See Kamkhaji and Radaelli, ‘Crisis, learning and policy’; Nele Kortendiek, Global Governance on the Ground: Organizing
International Migration and Asylum at the Border (Oxford University Press, 2024).
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8 Nele Kortendiek

and position themselves on the rapidly changing events’.40 In short, working under time pressure
and with incomplete information, IO frontline staff need to make sense of what is happening in
the field by making quick, practical judgments and acting on them.

This last statement indicates how they givemeaning to crisis events: rather than cognitively pro-
cessing information, they pragmatically test suitable ways to respond. They try out how to alleviate
crisis pressures, starting these trial-and-error processes with the familiar. As we know from the lit-
erature on crisis management, frontline responders ‘will begin with taking actions that they have
been trained to implement or that come intuitively’.41 This pre-reflexive process of spontaneously
acting on a situation by relying on well-known and well-practiced modes of action simultaneously
ascribes meaning to a specific problem and makes a proposition on how to handle it. Here lies the
spark for change: innovation comes from combining the known with the unknown, as, for exam-
ple, Beaumier and colleagues have recently shown with regard to institutional invention.42 In that
sense, frontline crisis managers are ‘bricoleurs’ who do not work with a blueprint or innovate out of
thin air but – more or less skilfully – patch together what they know and have with the conditions
they find themselves in.43

Importantly, these twin processes of making sense of a situation and testing ways to handle
it do not occur in social isolation.44 Field staff with different professional backgrounds – and
often also from various organisations – work in close physical proximity to each other. Because
they necessarily have competing understandings of what a situation means and requires,45 their
practical propositions might be inconsistent or conflictive. Frontline staff thus engage in contests
over the appropriate course of action: they negotiate which preliminary solutions are feasible and
acceptable.46

Put differently, because crises present situations that were not anticipated, frontline workers
need to engage in ‘bad behavior’,47 they need to bend the rules and deviate from existing organ-
isational norms, protocols, and routines.48 These deviations are grounded in their professional
knowledge and intimate understanding of how to get their job done in ‘normal times’. As front-
line crisis managers work in complex organisational environments, what feels familiar to one
might look unusual to another, likely to prompt social confrontations. Whether an improvised
action thus constitutes ‘bad behavior’ or a ‘good interim solution’ depends not on an individual,
personal assessment but on intersubjective negotiations over how to address a specific crisis situ-
ation. Here lies the second spark for change: Organisation scholars have shown that the chances
of a single organisation or profession taking control are limited in turbulent times; the resulting

40Haley J. Swedlund, “‘Why didn’t they see it coming?” Ground-level diplomats, foreign policy, and unconstitutional regime
change’, in Anastasia Shesterinina and Miriam Matejova (eds), Uncertainty in Global Politics (Routledge, 2023), p. 86–98
(p. 86).

41Kalkman, Frontline Crisis Response, p. 34.This draws on Karl E.Weick’s (‘Enacted sensemaking in crisis situations’, Journal
of Management Studies, 25:4 (1988), pp. 305–17) seminal works on sense-making and his concept of ‘enactment’; the idea
that even in crisis situations, people’s first impulse is to reenact the knowledge and conditions that brought about or at least
contributed to the onset of that very crisis.

42Guillaume Beaumier, Marielle Papin, and Jean-Frédéric Morin, ‘A combinatorial theory of institutional invention’,
International Theory, 16:1 (2024), pp. 50–76.

43Pouliot and Thérien, Global Policymaking, pp, 38–41.
44See Claire Dunlop and Claudio Radaelli, ‘Systematising policy learning: From monolith to dimensions’, Political Studies,

61:3 (2013), pp. 599–619 (pp. 602–3); Chiara Ruffa and Sebastian Rietjens, ‘Meaning making in peacekeeping missions:
Mandate interpretation andmultinational collaboration in theUNmission inMali’,European Journal of International Relations,
29:1 (2022), pp. 53–78.

45See Jeffrey Chwieroth, ‘Normative change from within: The international monetary fund’s approach to capital account
liberalization’, International Studies Quarterly, 52:1 (2008), pp. 129–58 (p. 130).

46See Hendrik Wagenaar, “‘Knowing” the rules: Administrative work as practice’, Public Administration Review, 64:6
(2004), pp. 643–56.

47Campbell, Global Governance, p. 4.
48Diana Felix da Costa and John Karlsrud, ‘Bending the rules’:The space betweenHQ policy and local action in UN civilian

peacekeeping’, Journal of International Peacekeeping, 17:3–4 (2013), pp. 293–312; Autesserre, Peaceland.
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Review of International Studies 9

inter-professional and inter-organisational struggles over how to understand and deal with specific
situational challenges produce innovations.49

While improvisation is thus likely to bring about change, the degree to which improvisation
occurs during emergencies may vary depending on the leeway for mission personnel. Institutional
features, the local crisis context, and the policy field’s degree of formalisation and politicisation are
likely to condition the discretionary powers of first responders. Because of their distance from tight
organisational cultures and principal oversight in IO secretariats, fieldworkers generally enjoywide
latitude in their decision-making.50 However, IOs differ in their institutional design. More limited
mandates, narrower task descriptions, stricter lines of command, and more extensive reporting
requirements, for instance, might keep field staff from going off script and experimenting with new
practices.51 Short-term contracts, on the other hand, might lower concerns over early dismissal,
leading to less risk-averse behaviour and fostering initiative.52 The scope for discretion will also
be shaped by the local crisis context and domestic laws, especially when they criminalise certain
actions, provide strict codes of conduct, or refuse access to specific territories.53 Emerging or under-
regulated issue areas, in turn, may enable improvisation: ‘Bricolage is arguably more apparent in
new global problems than in highly legalized policy domains’.54 The politicisation of an issue area
or specific crisis, by contrast, may constrain it: the higher the (perceived) stakes, the stronger the
salience and contestation of what fieldworkers do. Perceptions of political leaders and the broader
public thus might also affect fieldworkers’ room for manoeuvre.55

Stabilising improvised solutions at headquarters
Just like leaders, crises compel IO employees on the ground ‘to make rapid decisions by relying on
ad hoc mechanisms’.56 These improvised decisions might not only create local innovations. In this
sub-section, I discuss how routinisation and consolidation can stabilise local solutions.

In so doing, I build on Oksamytna’s argument that ‘[i]nnovations have to be institutionalized’
to lead to sustainable organisational change.57 She defines change as ‘full issue institutionalization’,
which comprises numerous steps, such as creating new posts and accountability mechanisms.58
To detect policy changes at low institutional thresholds, I focus on two of the features that she
identifies: (1) the creation of policy or guidance – that is, ‘tools for implementing the new task’ –
and (2) issue-specific training, which ‘ensures that IO personnel are aware of policies and guidance
documents and that they are able to apply them in practice’.59 Inmy understanding, change through
improvisation in the field is stabilised through creating and teaching guidelines at headquarters.

49Paul S. Adler, Seok-Woo Kwon, and Charles Heckscher, ‘Professional work: The emergence of collaborative community’,
Organization Science, 19:2 (2008), pp. 359–76 (p. 359); Bjørn Erik Mørk, Thomas Hoholm, Gunnar Ellingsen, Bjørn Edwin,
and Margunn Aanestad, ‘Challenging expertise: On power relations within and across communities of practice in medical
innovation’, Management Learning, 41:5 (2010), pp. 575–92 (p. 578). Such struggles over which spontaneous crisis responses
make sense also take place at headquarters (see section on stabilisation). While organisational learning in crises is in fact often
initiated at the secretariat level (see Moschella, ‘Lagged learning’, Kamkhaji and Radaelli, ‘Crisis, learning and policy’), I focus
on field dynamics because they have been largely overlooked in previous studies on IOs.

50See Autesserre, Peaceland, p. 26.
51Dan Honig, ‘When reporting undermines performance: The costs of politically constrained organizational autonomy in

foreign aid implementation’, International Organization, 73:1 (2019), pp. 171–201.
52Leonard Seabrooke and Ole Jacob Sending, ‘Contracting development: Managerialism and consultants in intergovern-

mental organizations’, Review of International Political Economy, 8:2 (2019), pp. 1–26.
53Eugenio Cusumano and Flora Bell, ‘Guilt by association?The criminalisation of sea rescue NGOs in Italianmedia’, Journal

of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 47:19 (2021), pp. 4285–4307.
54Pouliot and Thérien, Global Policymaking, p. 39.
55Kreuder-Sonnen and Hofmann, ‘Handlungsfähige gesucht’.
56Lipscy, ‘Covid-19’, p. E115.
57KseniyaOksamytna,Advocacy andChange in InternationalOrganizations: Communication, Protection, andReconstruction

in UN Peacekeeping (Oxford University Press, 2023), p. 2.
58Oksamytna, Advocacy and Change, p. 39.
59Oksamytna, Advocacy and Change, pp. 37–38. See also Kamkhaji and Radaelli, ‘Crisis, learning and policy’, p. 716.
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10 Nele Kortendiek

That said, the stabilisation process begins in the field. Once a new, improvised way of doing has
been accepted as feasible and acceptable by first responders, it will likely be repeated. Routinising
preliminary practices reduces the burden of testing and negotiating how to handle things imposed
on frontline workers because they are directly exposed to global crises. It follows that they are
likely to establish informal protocols, standard operating procedures, briefings, and on-the-job
training programmes to routinise their on-site practice.60 These routines are then further stabilised
by personnel based at the head office.

IOs with a field presence usually have training and operations units at their secretariats. Their
staff members produce practical guidance and instruct field staff. Peacekeepers, naval officers,
diplomats, border guards, asylum experts, humanitarian aid workers, agricultural specialists, and
immunisation experts all undergo training before entering the field. Since it is nowwidely accepted
that professional training in organisations works most effectively through the active learning of
skills, know-how, and competencies rather than the transmission of abstract knowledge, training
and operations officers draw on the experiential knowledge of field staff to create training tools.
The IMF, for instance, teaches throughmodalities that encourage economic policy officers to ‘apply
theoretical models and macroeconomic formulas to practical examples of economic problems in
order to foster common diagnostic skills’.61 Accordingly, we can expect IO training officers tomake
use of operational knowledge when they are updating or designing new learning programs. They
consolidate improvised ‘courses of action over issues of common concern’ emerging from frontline
crisis management in textbooks, manuals, and scripts for best practice.

The extent of consolidation is likely to be conditioned by the institutionalisation of training pro-
grams which differs across IOs.62 Explicit training mandates, well-funded training departments,
and a training philosophy that is centred on the active learning of competencies, as well as oper-
ations officers with direct access to field staff will be most conducive to effective consolidation.
Similarly, consolidation might be shaped by the degree to which an organisation’s staff rotation
system allows it to retain mission staff. If field personnel cannot access secretariat positions, they
leave an IO, which has been shown to obstruct the transmission of knowledge in organisations.63

No matter the degree, consolidation is a political process – an ‘internal battle of ideas’ – during
which ‘individual staff members [take deliberate actions to] embed their inferences from experi-
ence into organizational […] routines’.64 Headquarters staff fight over which preliminary solutions
count as valuable ‘lessons learned’ and suppress local knowledge deemed irrelevant.65 Those prac-
tices from the field, which are codified in guidelines, form the basis for training future cohorts of

60See Barbara Levitt and James March, ‘Organizational learning’, Annual Review of Sociology, 14:1 (1988), pp. 319–340 (pp.
320–323); Cornelius Friesendorf, How Western Soldiers Fight: Organizational Routines in Multinational Missions (Cambridge
University Press, 2018). This is what the organisational and policy learning literature calls ‘epistemic updates’ (Dunlop and
Radaelli, ‘Systematising policy learning’, p. 599): People in organisations start to review and change their action repertoires in
light of new experiences.

61André Broome and Leonard Seabrooke, ‘Shaping policy curves: Cognitive authority in transnational capacity building’,
Public Administration, 93:4 (2015), pp. 956–72 (p. 959).

62Hylke Dijkstra, Petar Petrov, and Ewa Mahr, ‘Learning to deploy civilian capabilities: How the United Nations,
Organization for Security and Co-Operation in Europe and European Union have changed their crisis management insti-
tutions’, Cooperation and Conflict, 54:4 (2019), pp. 524–43; cp. Georgina Holmes, ‘Situating agency, embodied practices and
norm implementation in peacekeeping training’, International Peacekeeping, 26:1 (2019), pp. 55–84; Lise Morjé Howard, UN
Peacekeeping in Civil Wars (Cambridge University Press, 2008).

63Benner, Mergenthaler, and Rotmann, UN Peace Operations, p. 56; Heidi Hardt, NATO’s Lessons in Crisis: Institutional
Memory in International Organizations (Oxford University Press, 2018), p. 221. See also Levitt and March, ‘Organizational
learning’, pp. 327–329; George Huber, ‘Organizational learning: The contributing processes and the literatures’, Organization
Science, 2:1 (1991), pp. 88–115 (p. 105).

64Chwieroth, ‘Normative change’, p. 135; cp. Holmes, ‘Situating agency’; Huber, ‘Organizational learning’, p. 95.
65Autesserre,Peaceland, p. 72.Different practiceswill be locked-in and institutionalised in different organisations at different

points in time, depending on the dominant actor constellations and their normative preferences, rational interests, and political
power. Empirical analyses are necessary to determine which specific practices are stabilised.
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professionals deployed to missions and projects worldwide,66 which is how they are anchored in
the organisations.

While bottom-up change thus starts with quick, spontaneous decisions, it becomesmore reflex-
ive as it cycles through its five steps, with IO personnel more consciously discussing and contesting
which actions to accept, repeat, and consolidate. Of course, this does not mean that bottom-up
change resolves the initial policy contradictions that led to a crisis in the first place. Stabilised front-
line measures are informal, provisional solutions that only temporarily patch over gaps in policy
frameworks, which is why I expect processes of improvising and stabilising to repeat themselves.67
Still, they are consequential because they affect the life choices of the final addressees of global pol-
itics, and they are political because the field and headquarters staff fight over how to handle issues
of public concern.

The European migration and asylum crisis: Changing how to govern mixed migration
from the ground up
In the previous sections, I outlined the mechanisms at play during bottom-up policy change and
identified potential scope conditions for their extent to develop the analytical tools that allow us
to examine how frontline crisis management affects global governance, something that previous
studies of IOs, crises, and change have neglected to do. In this section, I use the case of IOs han-
dling the European migration and asylum crisis at the Schengen border in Greece to demonstrate
the analytical value of my conceptual propositions. Although the case study does not allow me
to systematically test the mechanisms and conditions across cases, it plausibilises the framework
developed above, charting the road towards a comparative research agenda on the transformative
power of frontline action in global politics.

The case study
In 2015 and 2016, over twomillion people irregularly crossed the land and sea borders into Europe.
Mainly coming from Turkey and North Africa and traveling by foot along the Western Balkan
route or in small rubber dinghies across the Eastern Mediterranean Sea, they created ‘spontaneous
arrival asylum’68 sites along the EU’s external border. The ‘international community was unpre-
pared for such large numbers of people’.69 As a result, a humanitarian emergency developed, and
the Dublin system, according to which asylum-seekers need to claim international protection in
the country of first entry, collapsed. Many transit and destination countries witnessed a xenopho-
bic backlash as host communities felt overwhelmed with the task of registering, accommodating,
and integrating the new arrivals, producing a crisis in governance. In response, the European
Commission adopted the European Agenda for Migration, devised the ‘Hotspot Approach’ and
deployedMigrationManagement Support Teams consisting of Frontex, EASO, and other EU agen-
cies to Greece, Italy, and Malta. IOM, UNHCR, humanitarian NGOs, and transnational volunteer
groups also started working there.

Before I show in what follows that the first line response by IO field personnel led to informal
policy change, I offer a brief discussion of the case’s generalisability.The case is exceptional because
the topic’s intense politicisation gridlocked international and European decision-making arenas.

66Campbell, Global Governance; Lucile Maertens, ‘From blue to green? Environmentalization and securitization in UN
peacekeeping practices’, International Peacekeeping, 26:3 (2019), pp. 302–26.

67From an organisation’s point of view, this creates challenges in terms of institutional memory and coherent treatment
of target groups (see Reykers, Karlsrud, Brosig, Hofmann, Maglia, and Rieker, ‘Ad hoc coalitions’). The better the learning
infrastructure in an IO (cp. above), the more stable and standardised operational practices will be.

68Alexander Betts, ‘The refugee regime complex’, Refugee Survey Quarterly, 29:1 (2010), pp. 12–37 (p. 16).
69UNHCR and IOM, ‘Regional refugee andmigrant response plan for Europe: EasternMediterranean andWestern Balkans

route’, 2016, p. 8.
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12 Nele Kortendiek

The resulting under-regulation meant that hardly any institutional solutions were in place to pro-
cess the high number of people crossing the border in a very short time, resulting in an extremely
rapidly burning crisis. Further, this crisis is exceptional with regard to the large and diverse number
of organisations that responded on the ground. Situated in Europe, the crisis created high politi-
cal salience. It attracted not only UN agencies, intergovernmental organisations, and a myriad of
humanitarian NGOs, the specialised European agencies also started to upscale their operations.
These exceptional features make it a case study that is particularly suitable for theory-building:
Extreme or paradigmatic cases promise to be the ‘richest in information’,70 allowing the recon-
struction of the mechanisms and conditions of interest. I have thus relied on this case study to
generate the propositions outlined above, going back and forth between the literature and insights
from the empirical analysis.

At the same time, the case’s exceptionality limits the scope of inference regarding the conditions
that increase the likelihood of bottom-up change emerging. Yet, the case study also exhibits typ-
ical features of operational IOs intervening in humanitarian emergencies. Previous studies have
shown that in global health emergencies,71 in violent conflicts,72 in maritime security crises,73 and
after environmental disasters,74 organisations such as the International Committee of theRedCross
(ICRC), the WHO, the UN Department of Peacekeeping, Médecins Sans Frontières, the UN Office
for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), the WFP, and NATO send first respon-
ders who improvise in the field, and their actions shape informal policies beyond the immediate
crisis context.75 NATO, for instance, scaled up its on-the-ground cooperation practices with civil
society actors on the protection of civilians. What started as a local, informal coordination policy
in Afghanistan became an organisation-wide standard-setting mode.76 Field-based ways of doing
things ‘trickle up’77 in many crises and IOs; also beyond migration and asylum.

These examples and the case study allow us to identify potential conditions likely to trigger
improvisation and stabilisation across cases. For change to be initiated by frontline action, IOs need
to have field staff directly exposed to crisis events. The immediate confrontation with an urgent,
threatening problem and the uncertainty of how to deal with it will likely trigger improvisation.
My propositions thus apply to organisations with an operational component rather than normative
or programme IOs. Further, they apply to fast-burning crises where confusion and time pres-
sure are intense rather than slow-burning, ‘creeping crises’ where systemic flaws are incubated and
erupt eventually.78 In humanitarian emergencies, this pressure is amplified by the fact that humans
actively demand quick solutions. Finally, IO personnel must be exposed to contesting viewpoints.
If they worked only with colleagues socialised into similar organisational frames and professional
perspectives, they could more easily stick to ‘business as usual’ action patterns. Contestation can,
of course, take place within organisational boundaries. Yet, themore organisations and professions
operate within a specific place, the more likely disruption and negotiation will occur.

70Bent Flyvbjerg, ‘Five misunderstandings about case-study research’, Qualitative Inquiry, 12:2 (2006), pp. 219–45 (p. 229).
71Kamradt-Scott, ‘WHO’s to blame’; Kreuder-Sonnen and Tantow, ‘Crisis and change’.
72 Da Costa and Karlsrud, ‘Bending the Rules’; Autesserre, Peaceland.
73Christian Bueger and Timothy Edmunds, ‘Pragmatic ordering: Informality, experimentation, and the maritime security

agenda’, Review of International Studies, 47:2 (2021), pp. 171–91.
74Lisa Smirl, Spaces of Aid (Zed Books, 2015); Mara Pillinger, IanHurd, andMichael Barnett, ‘How to get away with cholera:

The UN, Haiti, and international law’, Perspectives on Politics, 14:1 (2016), pp. 70–86; Maertens, ‘From blue to green?’.
75While I focus on IOs, we can reasonably assume to find similar practices in national organisations, including the military,

police, fire brigades, civil defence agencies, and other frontline crisis managers.
76Daphné Charotte, Francesca Colli, and Yf Reykers, ‘From policy to practice: How NATO joined forces with NGOs for the

protection of civilians’, Cooperation and Conflict, online first (2024); cp. Ruffa and Rietjens, ‘Meaning making’, p. 7.
77Maïka Sondarjee, ‘Collective learning at the boundaries of communities of practice: Inclusive policymaking at the World

Bank’, Global Society, 35:3 (2021), pp. 307–26 (p. 319).
78Arjen Boin, Magnus Ekengren, and Mark Rhinard, ‘Hiding in plain sight: Conceptualizing the creeping crisis’, Risks,

Hazard and Crisis in Public Policy, 11:2 (2020), pp. 116–38.
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Two crises features and two organisational features are thus likely to be the main conditions
for the occurrence of bottom-up policy change in reaction to crises: fast-burning crises and IO
field presence (confrontation with a problem), and humanitarian emergencies and organisational
complexity (confrontation with others). We can expect to find these features in policy fields rang-
ing from food and maritime security to state-building and peacekeeping, environmental disaster
management, and public health.

Methods and data
The two-level case study builds on fieldwork at the European external border in Greece and at
the headquarters of the IOs operating on the ground. It includes 11 organisations: IOM, UNHCR,
Frontex, EASO, and seven international humanitarian NGOs. I relied on ethnographic methods to
gain first-hand insights into the frontline response. These are particularly useful for collecting data
on experience-near phenomena such as negotiations, speech writing, and other practices, includ-
ing those that drive improvisation and stabilisation.79 The primary evidence for the first part of
the case study consists of 530 hours of participant observation I made while volunteering on the
Greek island Chios in March, April, and May 2016. Chios is one of the central border-crossing
points along the Eastern Mediterranean migration route and one of the EU’s ‘hotspot’ sites, with
over 700 people traveling through the island daily in 2015 and 2016.Myobservationswere recorded
in field notes and included over 60 conversational interviews. Another 16 recorded interviews were
conducted with practitioners from different professional groups and all the IOs present.

As amember of a transnational volunteer team, I participated in shore patrol, helped with beach
landings and port disembarkations, entered the hotspot called ‘Vial’, worked in the two open camp-
sites on the island, attended weekly coordination meetings at the town hall, participated in local
working groups, took part in a search and rescue training exercise, drank coffee on a Frontex ship
after a night shift, lunched with EASO staff, and regularly went to a local bar with UNHCR and
NGO personnel. I cross-checked and contextualised my fieldwork findings with formal and infor-
mal organisational documents, such as IO reports, meeting minutes, WhatsApp chat groups, and
reports by other volunteers and researchers.

Interviews and training documents served as primary sources for the second part of the case
study. Aiming for organisational balance, I spoke with 27 training and operations experts from
UNHCR, IOM, Frontex, EASO, and several NGOs in February, March, and May 2017 as well as in
January 2025 to trace crisis effects over time. As is typical for elite interviews, interviewee selection
was based on purposive and snowball sampling. The semi-structured interviews combined factual
questions with in-depth discussions of organisational processes. In addition, I coded 119 training
documents to analyse whether and which routines were stabilised. For research ethics reasons, I
only included transnational professionals in the study, disclosed my role as a researcher as openly
as possible to everyone I talked to, and pseudonymised interview transcripts.

Improvising at the border: Developing spontaneous policy solutions on the ground
In what follows, I show that the analytical distinction between sense-making, testing, and negotiat-
ing is useful if we are to understand how IOfirst responders foster change in crises. At the European
external border, fieldworkers were directly confronted with the emergency. People were dying at
sea as their boats capsized; pregnant women, small children, and older people were sleeping on
small patches of grass in public squares due to the lack of accommodation; asylum-seekers could
not get registered because the number of new arrivals surpassed the capacity of officials in the

79See Deepak Nair, “‘Hanging out” while studying “up”: Doing ethnographic fieldwork in international relations’,
International Studies Review, 23:4 (2021), pp. 1300–1327; Kristin Eggeling and Larissa Versloot, ‘Taking trust online:
Digitalisation and the practice of information sharing in diplomatic negotiations’, Review of International Studies, 49:4
(2023), pp. 637–656 (p. 643).
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reception facility, thus people crossed the border without any recording of their personal informa-
tion. Because of their direct exposure to this fast-burning crisis, IO field personnel felt compelled
to act: ‘Then, once you are here, you […] cannot avoid the responsibility to attend to these people’.80
At the same time, they described the situation at the border as messy and chaotic. Because many
organisations operated in the field, uncertainty about organisational responsibilities prevailed. In
the words of a humanitarian professional: ‘Everything is just very scattered and confusing’.81

Sense-making . To cope with the urgency and uncertainty at the border, frontline staff relied on
their knowledge as border guards, lifesavers, camp managers, doctors, psychologists, social work-
ers, humanitarian professionals, migration lawyers, asylum caseworkers, and return escorts. An
EASO asylum expert stressed that when he first started working in the EU hotspot on Chios,
where new arrivals were screened, debriefed, registered, and interviewed, he drew on his expe-
riential knowledge of having worked at an airport reception centre.82 A camp manager underlined
the importance of her experience in refugee camps at the Horn of Africa before being deployed
to Greece. It helped her give meaning to the events she encountered and understand what was
required of her.83 Volunteer lifesavers andfirefighters, usuallyworking for the SpanishCoastGuard,
said they relied on their nautical skills and experience working under pressure to improvise search
and rescue procedures in Greece. By applying their previous understanding of how to deal with
particular issues, for example, responding to swimming accidents at Spain’s beaches, to a new sit-
uation, for example, migrants irregularly crossing sea borders, frontline crisis managers tried to
make sense of what happened at the border.

Interestingly, these sense-making processes took place with very little interference from head-
quarters: ‘So, it’s been everybody, but here on the ground in Chios. It’s not been something that has
been directed from a central level’.84 The observational and interview data reveals that whenever
mission personnel asked for instructions, they were put off, either being told that ‘Nobody thought
of that!’ or ‘We’ll see!’.85 Fieldworkers of all IOs agreed, ‘It’s very difficult to get your own organi-
sation to commit to anything really because they know that things will change very quickly’.86 As
the mandates of their deploying organisations also provided field staff with only a limited base for
responding to the unpredicted situational challenges they encountered at the border, they relied
on their professional skills instead, trying ‘to adjust as much as possible and be creative’.87

Testing provisional solutions. By relying on familiar action repertoires in unknown situations,
IO field staff slowly started to create new procedures. This is shown in how ‘admissibility inter-
views’ were organised under the so-called ‘fast-track border procedure’. This procedure, initially
introduced as a temporary measure by the EU-Turkey Statement, stipulated that an additional
interview had to be conducted before the actual asylum interview. Its purpose was to establish if
an asylum claimwas admissible in Europe or if a person had travelled through a ‘safe third country’
or a ‘first country of asylum’ so that the asylum claim had to be lodged there.88 For people arriving
on Chios, that country is usually Turkey. EASO asylum experts were tasked with conducting the
admissibility interviews and drafting opinions on the outcomes. Unaccompanied minors, other
vulnerable people, and ‘Dublin’ cases (people eligible for family reunification under the Dublin III
Regulation) were formally exempt from these interviews and allowed to travel to the mainland.
Despite the seemingly straightforward legal basis for the interview, the question of who would
qualify as ‘vulnerable’ remained. Through trial and error, asylum experts on the ground worked
out how to determine ‘vulnerability:’

80I-8.
81I-5, cp. I-3, I-6, I-11, I-12.
82I-1.
83I-9.
84I-4.
85I-1, cp. I-6, I-9.
86I-11.
87I-9.
88Greece Law No. 4375, April 2016.
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They set up the standard frame for the interview, and in the beginning, in my opinion, they
thought of it as a little bit too easy. ‘Just ask some questions: “How did you get here? Do you
have any family in Europe?” And, “Why can you not go back to Turkey?”’ That [was] basically
the outset for this. But then in the course of time, after the first interviews were done and
from the experience and also the comments from the Asylum Service, it became clear that
we had to ask many more things during the interview. [And what was especially tricky, was
how to determine vulnerable cases]. So that’s why a lot of times we had to discuss among the
interviewers, you know, ‘How far do we go? And do we have enough [information] to know
whether or not they are vulnerable?’89

EASO hotspot staff had to learn how to establish ‘vulnerability’ and whom to grant access to the
asylumprocedure inGreece.The quote shows that although some formal policy exists onwhich the
admissibility interviews are based –mainly the EUAsylumProceduresDirective, the EASOSpecial
Operating Plan to Greece, and the Greek law implementing the EU-Turkey Deal – ‘the legislative
provisions are not directly usable to carry out decision-making’ at the street level.90 EASO hotspot
staff needed to interpret, bend, and expand them substantially to make them work in the crisis
context. ‘There was a lot of testing and lots of first experiences on the ground’.91

Importantly, EASO staff did not make spontaneous decisions and only reflected upon them
among themselves. To definewhat ‘vulnerability’means, they had to cooperate, compete, and argue
with staff from other IOs with different professional backgrounds. Legal experts, for instance, were
eager to make sure that those who potentially qualified as vulnerable could assert their rights and
not only be exempted from being returned to Turkey but also travel onwards from the border.
However, the fast-track border procedure did not make provisions for legal counselling before or
during the admissibility interview. While EASO’s field coordinator stressed that ‘Things should be
as legal as possible!’ during one of the protectionworking group’smeetings,92 neither EASOnor any
other European agency provided legal support during the procedures. Migration lawyers working
for small NGOs, assisted by UNHCR staff, therefore started to organise impromptu preparations
for the interview.93 In addition, asylum seekers began to request the doctors working in small clin-
ics in the open campsites to provide medical assessments certifying their vulnerability. During
one of the General Coordination Meetings, one of the exhausted doctors complained, ‘Doctors
should only do doctory things!’94 He did not consider it his task to help with the asylum proce-
dure, but he and his team nonetheless drew attention to the medical conditions that put people
at risk. As a result of these disputes among asylum caseworkers, lawyers, and medical profession-
als over how to determine ‘vulnerability’, the initially limited catalogue of questions and indicators
defining who could claim international protection in Europe was extended significantly, drastically
slowing down returns from the border.95

Negotiating feasibility and appropriateness. The example of the inter-organisational and inter-
professional struggles over defining ‘vulnerability’ illustrates that fieldworkers often disagree
strongly over what is at stake in crisis situations. It is never immediately obvious what constitutes
a ‘threat’ during crisis events, and assessments regarding who was at risk in the emergency under
study differed widely. For border guards, the distinctive threat stemmed from the large number
of irregular crossings. In 2015, fingerprints were only taken from eight percent of the arriving

89I-1.
90Federica Infantino, ‘How does policy change at the street level? Local knowledge, a community of practice and EU visa

policy implementation in Morocco’, Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies, 47:5 (2021), pp. 1028–46 (p. 1029); cp. Natalie
Welfens and Yasemin Bekyol, ‘The politics of vulnerability in refugee admissions under the EU-Turkey Statement’, Frontiers in
Political Science, 3:622921 (2021), 1–7.

91I-41.
92Field Notes, Chios, 28/04/2016.
93I-16.
94Field Notes, Chios, 26/04/2016.
95UNHCR 2020.
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migrants in Greece, meaning the majority of new arrivals were not identified and registered.96 For
humanitarian workers and search and rescue professionals, the absence of safe migration routes
and inhumane accommodation facilities constituted the most significant threat. For migration
lawyers, the primary concern was protecting procedural safeguards and ensuring people could
access their rights under international law.

These different professional perspectives and priorities over borders, people, and the law clashed
whenever local practitioners with various backgrounds had varying approaches to the same situ-
ation, particularly because framing things according to your professional logic also means being
able to claim control. In one instance, Frontex border guards tried to prevent humanitarian pro-
fessionals from providing basic provisions for new arrivals during the landing of a small boat on
Chios’ eastern shore. The border guards were trying to arrest someone they had identified as the
boat’s pilot because they thought the most crucial thing in that situation was to arrest smugglers.
Humanitarian workers, lifesavers, and medical professionals considered getting everyone onshore
safely a priority. They helped navigate the boat to the rocky beach and the passengers to land,
conducted medical check-ups, and tried distributing water, sweet snacks, space blankets, and dry
clothes.97 Both sides felt that the others were getting in the way of doing what was most urgently
required at that moment to prevent harm. However, because fieldworkers operated in the same
physical locations, they could not avoid each other and had to negotiate acceptable trade-offs for
all professions involved.They negotiated themeaning of large numbers of people crossing themar-
itime border without valid travel documents, in rubber dinghies, wearing defective life jackets, and
how to respond adequately. In so doing, they established search and rescue, disembarkation, and
registration procedures that included ensuring the safety of people and their official registration.

In sum, first responders organised a series of provisional policy solutions ranging from search
and rescue, registration, protection, accommodation, asylum interviews, and legal aid through the
three interrelated steps of improvisation – none ofwhichwould havematerialisedwithout their ini-
tiative. During these processes, not all fieldworkers were equally proactive and resourceful. In the
words of a camp manager, ‘Some people, they just follow what is in the book as well, you know?’98
Interviewees agreed, however, that in general, ‘everyone is fully committed and trying to be flexible
[…] [and interacting] regardless of differentmandates’.99 Theywere aware that improvisation could
have adverse outcomes and whether and which pragmatic solutions were considered suitable and
legitimate resulted from negotiations among professionals with different sets of skills.

Stabilising in secretariats: Learning from the field
Routinszing accepted provisional solutions. The tentative solutions fieldworkers could agree on
became routinized on the ground. The interview partners stressed that creating the operational
knowledge to handle migration and displacement at the border ‘was an uphill struggle all the
way’.100 This is why they were eager to convey that knowledge to new practitioners and recorded it
in detailed protocols, checklists, referral mechanisms, and standards operating procedures (SOPs).
These documents were frequently updated in light of new experiences. As the EASO field coordi-
nator for Chios said, ‘We are all learning by doing. [On] Lesvos, the SOPs have been revised five
times’.101 They also organised shadowingwith experienced frontline actors, face-to-faceworkshops,
and local simulations to transmit routine procedures.102 The coordinator of a search and rescue
NGO stressed how important it was to preserve informal routines:

96EC, ‘Management of themigration crisis in Greece since October 2015: Implementation of the EU-Turkey statement since
20 March 2016’, available at: {https://ec.europa.eu/home-affairs/migration_en}, accessed 30 June 2022.

97Field Notes, Chios, 02/04/2016.
98I-9.
99I-9, cp. I-2, I-4.
100I-7.
101I-15.
102I-1, I-7, I-11.
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Theproblem that I see right now is that because there is nomassive coming of refugees, maybe
we are losing some kind of knowledge [about] handling the situation and this is why I try to
make some exercises, just to retain […] that. Because in wintertime, we had arrivals – five,
ten boats per day – and everybody knew perfectly what to do […] and because now there are
new volunteers, all this knowledge [is getting lost] – and this is one of my main concerns: not
to forget that!103

He and his team organised regular rescue exercises to retain provisional procedures.
Consolidating provisional solutions in training tools. Many headquarters’ staffers shared their

concern about anchoring lessons learned during the height of the crisis within their organisation.
The interviews with people who work in the training and operations departments of the IOs that
operated on Chios show that they tried to consolidate operational knowledge further ‘to make sure
that next time it [a migration crisis] comes around, [our response is] a lot better planned and we
have systems in place’.104

To do that, they tried ‘to capitalise on as much information as possible that we can gather from
our target audience’, that is, the field workers.105 As this brief comment from a UNHCR learn-
ing officer shows, secretariat personnel are not only training frontline responders to be aware of
specific policies and programs but, in reverse fashion, are seeking to learn from them. Through
briefings and debriefings, pilot projects, workshops, on-the-job training, and similar activities,106
they have developed detailed guidelines for conducting search and rescue operations, providing
shelter and managing a camp, screening and debriefing migrants, interviewing asylum-seekers,
protecting refugees and their rights under international law, preventing gender-based violence,
providing psychosocial support as well as returning rejected asylum-seekers or migrants who want
to return to their home countries voluntarily, thereby embedding operational knowledge developed
on the ground in organisational resources.107

Take the admissibility interviews again as a concrete example: how EASO asylum experts work-
ing in the hotspots decided to carry out the interviews had important institutional repercussions
because their practice defined what ‘vulnerability’ actually means, especially in light of the absence
of comprehensive formal definitions.108 Their street-level decisions then became normalised in
EASO’s learning tools and diffused through training across the EU.109 The agency thus created
guidance, which effectively substituted for official policy, as the former head of training clearly con-
firmed: ‘Normally, the training is about something [e.g., a policy guideline] which already exists.
But indirectly and quite often, the training content becomes guidance [as such] because, in many
situations, there is not really a pre-existing guideline’.110 Through the creation of such policy scripts
and training fieldworkers, secretariat staff consolidate local innovations.111

103I-8.
104I-24, cp. I-19, I-33, I-41, I-42.
105I-34, cp. I-41.
106I-17, I-18, I-30, I-35, I-36, I-42.
107The qualitative content analysis of the training documents has demonstrated that the routines and skills are matched in

the training documents; many recent documents have been developed in direct response to the European crisis; e.g. Frontex,
‘Common Core Curriculum for Border and Coast Guard Basic Training in the EU: Learning and Working Together at the
Borders’, 2017, p. 16; NRC, ‘Dignified Reception Guidelines: Key Essentials to Dignified Reception of Refugees and Asylum-
Seekers in Europe’, 2016.

108See Welfens and Bekyol, ‘Politics of vulnerability’.
109I-41.
110I-22.
111While many innovations are described as ‘positive achievements’ (I-41), not all are considered good or productive by

practitioners: ‘Greece set quite the precedent. A problematic one in my personal opinion because ever since the whole debate
on migration management and asylum in the EU has moved into a certain direction; focusing a lot on externalisation and
securing external borders. […] This will be the new norm I think.’ (I-41). See conclusion for a discussion of how to study the
direction bottom-up policy change takes.
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This is a contested process. A UNHCR official stated that especially during inter-organisational
consultations on learning materials, staff from different IOs compete for ‘Deutungshoheit’
(interpretational sovereignty).112 They defend their jurisdiction and, simultaneously, are careful
not to press too far into new issue areas. They become knowledge brokers who translate knowl-
edge from the field and assert their competence vis-à-vis other organisations, also to signal control
to their superiors in their home organisation or external principals such as donors.113 This also
means that some knowledge from the ground does not travel. For example, the Sphere Standards,
negotiated by over 400 humanitarian NGOs, do not include some of the local experiences. One
trainer who was closely involved in writing and updating them said, ‘A lot of things are simply
not covered in Sphere. They are not covered because they couldn’t be agreed – not that they are
not important’.114 An IOM staff member confirms that when headquarters staff devise handbooks,
they try to prevent other IOs from encroaching on what they view as their area of expertise:

With some topics, collaboration is more difficult. For example: ‘Do the guidelines only refer
to migrants or to migrants and refugees?’ It has been quite difficult to agree with UNHCR on
a definition – it is always quite difficult to find a common denominator on that [laughs].115

These examples illustrate that some field knowledge gets lost in translation. They also show that
while we observed boundary blurring during improvisation on the ground, organisational politics
and boundary making become more important during stabilisation processes at headquarters.

Finally, it is important to underline that the improvised and stabilised ‘courses of action over
common concern’ remain provisional, whichmany secretariat interviewpartners acknowledged.116
This is also expressed in many training documents. One of IOM’s psychosocial support tools
explains that handbooks collect pragmatic solutions:117

The tools […] are tailored to suit the operational aim, emergency timing, and limited quantita-
tive and qualitative capacity of IOM assessments teams in emergency. As such they are not the
best tools in general, but proved to be the best possible ones in order to grasp the complexity
of the situation in the given time and operational capacity.

The UNHCR Reference Guide of Good Practices for operational protection in camps also makes
clear that these practices are ‘not perfect’:118

More than forty ‘good practices’ are included in this Guide, drawn from some twenty-three
different country operations.The good practices included are not exhaustive and certainly not
perfect. […] They likely present the best achievable solution to an issue in a difficult working
environment.

The preliminary nature of the informal, practice-based policies that result from frontline cri-
sis management means that they will be adapted again in new processes of improvisation and
stabilisation: ‘It’s a never-ending circle’.119

The empirical analysis has shown that without the creativity of first responders, new ways of
handling migration and asylum would not have emerged: ‘2016 was a game changer’.120 Without
proactive training and operations officers, people at the headquarters would not have known about

112I-31.
113I–27, I–30, I–31.
114I–30.
115I–27.
116E.g. I–22.
117IOM, ‘Psychosocial Needs Assessment in Emergency, Displacement, Early Recovery and Return: IOM Tools’, 2009, p. 15.
118UNHCR, ‘Operational Protection in Camps and Settlements: Reference Guide of Good Practices’, 2006, p. 11.
119I-24.
120I-42.
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the ad hoc solutions developed in the field. ‘Thanks to 2016, we have massively scaled up our
operational capacity. We now have good routines, templates, and SOPs’ to govern migration and
asylum.121 In the case of the European crisis, the frontline response did lead to – albeit incremental
and informal – policy change from the bottom up.

Conclusion
‘Crises are open decision-making situations’122; they reshuffle how global problems and adequate
solutions are defined. How the actions of political elites and institutional crisis management capac-
ities shape crisis politics and results is well explored. What is under-researched, by contrast, is how
the practical judgments by regular IO bureaucrats influence crisis responses and outcomes. To
address that gap, I have developed a theoretical framework that foregrounds improvisation in the
field and the ex-post stabilisation of field-based policy decisions at headquarters. This framework
helps account for how the actions taken by everyday crisis managers in operational IOs lead to
informal, bottom-up policy change, recentring attention from institutional effects to substantive
governance outcomes. To illustrate the analytical value of my theoretical propositions, I have relied
on a two-level case study of the IOs handling the 2015–16 European migration and refugee crisis
at the Schengen border in Greece. The analysis has demonstrated that first responders and training
and operations officers changed how their organisations govern migration and asylum, even if that
change remained provisional.

My framework relates in particular to fast-burning, humanitarian crises and IOs with in-built
emergency responsemechanisms that can deploy operational capacities to protect civilians in con-
flict, assist victims of environmental disasters, and provide aid to displaced communities. Further
research is required to establish whether frontline crisis management also causes policy change
in IOs where the ‘frontlines’ look differently. In the 2008 global financial crisis, for instance, the
world ‘turned to the IMF to be a financial firefighter’.123 How did the practice of IMF personnel
conducting bilateral surveillance and negotiating loans in countries such as Mexico, Pakistan, and
Iceland, change the organisation’s overall policy approach to financial supervision?124 In the 2010
Euro crisis, the European Commission and the European Central Bank developed adjustment pro-
grams to stabilise crisis-ridden member states, including Greece. How did the pro-growth strategy
pursued by the task force of EU officials that was providing technical assistance to implement
these programmes on the ground (i.e. in Greek ministries) change European economic gover-
nance?125 Investigating the longer-term implications of decision-making by frontline bureaucrats
in IOs with crisis management structures that differ from typical operational organisations will
provide additional insight into how policies are changed from the ground up during turbulent
times.

Similarly, further research is needed to understand how decisions by frontline workers influ-
ence the governance of slow-burning crises. While the agency of first responders might be more
restricted in less acute crisis contexts, initial evidence suggests that ‘lagged learning’ can result
from spontaneous decision-making in crises – leading to policy change in the long run.126 Follow-
up research will help us understand the scope for bottom-up improvisation and stabilisation in
crises that are characterised by less tempo and intensity than emergencies.

121I-42, cp. I-41.
122Frank Schimmelfennig, ‘European integration (theory) in times of crisis: A comparison of the euro and Schengen crises’,

Journal of European Public Policy, 25:7 (2018), pp. 969–89 (p. 969).
123Tamar Gutner, ‘Evaluating the IMF’s performance in the global financial crisis’, American University School of

International Service, available at: {https://aura.american.edu/articles/online_resource/Evaluating_the_IMF_s_Performance_
in_the_Global_Financial_Crisis/23845317/1?file=41839935}, p. 2.

124Moschella, ‘Lagged learning’.
125Marylou Hamm, ‘Emergency politics from the inside: EU staff and the building of a task force during the Greek crisis’,

European Politics and Society, 26:2 (2024), pp. 368–387.
126Moschella, ‘Lagged learning’.
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Finally, future research should investigate the conditions under which bottom-up processes are
productive: it is not difficult to think of cases where improvisation in the field and the subsequent
normalisation of on-the-ground patterns of behaviour caused harm.127 Follow-up studies should
analyse variance in institutional characteristics – such as discretionary powers for mission per-
sonnel, staff rotating systems, and local accountability mechanisms – to determine when change
from the field up creates pathologies and when it enables IOs to be innovative global governors
that respond to transnational challenges effectively.

Interviews

I − 1 Asylum Expert, EASO, Skype, 12/10/2016

I − 2 Field Staff, IOM, Skype, 10/10/2016

I − 3 Field Staff, UNHCR, Skype, 14/06/2016

I − 4 Field Staff, UNHCR, Chios, 28/04/2016

I − 5 Field Staff, Humanitarian NGO, Chios, 20/04/2016

I − 6 Coordinator, Transnational Volunteer Team, Chios, 10/04/2016

I − 7 Rescue Professional, SAR NGO, Chios, 06/05/2016

I − 8 Rescue Professional, SAR NGO, Chios, 01/05/2016

I − 9 Field Staff, Humanitarian NGO, Chios 25/04 2016

I − 10 Field Staff, Humanitarian NGO, Chios, 24/04/2016

I − 11 Field Staff, Humanitarian NGO, Chios, 23/04/2016

1 − 12 Field Coordinator, Humanitarian NGO, Chios, 05/05/2016

I − 13 Field Staff, Frontex, Chios, 26/04/2016

I − 14 Field Staff, Humanitarian NGO, 03/05/2016

I − 15 Field Staff, EASO, Chios, 08/05/2016

I − 16 Lawyer, Legal NGO, Skype, 06/06/2018, translated from German

I − 17 Principal Training Project Coordinator, Capacity Building Division, Frontex, Warsaw, 30/05/2017

I − 18 Staff Member, Capacity Building Division, Frontex, Warsaw, 02/06/2017

I − 19 Head, Press Office, Frontex,Warsaw, 01/06/2017

I − 20 Fundamental Rights Officer, Frontex, Warsaw, 29/05/2017

I − 21 UNHCR Liaison Officer to Frontex, Warsaw, 02/06/2017

I − 22 EASO Liaison Officer to EU Institutions, former Head Training Unit, Department of Asylum Support,
Brussels, 09/02/2017

I − 23 Staff Member, Department of Asylum Support, EASO, Valletta, 20/02/2017

I − 24 Head, Department of Operations, EASO, Valletta, 24/02/2017

I − 25 UNHCR Senior Liaison Associate to EASO, Former Learning Officer UNHCR GLC Budapest, Valletta,
21/02/2017

(Continued)

127SeeCharli Carpenter, “‘Women and children first”: Gender, norms, and humanitarian evacuation in the Balkans 1991–95’,
International Organization, 57:4 (2003), pp. 661–94; Gisela Hirschmann, ‘Guarding the guards: Pluralist accountability for
human rights violations by international organisations’,Review of International Studies, 45:1 (2019), pp. 20–38.Michael Barnett
and Martha Finnemore (‘The politics, power, and pathologies of international organizations’, International Organization, 53:4
(1999), pp. 699–732 (pp. 721–2)) call this the ‘normalization of deviance’; the stabilisation of exceptions to the rule that lead
to policy failure.
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(Continued.)

I − 26 Staff Member, Department of Migration Management, IOM, Geneva, 10/02/2017

I − 27 Staff Member, Department of Migration Management, IOM, Geneva, 14/02/2017

I − 28 Two Staff Members, Department of Migration Management, IOM, Geneva, 17/02/2017
I − 29 Staff Member, Migration Policy Research Division, IOM, Geneva, 14/02/2017

I − 30 Trainer, Sphere, Skype, 27/04/2017

I − 31 Staff Member, Division of International Protection, UNHCR, Geneva, 02/02/2017, translated from German

I − 32 Consultant, Division of International Protection, UNHCR, Geneva, 04/02/2017, translated from German

I − 33 Staff Member, Division of International Protection, UNHCR, Geneva, 03/02/2017

I − 34 Training Officer, Protection Unit, UNHCR, Skype, 10/03/2017

I − 35 Staff Member, Global Learning Centre, UNHCR, Skype, 22/02/2017

I − 36 Staff Member, NRC, Skype, 22/05/2017

I − 37 Staff Member, DRC, Skype, 07/03/2017

I − 38 Global Learning Director, HLA, Skype, 23/05/2017

I − 39 Humanitarian Learning Manager, HLA, Skype, 08/02/2017

I − 40 Membership Coordinator, PHAP, Geneva, 07/02/2017

I − 41 Staff Member, EUAA, Zoom, 24/01/2025

I − 42 Staff Member, EUAA, Zoom, 30/01/2025
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