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The common people of all nations want peace. In the presence of great impersonal forces they feel 
individually helpless to promote it… common folk, not statesmen, nor generals, nor great men of 
affairs, but just simple plain men and women like the few thousand Quakers and their friends, if 
they devote themselves to resolute insistence on goodwill in place of force, even in the face of 
great disaster past or threatened, can do something to build a better, peaceful world. The future 
hope of peace lies with such personal sacrificial service. To this ideal, humble persons everywhere 
may contribute. 

Henry J. Cadbury, 1917 – 1974, Quaker, Scholar, Activist 
 
 
(This quote is from: Dayton Peace Museum [on-line], accessed 4 April 2007, available at 
http://www.daytonpeacemuseum.org/)  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Produced by the Quaker Council for European Affairs (QCEA) 
 
QCEA was founded in 1979 to promote the values of the Religious Society of Friends (Quakers) in the 
European context. QCEA works to express a Quaker vision in matters of peace, human rights and 
economic justice in the European political context. 
 
Every other year, QCEA hosts a conference for its supporters – mainly Quakers from different 
European countries. In recent years, these conferences have been jointly organised with Quaker 
Peace and Social Witness, a department of Britain Yearly Meeting of the Religious Society of 
Friends, and, in 2006, also with the Quaker United Nations Office in Geneva. 
 
This publication is a summary of the presentations and workshops which provided the focus of the 
2006 conference which took place in October at La Maison Notre-Dame du Chant d’Oiseau in 
Brussels. 
 
The authors of different sections of the report are identified within the body of the report. The 
report was edited by Martina Weitsch, Joint Representative, QCEA with assistance from Sophie 
Miller, Programme Assistant, QCEA. 
 

March 2007 
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Introduction 
 
The Quaker Council for European Affairs (QCEA), an international NGO based in Brussels, has 
focused on policy development and advocacy for over twenty-five years. It bases its approach in the 
testimonies and beliefs of European Quakers. It focuses its work on issues relating to peace, human 
rights and economic justice. 
 
Every other year, QCEA arranges a conference – mainly aimed at European Quakers – to offer a 
broad basis for discussion around one of the main themes of QCEA’s work. 
 
In recent years, these conferences have been co-organised with Quaker Peace and Social Witness 
(Britain Yearly Meeting of Quakers) and in 2006, the conference also had input from the Quaker 
United Nations Office (Geneva). 
 
This publication is one of the outcomes of the 2006 conference which was intended to look at the 
role of the European Union in peacebuilding – from a global and a European perspective. The 
publication provides texts from the conference and summaries of some of the workshops. 
 
The first part of the publication consists of two papers. The first is a review of some of the 
definitional issues which underlie much of the discussion we had at the conference. The second is a 
paper (slightly updated since the end of the conference) which was available in its earlier draft 
form to participants and which is intended to provide a basic outline of what the European Union 
does in terms of external action and foreign policy. It represents a work in progress and reflects the 
situation in the autumn of 2006. QCEA follows closely all the policy issues covered by this paper and 
as they unfold, updated versions of this document will appear on QCEA’s website.  
 
The first component of the publication also provides a basis to assist QCEA in developing its own 
advocacy messages on peacebuilding and conflict prevention and it is therefore a living document. 
It is reproduced here to provide an introduction – part of the QCEA information work. 
 
The second part of the publication consists of the three keynote addresses given at the conference. 
 
Karel Kovanda was invited to give the conference a perspective from the European Commission. 
Carne Ross, one of the Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust visionaries was invited to speak to the 
conference both about his insights into diplomacy as it is conducted in the twenty-first century and 
about his new visionary venture: Independent Diplomat. Alan Pleydell, who spoke at the start of the 
conference, gave a global context – the doctrine of the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ – which raised 
some difficult questions about how, as Quakers and pacifists, we might sit with this doctrine and 
the possibility of military intervention in some cases. 
 
This discussion about the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ and what that might mean in practice – 
politically, militarily and for Quakers/pacifists – is one which will continue for some time in 
international fora (UN, NATO, EU, etc.). As Quakers, we too have to address this if we want to be 
able to make appropriate policy input into this debate. 
 
The third part of the publication is a short summary of most of the workshops we offered at the 
conference. They are provided here to give a broad flavour of the type of work relating to peace, 
which Quakers and others are doing in different parts of the world, both practically and at an 
advocacy level. 
 
Finally, a synthesis of the conference as a whole was offered by David Gee, Quaker Peace and Social 
Witness, Britain Yearly Meeting. This was welcomed by all participants as a real reflection of the 
spiritual depth of the conference.  
 
Why are we offering this compilation of texts after the end of the conference? We hope that there 
will be an opportunity for Quakers and others to think further about the many complex issues 
touched on, to discuss them and to respond to QCEA with thoughts on how we should take some of 
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these issues further. We always welcome and need input from Quakers and other supporters to 
provide stimulus for our work. 
 
We also want to make sure that the important information and insight reflected in all of the 
contributions made at the conference is not lost. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I would like to thank the many people who helped to make the conference a success: 
 
The team at QCEA who put lots of effort into the organisation of the event – not just the input in 
content terms, but also the many practical arrangements necessary to make the weekend as 
trouble-free and easy for participants as possible. I want to thank in particular, Liz Scurfield and 
Joanna Sprackett, who worked tirelessly to make this possible. 
 
The input from QPSW was equally invaluable: Anne Wilkinson helped with a number of good 
suggestions for the organisational side and handled all the bookings at the UK end; Marigold Bentley 
made helpful contributions to the development of the programme; and David Gee worked 
immensely hard to pull together the synthesis – which was a remarkable feat in such a full weekend 
and done with great accomplishment. 
 
David Atwood, Quaker Representative, QUNO Geneva made very helpful contributions to the 
discussions about the programme and possible speakers. 
 
I would also like to thank the speakers and workshop leaders for coming to speak, for leading 
workshops, for providing notes or ready-made pieces for inclusion in this publication and for making 
the conference the success it was. 
 
Finally, I would like to thank the conference centre (La Maison Notre-Dame du Chant d’Oiseau) for 
making us very welcome and providing the surroundings in which we were able to have such a very 
good event. 
 
Bert Touwen 
Clerk, Quaker Council for European Affairs 
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Some issues of definition 
Martina Weitsch, Joint Representative, Quaker Council for European Affairs 

Introduction 

One of the issues facing anyone when discussing policy in relation to conflict, conflict prevention 
and peacebuilding is the lack of precise definitions of many of the terms generally used. The 
following is an attempt to look at some of these definitional issues and to find ways of clarifying 
what it is we mean by the words we use. This will also provide some insight into the complexity of 
some of the issues which lie behind these discussions of definitions and why it matters that we are 
clear about what we mean. 

Peace 

The word peace comes from the Latin word ‘pax’ which was defined by the Romans as ‘absentia 
belli’ or the absence of war. Even on the basis of this narrow definition of the term – a definition 
which lies behind much of the political discourse - there is the question as to whether we include in 
the term ‘war’ only traditional wars between nation states, or also civil war, genocide, terrorism or 
other forms of violence.  
 
This definition of peace could be described as a definition of ‘negative peace’; in other words a 
peace which only consists of the absence of violence, without the underlying issues and causes of 
conflict having been addressed and resolved.1 
 
At the other end of the spectrum of possible definitions of peace, is a concept of peace as the 
presence of justice. As Gandhi said, peace requires not only the absence of violence but also the 
presence of justice. This approach then clearly opens the next question of what is meant by justice. 
Without wishing to widen the discussion here, we can think of justice in this context as having 
addressed the root causes of conflict in a way that is meaningful and acceptable to all parties to the 
conflict. This opens up yet wider issues of definition and understanding, not least the question as to 
what might be understood by the term ‘root causes’ of conflict. 
 
Sydney Bailey, Quaker, pacifist, mediator and writer on international affairs, in his 1993 
Swarthmore Lecture to Britain Yearly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends, described peace 
as a process.2 In other words, peace is a way of interacting, of behaving, of relating to others – from 
a personal level right through to international relations. This is a more inclusive and all-
encompassing approach to the concept of peace and one which could be argued is the basis for 
Quaker work in the field of peace. 
 
Finally, it is important to understand that there are different cultural concepts behind the words 
used in different languages which might be translated as ‘peace’ into English.  
 
The different contributors to this book may have different definitions in mind when they use the 
word peace and the breadth of possible definitions should be in the reader’s mind throughout. 

Security 

Peace and security are not the same thing or the same concept. Despite this, the two terms are 
often used in the same phrase as if they were closely related or even nearly the same idea. Given 
the broader definitions of peace above in particular, it is important to distinguish between the two 
terms. 
 

                                                 
1 The term ‘negative peace’ was brought into use by, among others, Johan Galtung, Professor of Peace and 
Conflict Research (as quoted for example in: John Mark Ladaga, Johan Galtung gives tips for peace, on Action 
for Conflict Transformation Website, accessed on 29 March 2007 at: 
http://www.balaymindanaw.org/actionasia/27tips.html ) 
2 Bailey, Sidney D., Peace is a Process, (London and Birmingham: Quaker Home Service and Woodbrooke 
College, 1993). 
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Security is a political and even more so a military term, when it is used in the phrase ‘peace and 
security’. But security is also a personal concept, a question of whose security is at issue and what 
will make any individual, nation, society or community feel or be secure. 
 
Specific aspects of the term ‘security’ need to be examined in more detail by looking at how the 
term is used in different contexts. 
 
Security Sector – a term widely used in the context of Security Sector Reform (SSR) and can include 
both state and non-state armed forces including the military, the police, private security companies 
(at times contracted by the state or external actors to provide security), militia, and non-state 
armed groups which may be referred to as guerrillas, insurgents, terrorists, rebels or freedom 
fighters depending on the situation and perspective. It also encompasses intelligence, counter-
intelligence and special agencies providing services to any or all of the above. In some contexts it 
can also include the justice sector, particularly in so far as it relates to the criminal justice sector, 
including prosecutors, courts, and prisons. 
 
Military Security – defined as “a constituent of national security denoting a stable level of 
protection from military threats to individual, society and the state.”3 
 
National Security – “defined on the basis of national state interests, as they affect different aspects 
of the life of society.”4 
 
Human Security – interestingly, this term does not appear in the NATO-Russia Glossary. Human 
security is a relatively new concept, but one that is now widely used to describe the complex 
interrelated threats associated with civil war, genocide and the displacement of populations. The 
distinction between human security and national security is an important one.5 Whilst there is broad 
agreement that human security is about protecting individuals, there are two distinct versions of 
the concept: 
 
Narrow Human Security Concept - focuses on violent threats to individuals, while recognizing that 
these threats are strongly associated with poverty, lack of state capacity and various forms of socio-
economic and political inequity.6 
 
Broad Human Security Concept - argues that the threat agenda should be broadened to include 
hunger, disease and natural disasters because these kill far more people than war, genocide and 
terrorism combined.7 

Peacebuilding 

Peacebuilding is a term which, along with the others that follow, can be seen as much narrower 
than the term peace. 
 
A quick search on the internet on the term ‘peacebuilding’ generates some 1.33 million hits. In 
other words, there is a lot of discussion about peacebuilding – not all of it focused on what the term 
means. All 1.33 million will shed light onto how it is understood and we cannot attempt to cover the 
full range of this. However, there are some key actors who are involved in peacebuilding, and it is 
therefore useful to look at what they mean by the term. 

The UN Peacebuilding Commission 

In defining what the Peacebuilding Commission is supposed to do, the UN Peacebuilding 
Commission’s website states that it will “marshal resources at the disposal of the international 
community to advise and propose integrated strategies for post-conflict recovery, focusing attention 

                                                 
3 NATO-Russia Glossary of Contemporary Political and Military Terms [on-line], accessed 21 January 2007, 
available at http://www.nato.int/docu/glossary/eng/index.htm   
4 ibid. 
5 The Human Security Centre, What is Human Security [on-line], accessed 21 January 2007, available at 
http://www.humansecurityreport.info/content/view/24/59/  
6 ibid. 
7 ibid. 
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on reconstruction, institution-building and sustainable development, in countries emerging from 
conflict.”8  
 
The key points to note are that peacebuilding is considered to be a post-conflict activity (i.e. it 
does not attempt to prevent conflict), and that it is intended as a means to establish a situation 
(infrastructure, institutions, capacity) which allows the country or countries emerging from conflict 
not to fall back into conflict. 

European Union 

In the legal text governing the European Common Foreign and Security Policy (the Treaty on 
European Union, Title V), the word peacebuilding does not appear. The words that do appear are 
peace, peacekeeping and peacemaking. The relevant quotes are: 
 

 

The Union shall define and implement a common foreign and security policy covering all areas of 
foreign and security policy, the objectives of which shall be: 
(….) - to preserve peace and strengthen international security in accordance with the principles of 
the United Nations Charter, as well as the principles of the Helsinki Final Act and the objectives of 
the Paris Charter, including those on external borders9. 

 

 

Questions referred to in this Article shall include humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping 
tasks and tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking.10 

 
In a recent speech, EU External Relations Commissioner Benita Ferrero-Waldner used the word 
peacebuilding three times, but on none of those occasions did she indicate how she would define 
the term except to say that she differentiated between crisis (management) and long-term 
peacebuilding.11  
 
The EU can thus be said not to have a clear and agreed definition of the term but an understanding 
that peacebuilding is a long-term activity. 
 
A quick reading of the new Financial Instruments agreed by the EU for External Action for the period 
from 2007 to 2013 (this forms the legal basis for all expenditure on external action for that period) 
reveals that peace or peacebuilding is mentioned in these documents as follows: 
• Pre-Accession Instrument – neither word is mentioned 
• European Neighbourhood and Partnership Instrument – neither word is mentioned 
• Development Cooperation Instrument – peace is mentioned once, recognising that peace 

and stability are, among other factors, fundamental to long-term development. 
• Instrument for the Promotion of Democracy and Human Rights – peace is mentioned once – 

allowing under this instrument for “supporting measures to facilitate the peaceful 
conciliation of group interests, including support for confidence-building measures relating to 
human rights and democratisation”12 

• The Instrument for Stability – peace is mentioned once, recognising that peace, security and 
stability, among other factors, are essential for sustainable economic growth and poverty 
eradication. It also mentions the UN Peacebuilding Commission once, allowing this Instrument 
to be used for measures for the implementation of relevant recommendations by the UN 
Peacebuilding Commission. 

                                                 
8 United Nations Peacebuilding Commission Website [0n-line], accessed 21 January 2007 available at 
http://www.un.org/peace/peacebuilding/questions.htm  
9 Treaty on European Union, Title V, Article 11, paragraph 1 (excerpt) 
10 ibid., Article 17, paragraph 3. 
11 Benita Ferrero-Waldner, Conflict Prevention – Looking to the Future, Speech given on 12 September 2006 at 
the Conflict Prevention Partnership Dialogue on ‘Five years after Göteborg: the European Union and its conflict 
prevention potential’. 
12 Official Journal of the European Union, Regulation (EC) No 1889/2006 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 20 December 2006 on establishing a financing instrument for the promotion of democracy and 
human rights worldwide, Article 2, paragraph 1, subsection vii. 
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NATO-Russia Glossary 

This Glossary contains a wealth of useful information about how issues of peace, security and 
related matters are seen by a predominantly military community. Peacebuilding (here: hyphenated 
as peace-building) is defined as: 
 

Post-conflict action to identify and support structures which will tend to strengthen and 
consolidate a political settlement in order to avoid a return to conflict. It includes 
mechanisms to identify and support structures which will tend to consolidate peace, advance 
a sense of confidence and well-being and support economic reconstruction and may require 
military as well as civilian involvement.13 

Academic Definitions 

The ‘Conflict Management Toolkit’, a project undertaken by students from the Conflict Management 
Program at the John Hopkins University School for Advanced International Studies, suggests the 
following definition: 
 

Peacebuilding, or post-conflict reconstruction, is a process that facilitates the establishment 
of durable peace and tries to prevent the recurrence of violence by addressing root causes 
and effects of conflict through reconciliation, institution building and political as well as 
economic transformation.14 

 
It then goes on to list a range of tasks which might fall under the broad heading of peacebuilding: 

Tasks 

• Create an environment conducive to self-sustaining and durable peace: Resolve the problems 
of willingness to cooperate. Social and economic transformation is paramount for the 
establishment of durable peace.  

• Reconcile opponents: Consider the psychological and emotional components of protracted 
conflict and the relationships between antagonist groups.  

• Address structural and social factors: Direct efforts towards transformation of the conditions 
that caused the conflict.  

• Prevent conflict from re-emerging: Create mechanisms that enhance cooperation and dialogue 
among different identity groups in order to manage conflict of interests with peaceful means.  

• Integrate civil society in all efforts: Include all levels of society in the post-conflict strategy. 
Design political transformation to include civil society in decision-making (bottom-up and top-
down approaches).  

• Establish mechanisms to handle issues of justice: Set up institutions that aim to avoid 
impunity of crimes that were committed during the conflict (truth commissions, war crime 
tribunals, fact finding missions). 

Peacekeeping 

Arguably, peacekeeping is a more operational and narrow concept than peacebuilding. The 
definition offered by the NATO-Russia Glossary is quite specific on some of the operational 
requirements. It defines peacekeeping as “the containment, moderation and/or termination of 
hostilities between or within states, through the medium of an impartial third party intervention, 
organized and directed internationally, using military forces, and civilians to complement the 
political process of conflict resolution and to restore and maintain peace.”15 An interesting 
alternative definition from the same source is: “collective political, economic, military or other 
action in accordance with the standards and principles of international law by international 

                                                 
13 NATO-Russia Glossary of Contemporary Political and Military Terms [on-line], accessed 21 January 2007, 
available at http://www.nato.int/docu/glossary/eng/index.htm  
14 The Conflict Management Toolkit, SAIS [on-line], accessed 20 January 2007, available at http://www.sais-
jhu.edu/cmtoolkit/approaches/peacebuilding/index.html  
15 NATO-Russia Glossary of Contemporary Political and Military Terms [on-line], ibid. 
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organizations aimed at settling international disputes and preventing or ending hostilities primarily 
by peaceful means, in order to remove a threat to international peace and security.”16 
 
Referred to as a stage in peacekeeping operations, the separation of belligerents is defined as “an 
operation designed to establish a separation area between opposing sides, to call a halt to armed 
clashes, to provide the conditions for delivery of humanitarian aid to the civilian population and its 
evacuation from the conflict zone and to create the conditions for a political solution of the 
conflict.”17 
 
It is interesting to note that the same source refers to the Russian Federation peacekeeping forces, 
defined as “individual servicemen and military formations, as well as individual civilian 
representatives, or groups of civilian representatives, of federal executive agencies appointed, or 
set up, to work on a permanent basis to support international peace and security. Established for 
the first time in 1992.”18 
 
The European Union, whilst it sees peacekeeping as one of the identified tasks for EU military 
interventions in the so-called Petersberg Tasks, does not have a definition of what is meant by the 
term. 
 
According to Wikipedia, the UN defines peacekeeping as “a way to help countries torn by conflict to 
create conditions for sustainable peace.”19 The UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations, in its 
mission statement states that all missions “share certain common aims – to alleviate human 
suffering, and create conditions and build institutions for self-sustaining peace.”20 

Post-conflict Reconstruction 

It is perhaps interesting to note that this term is now often seen in conjunction with stabilisation – 
as in “post-conflict reconstruction and stabilisation”. But what exactly does it mean? In a recent 
publication by the NATO Defence College, Professor David S. Yost outlined that the “goals in 
reconstruction and stabilisation operations include security, economic recovery, social well-being, 
justice and reconciliation, and public participation in governance.”21  
 
There is a wealth of material in circulation about what the term includes. Not all of it can be 
referred to here. An interesting snapshot is the website of Middlebrook & Miller, Specialists in Post 
Conflict Reconstruction and Development, who offer services relating to: Security Sector Reform, 
Public Sector Restructuring, Public Finance Management, and Economic Policy.22 

Conflict Prevention 

This is another term which is highly contentious in its use and in the meaning which it is given by 
different people. A Google search for the term produces nearly one million hits. 
 
One of the first big problems with the term is the concept of prevention. All societies, all groups of 
people will have conflicts as a normal part of their existence. What is at issue in the discussion 
around conflict prevention in this context is not the prevention of conflicts but the prevention of 
conflicts erupting into violence of one sort or another. This is an important point to keep in mind. 
 
The European Union is a key actor in the field of conflict prevention. It is therefore important to 
understand what the EU thinks of when it uses the term. 

                                                 
16 ibid. 
17 ibid. 
18 ibid. 
19 Wikipedia [on-line], Peacekeeping, accessed 21 January 2007, available at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peacekeeping 
20 United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Website [on-line], accessed 21 January 2007, available at 
http://www.un.org/Depts/dpko/dpko/info/page3.htm  
21 Professor David S Yost, Key Issues in Post-Conflict Reconstructions for NATO and the European Union, in: 
NATO Defence College Occasional Paper 15, NATO-EU Cooperation in Post-Conflict Reconstruction, Rome, May 
2006. 
22 Middlebrook and Miller [on-line], accessed 21 January 2007, available at http://www.middlebrook-
miller.com/html_pages/services.html  
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In a document referred to on the EU website as ‘The Conflict Prevention Guidelines’, a document 
intended to guide EU activities in mainstreaming conflict prevention into all relevant policy areas, it 
states: 
 

Conflict prevention entails both short and long-term actions to address the conflict dynamics 
by addressing structural root-causes of conflict as well as the expressions of violence. Conflict 
prevention activities can and should be designed before a conflict (preventing the outbreak), 
during a conflict (preventing its spread) and after (preventing its re-emergence).23 

 
This explanation shows the breadth of the concept. Other actors may define the term differently, 
but for the purpose of this publication, this definition seems to us a workable starting point. 

Conflict Prevention Tools 

Another term that is often used in the discussion around conflict prevention and peacebuilding is 
‘conflict prevention tools’. This is an ill-defined term because it can refer to specific types of 
intervention (such as Security Sector Reform, disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration of 
former combatants, transitional justice, governance reform, capacity building and many more); but 
it can also refer to financial instruments available to fund such activities or to a broad range of 
policies (including development cooperation and external assistance, trade policy instruments, 
humanitarian aid, social and environmental policies, diplomatic instruments and political dialogue, 
cooperation with international partners and NGOs) as well as the new instruments in the field of 
crisis management.24  

Conflict Sensitivity 

Conflict sensitivity is less about the ‘what’ of the intervention and more about the ‘how’. To quote 
from the website of a joint programme on conflict-sensitive approaches to development, 
humanitarian assistance and peacebuilding, a programme undertaken jointly by FEWER (Forum on 
Early Warning and Early Response), International Alert and Saferworld: 
 

This (conflict sensitivity) is the need for organisations, in particular national governments, 
donors and civil society, to be sensitive to the (conflict) environments in which they operate, 
in order to reduce the negative impacts of their activities - and to increase their positive 
impacts - on the situation and its dynamics. In this sense, conflict-sensitive approaches to 
development, humanitarian assistance and peacebuilding need to be adopted in situations of 
violent conflict, as well as of unstable peace.25 

 

                                                 
23 European Union, IQSG Programming Fiche on Conflict Prevention [on-line], accessed 10 February 2007, 
available at http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/cfsp/cpcm/cp/doc/cp_guide.pdf  
24 European Commission, External Relations website [on-line], accessed 10 February 2007, available at 
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/cfsp/cpcm/index.htm 
25 Conflict Sensitive Approaches [on-line], accessed 10 February 2007, available at 
http://www.conflictsensitivity.org/  



Peace and Peacebuilding – Some European Perspectives              Quaker Council for European Affairs 

Page 12 of 76 

The Role of the EU in Peacebuilding: An Introduction and Overview 
of EU Instruments 

Martina Weitsch, Joint Representative, Quaker Council for European Affairs 

What is foreign policy for? 

The questions that never seem to be addressed adequately are the ones about why the EU should 
have a Common Foreign and Security Policy, why it is called this, why it is inextricably linked with 
the European Security and Defence Policy, and where the impetus for all this has come from. 
 
This is not the place to go into the full history of these questions (some of this is touched on by 
Karel Kovanda in the next section), but there are a number of things that may be worth saying 
about them. 
 
First another question: What is foreign policy? A quick check around some of the easily accessible 
sources on the internet draws quite a substantial blank on this. The definitions all boil down to this: 
the policies of a country or state in relation to other countries or states or international bodies.  
 
Perhaps more helpful is the following statement by Jack Straw, then Foreign Secretary in the British 
Government in his foreword to the 2006 FCO26 White Paper: 
 

At the heart of any foreign policy must lie a set of fundamental values. For this Government, 
the values that we promote abroad are those that guide our actions at home.27 

 
As a Member State of the EU, the UK’s approach to foreign policy is linked closely to that of the 
European Union. We can look at the fundamental values which the European Union has set out for 
itself and make the assumption that foreign policy at EU level is guided by those values – and by the 
desire to ensure that these values are also accepted in other countries and regions around the world 
as a basis for peace and security for all people.  
 
The most obvious place to look for these values is the Draft Constitutional Treaty agreed by the 
Heads of State and Government of the Member States of the European Union in 2004. The fact that 
this Draft Constitutional Treaty is still under ratification and far from a ‘done deal’ does not take 
away from the reality that the values enshrined in it do de facto guide the actions of the European 
Union. 
 
Article I-2: The Union's values 
 

The Union is founded on the values of respect for human dignity, freedom, democracy, equality, the 
rule of law and respect for human rights, including the rights of persons belonging to minorities. 
These values are common to the Member States in a society in which pluralism, non-discrimination, 
tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality between women and men prevail.28  

 

                                                 
26 FCO – Foreign and Commonwealth Office, United Kingdom. 
27 Active Diplomacy for a Changing World, The UK’s International Priorities, March 2006 [on-line], accessed 17 
October 2006, available at: http://www.fco.gov.uk/Files/kfile/00intpriorities2006foreword.pdf  
28 Official Journal of the European Union, Treaty Establishing a Constitution for Europe [on-line], accessed 15 
March 2007, available at http://eurlex.europa.eu/en/treaties/dat/12004V/htm/12004V.html   
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Article I-3: The Union's objectives 
 

1.   The Union's aim is to promote peace, its values and the well-being of its peoples. 
2.   The Union shall offer its citizens an area of freedom, security and justice without internal 
frontiers, and an internal market where competition is free and undistorted.  
3.   The Union shall work for the sustainable development of Europe based on balanced economic 
growth and price stability, a highly competitive social market economy, aiming at full employment 
and social progress, and a high level of protection and improvement of the quality of the 
environment. It shall promote scientific and technological advance. 
It shall combat social exclusion and discrimination, and shall promote social justice and protection, 
equality between women and men, solidarity between generations and protection of the rights of 
the child. 
It shall promote economic, social and territorial cohesion, and solidarity among Member States. 
It shall respect its rich cultural and linguistic diversity, and shall ensure that Europe's cultural 
heritage is safeguarded and enhanced. 
4.   In its relations with the wider world, the Union shall uphold and promote its values and 
interests. It shall contribute to peace, security, the sustainable development of the Earth, solidarity 
and mutual respect among peoples, free and fair trade, eradication of poverty and the protection of 
human rights, in particular the rights of the child, as well as to the strict observance and the 
development of international law, including respect for the principles of the United Nations 
Charter. 
5.   The Union shall pursue its objectives by appropriate means commensurate with the 
competences which are conferred upon it in the Constitution.29 

 
There are also other, more structural issues which we need to consider when looking at the question 
of what the EU’s foreign policy is or looks like. 
 
In a state or country, foreign policy would be handled by the government. But the EU is not a 
country or a state. So can it have a foreign policy? Clearly in reality it does, and so it is important to 
think about how this relates to the Member States. No one would, of course, even suggest that 
Florida or Wisconsin should have a foreign policy and the US should not. But, then, the EU is not the 
US and the Member States have a very different role in the EU than the fifty States have in the US. 

Different Roles 

External Policies  

The EU relates to countries outside of its own borders (i.e. the collective borders on the outside of 
the EU – which are, of course, the national borders of Member States in so far as they adjoin non-
Member States). This includes such issues as border controls, trade, customs, development 
assistance, the European Neighbourhood Policy and the promotion in some third countries of the 
possibility of accession to the EU. All of that is, in some way, the foreign policy of the EU.  
 
However, in the EU this is referred to as external policy and much of it is handled by the European 
Commission under sovereignty delegated to it by the Member States in successive treaties. This is 
also the reason why the EU offices which are seen by most as the EU Embassies in third countries 
are part of the European Commission. They represent the European Commission in those countries 
and they implement policies (including development assistance) of the EU in those countries. 

Common Foreign and Security Policy 

The EU also has a form of foreign policy which is not developed or implemented under delegated 
sovereignty by the European Commission. This is a more difficult concept to grasp in some ways 
because it involves both EU and Member State structures. 

The High Representative 

The EU has a High Representative for Foreign Policy. This person, who is also the General Secretary 
of the Council Secretariat (i.e. the secretariat which supports the Member States working together 

                                                 
29 ibid. 
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in the Council of the European Union – one of the EU legislative bodies), is thus both the political 
representative of the Council of the European Union and its most senior civil servant. This dual role 
has benefits and challenges. The current (and first) High Representative is Javier Solana. 
 
Under his direction is a team of civil servants and military staff which is developing its own role in 
making and implementing foreign policy. 

The Presidency 

The EU also gives the Presidency a major role in foreign policy. The Presidency is the Member State 
which chairs the various fora of the Council of the European Union (i.e. the Member States acting 
together either as a legislative or as an executive body) and it changes every six months. The 
Presidency is the EU face of foreign policy just as much (or maybe more so) than the High 
Representative/Secretary General. This can cause confusion over who is speaking for the Council.  

The EU in Multilateral Fora  

The EU itself has an input to make at the multilateral level and does so both through the European 
Commission and through the European Council (and in this case, this is done by the Member State(s) 
either holding the Presidency or represented in such fora). For example, in the UN Security Council, 
the two EU Member States with permanent seats (France and the UK) and whichever other Member 
States happen to be in the Security Council at any given time, if any, are expected to work together 
in the interests of the EU as a whole (see below). 

The Role of the European Parliament 

In addition, the European Parliament, though it only has a limited role in the determination and/or 
implementation of what is strictly referred to as the Common Foreign and Security Policy, has a role 
in international relations through its many inter-parliamentary delegations and through its role in 
those external action policies where the European Commission acts for the EU and where the 
European Parliament therefore has co-decision and budgetary authority. The European Parliament 
also exercises budgetary authority over those aspects of the Common Foreign and Security Policy 
which are funded from the EU budget. The European Parliament takes that role very seriously and 
is, in fact, concerned that “the expansion of activities in the area of the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy (CFSP) has not been matched by increased democratic accountability and 
parliamentary scrutiny.”30  
 
In the same report, the Committee on Budgets questions the increase in the budget for EU Special 
Representatives (see below) and proposes a significant reduction for 2007.  
 
However, that is by no means all or even most of the money used for the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy. 

The Role of Member States 

Member States have their own foreign policies and their own foreign policy machinery. This involves 
diplomatic embassies, bilateral development assistance, bilateral trade relationships, and bilateral 
inputs and entry points into the international systems (UN, World Bank, International Monetary Fund 
(IMF), G8, Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and others).  
 
Please note that at the World Trade Organisation (WTO), it is the EU (in this case the European 
Commission) which represents the Member States. 
 
So the picture in terms of what is done and by whom is, to say the least, complex. 

Why at EU level? 

A little history is necessary at this stage. 

                                                 
30 James Elles, MEP, Report on the draft general budget of the European Union for the financial year 2007, 
Committee on Budgets, accessed 17 October 2006, available at 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/omk/sipade3?PUBREF=-//EP//NONSGML+REPORT+A6-2006-
0358+0+DOC+WORD+V0//EN&L=EN&LEVEL=0&NAV=S&LSTDOC=Y 
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First of all, the EU was created in some ways with a major ‘foreign policy’ objective. The original 
six Member States were setting up a structure which would make war between them impossible in 
the future. That was certainly a large part of the motivation and at that time, as it was a treaty 
agreed by six sovereign states with no hint of a wish to delegate any of that sovereignty (at least 
not overtly although even then there may have been the odd federalist among them), it was clearly 
a matter of foreign policy.  
 
The Treaty of Rome, which created the forerunner of the EU, did not mention foreign policy at all. 
That was left as a matter for Member States. The EU would concern itself solely with internal 
matters (freedom of movement of goods, people, capital and services between the Member States, 
i.e. a Common Market). 
 
This perception of the role of the EU as a Common Market did not change for some time. It was only 
with the demise of the Soviet Union, the fall of the Berlin Wall, the end of the Cold War and the 
outbreak of serious violent conflicts in the Balkans, that the EU started to talk seriously about a 
common foreign policy. At this time, essentially one thing was at issue: how could the European 
Union act as one in situations where external intervention in third country conflicts was necessary 
or deemed necessary. Out of this question was born the EU’s Common Foreign and Security Policy. 
 
But what of NATO? Was NATO not set up to sort out European (and transatlantic) security? Well, yes 
it was, but it was set up in an era of the Cold War when there were clear front lines in Europe and 
where NATO was defending the West, pure and simple. When it came to the violent conflicts in the 
Balkans, the US in particular was not at all convinced that they should be the main interveners and 
they therefore called for the EU to ‘sort out their own back yard’ or words to that effect. 
 
So in the early 1990s, leaders of the EU Member States started serious discussions about how to 
enable them to act together on the international stage and how to intervene in violent conflicts. 
This was, and is, no easy matter. There are differences of view between Member States on a 
number of critical issues relating to this area of cooperation and this affects both the discussion and 
the effectiveness of action. I will come back to that later. 
 
The Maastricht Treaty (concluded in 1992 and in force since 1993) was the first European Union 
Treaty to mention a Common Foreign and Security Policy. Little in terms of actual policy 
development in this context followed for some years. 
 
In 1999, and in the wake of the Kosovo crisis, the Amsterdam Treaty became more concrete and saw 
agreement of the structures which have since then been put in place and which have developed 
over the intervening years. What is important to say at this stage – though it may be obvious – is 
that the Common Foreign and Security Policy is thus very new indeed. 
 
The policy is set out in Title V (Articles 11 to 27) of the Treaty on European Union (the Amsterdam 
Treaty as updated by the Nice Treaty). Key elements of this Title are summarised here:31 
 

                                                 
31 Summary by author from ‘Consolidated Version of the Treaty on European Union’ Articles 11 – 28, accessed 
on the internet at http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/en/treaties/dat/12002M/htm/C_2002325EN.000501.html 
on 4 October 2006. 
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Article Main Content 
11 Contains the decision to have a common foreign security policy and sets out the 

objectives: 
Internally focused: 
• To safeguard values, interests, independence and integrity of the EU 
• To strengthen the EU 
Externally focused 
• To preserve peace and strengthen international security 
• To promote international cooperation 
• To develop and consolidate the rule of law, respect for human rights and 

fundamental freedoms 
Commitment by Member States to support this 
Commitment to work together to enhance solidarity 
Commitment to refrain from action contrary to common interests 
Council is charged with ensuring compliance 

12 Sets out how this shall be done and defines the main instruments as: 
Common strategies 
Joint Actions – this covers missions 
Common positions - defines the approach of the Union to a particular matter of 
a geographical or thematic nature 
Systematic Cooperation 

13 Elaborates on 12  
14 Sets out what joint actions are and the level of commitment they imply for 

Member States; allows for the Commission to be asked to make 
recommendations for implementation; requires Member States to inform and 
consult with the Council if they are proposing to take national actions which 
could have implications in this area 

15 Defines what a common position is 
16 Sets out the requirement for Member States to consult each other on matters of 

foreign and security policy 
17 Introduces the idea of the progressive framing of a common defence policy and 

raises the possibility of a common defence; proposes cooperation in the field of 
armaments. 
Sets out the inclusion in this context of the so-called Petersberg Tasks: 
• Humanitarian and rescue tasks 
• Peacekeeping tasks 
• Tasks of combat forces in crisis management including peacemaking 
Explicitly allows the closer cooperation of two or more Member States in this 
area over and above that agreed upon under this article, including cooperation 
through NATO and the Western European Union (WEU) 

18 Stipulates that  
• The Presidency (i.e. the country holding the presidency at any one time) 

represents the EU in common foreign and security policy matters.  
• The Secretary General / High Representative is to assist the presidency in 

this 
• The Commission is to be fully associated with this  
• The Council can appoint special representatives under this policy 

19 Requires Member States to coordinate their action in international organisations 
and to uphold common positions in such fora; where only some Member States 
participate in these fora, they are required to uphold common positions; 
Member States represented in international fora must inform the other Member 
States of any matters of common interest; this is spelled out specifically for 
United Nations Security Council membership 

20 Sets out the requirement for EU Missions and Member State Missions in third 
countries, at conferences and in international institutions to cooperate 

21 Sets out consultation requirements vis-à-vis the European Parliament (which 
does not have co-decision power in this area of policy) 
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Article Main Content 
22 Procedural  
23 Sets out requirement for unanimity (but with the possibility for abstentions) in 

this area 
24 Sets out arrangements for concluding agreements with third countries in the 

context of this policy 
25 Defines the role of the Policy and Security Committee 
26 Defines the role of the Secretary General/High Representative 
27 Associates the Commission with this policy 
27a Sets out context and criteria for enhanced cooperation between a subset of 

Member States 
27b States that enhanced cooperation does not relate to matters with military or 

defence implications 
27c Procedural with regard to enhanced cooperation 
27d Procedural with regard to the role of the Secretary General /High 

Representative in terms of informing the European Parliament and the Council 
of matters relating to enhanced cooperation 

27e Procedural with regard to enhanced cooperation 

Objectives or why intervene?  

It seems clear from this that in large measure the focus of the Common Foreign and Security Policy, 
and in particular the European Security and Defence Policy (the common actions on the part of the 
Member States related to defence, joint missions, and defence procurement), is about intervention. 
Intervention in third countries, with or without a mandate from the UN, with or without an 
invitation from the host country – though in reality this has been a given in all missions so far 
implemented – are intended to avert, manage, stop or contain a crisis. The idea is, broadly, to 
ensure that the situation is normalised enough for other instruments of international action (such as 
development assistance or diplomacy, for example) to become useful once more. 
 
In successive discussions and agreements, the EU (and by this here, we are referring to the Council 
of the European Union, i.e. the Member States acting jointly on an intergovernmental basis) has 
developed its European Security and Defence structures and instruments. It has defined the tasks it 
will allow itself to undertake. It has agreed headline goals for the number and type of personnel it 
will have at its disposal. 
 
The EU even agreed on a European Security Strategy (in 2003), which has been greeted as a good 
document on which to base the European Security and Defence Policy. Even from a critical 
standpoint, it is possible to see very positive elements in that Strategy. 
 
What is lacking is a policy context for all of this. In other words, the answer to the question: why is 
the EU doing what it is doing in the particular places it has chosen, at the particular time it has 
chosen to intervene? 
 
At a recent conference on aspects of civilian crisis management, Janusz Onyszkiewicz, MEP, a 
former Minister of Defence in Poland, and now Vice-Chair of the Foreign Affairs Committee in the 
European Parliament, outlined four criteria for intervention (in his view) thus: 
 
• Responding to humanitarian violations (i.e. the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ – see other sections in 

this publication) 
• Political and economic interests of the EU Member States 
• Solidarity (with whom was not altogether clear, nor the circumstances where this would apply) 
• Ability/capacity (but he saw this as more of a reason why not to intervene in circumstances 

where the other arguments would move towards intervention). 
 
Of course, as a Member of the European Parliament, Onyszkiewicz is not in a position to define such 
criteria in any binding way, but as an interpretation of what the situation actually looks like, this is 
quite realistic. 
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There does seem to be an indication in practice (if we look at the actual interventions the EU 
makes) that there is an initial impetus for action in circumstances where the suffering of people is 
evident from the argument ‘somebody must do something’. However, a more detailed analysis of 
where intervention does not happen also leaves open the view that the final decision of whether or 
not to do something is guided by Member States’ self interest. 
 
So is the security of the European Union (and we could then ask what that term means) the 
overriding principle or the policy framework? 

Security – whose security? 

The problem with these criteria and an approach to foreign and security policy is that it is still short 
on a policy or even a strategic framework. If the decision to intervene is seen in terms of what the 
geopolitical and economic interests of the EU are, then the justification for action will always be 
seen from a European, northern, privileged position.  

Human vs. state security 

This is not the place to elaborate on the question of what human security is and how it is defined. 
More information on this can be found in the report on this subject published by the Human Security 
Centre and which is accessible on the internet at  
http://www.humansecurityreport.info/content/view/28/63/ 
 
What is important here is to raise the question of whether EU intervention in crises should stem 
from the needs of the people in the area of crisis, from the security needs of the governments in 
the area of crisis, or from the security needs perceived by the Member States of the EU. And, more 
specifically, which should have precedence if there is a conflict of interests. 
 
If the decision of whether or not to intervene is made on the basis of the human security needs of 
people in the conflict-affected area then that will inform the question of what is needed as 
intervention: civilian or military; humanitarian, development or conflict-focused; aimed at 
supporting governance structures or building capacity on the ground. 
 
Importantly, it is relevant to consider the extent to which people affected by the conflict are likely 
to have a say in how interventions are structured and what the goals of those interventions are. 
Recently, in a discussion of these issues, a peace and democracy campaigner from Nepal begged 
Europeans to allow the Nepalese people to find their own solutions to their own problems. This was 
not a plea to stop assistance, but a plea to allow local processes to come to the solutions needed 
locally. This differs significantly from externally imposed, outcome driven and very time-limited 
interventions. 
 
This raises further questions which also need to be considered – who should make decisions? Who is 
the ‘international community’? Who is civil society (locally and internationally)? Who represents 
whom and who can speak on whose behalf? This is not the place to go into details about these 
questions as they are not specific to the role of the EU. Despite that, one must remember that 
these questions are important and that the answers to them impact on the solutions that are found. 

The Millennium Development and other Millennium Goals 

It is often forgotten that, as well as the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), the UN agreed 
Millennium Security Goals in 2000. They have not been quantified or operationalised in the same 
way as the MDGs have, but they are nonetheless important. 
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Indeed, the Millennium Report has four main chapters and the only one that is being talked about 
widely (though even the goals from that chapter are not being reached effectively in all parts of the 
world) is the first. The four chapters are: 
 
I.  'FREEDOM FROM WANT': the Development Agenda  
II. 'FREEDOM FROM FEAR': The Security Agenda  
III. A SUSTAINABLE FUTURE: The Environmental Agenda 
IV. RENEWING THE UNITED NATIONS32 
 
The one which is relevant here is the second: Freedom from Fear: The Security Agenda. In brief, the 
goals identified under this heading are: 
 

International Law: To strengthen respect for international law, and in particular the agreed 
provisions of treaties on the control of armaments and of international humanitarian and human 
rights law.  
Peace Operations: To strengthen the capacity of the United Nations to conduct peace operations.  
Targeting Sanctions: To agree on measures to make economic sanctions adopted by the Security 
Council impact less harshly on innocent populations, and more effective in bringing pressure to bear 
on target regimes. 
Small Arms: To curb the illegal traffic in small arms, notably by: 
- Creating greater transparency in arms transfers. 
- Supporting regional disarmament measures, such as the Moratorium on the importing, exporting 
and manufacturing of light weapons in West Africa.  
- Extending to other areas – especially post-conflict situations – the 'weapons for goods' programs 
that have worked well in Mozambique, Panama, El Salvador and Albania. 
Nuclear Weapons: To examine the possibility of convening a major international conference to 
identify ways of eliminating nuclear dangers.33 

 
It is relatively clear that we are far from achieving these goals and that they are phrased in such a 
way as to make it very difficult to for them to be operationalised. 
 
It is also important to bear in mind that there is a real connection between security, human rights 
and development, and that it is therefore crucial not to see the security agenda divorced from a 
development and human rights agenda.  
 
The focus of the Common Foreign and Security Policy, for a number of reasons, tends to succumb to 
this division.  

Peace is not security; security is not peace 

There is a common perception, borne out in the language of international politics, that peace and 
security are the same thing. However, this is far from being the case. 
 
Ultimately, it is important to realise that conflict is a normal part of any society, including 
international society. To live with this reality, societies and communities, people, nations and 
international organisations need to become conflict resilient. That is to say, they need to develop 
the ability to deal with conflict when it arises in constructive ways which do not boil over into 
violence.  
 
If to develop that ability was the agenda for foreign policy and of all other policies which feed into 
the development of peace worldwide, then the approaches taken by governments and by conflicting 
parties would have to change dramatically. A change of paradigm is needed. 

The European Security Strategy 

In 2003, the European Union (acting intergovernmentally as Member States) agreed on a European 
Security Strategy. This was both a response to the need for a strategic basis for the rapidly 
                                                 
32 Millennium Report of the Secretary-General of the United Nations, [on line], accessed 4 October 2006, 
available at http://www.un.org/millennium/sg/report/  
33 ibid. 
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developing Common Foreign and Security Policy and the European Security and Defence Policy, and 
a response to the National Security Strategy agreed by the US government.  
 
The European Security Strategy sets out the key threats facing ‘us’ and they are set out in this 
order: 
 
1. Terrorism 
2. Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction 
3. Regional Conflicts 
4. State Failure 
5. Organised Crime 
 
This list is quite telling, as is the following excerpt from the text of the Strategy in the chapter 
headed ‘Addressing the Threats’: 
 

Our traditional concept of self-defence – up to and including the Cold War – was based on the threat 
of invasion. With the new threats, the first line of defence will often be abroad. The new threats 
are dynamic. The risks of proliferation grow over time; left alone, terrorist networks will become 
ever more dangerous. State failure and organised crime spread if they are neglected – as we have 
seen in West Africa. This implies that we should be ready to act before a crisis occurs. Conflict 
prevention and threat prevention cannot start too early. 
In contrast to the massive visible threat in the Cold War, none of the new threats is purely military; 
nor can any be tackled by purely military means. Each requires a mixture of instruments. 
Proliferation may be contained through export controls and attached through political, economic 
and other pressures, while the underlying political causes are also tackled. Dealing with terrorism 
may require a mixture of intelligence, police, judicial, military and other means. In failed states, 
military instruments may be needed to restore order, humanitarian means to tackle the immediate 
crisis. Regional conflicts need political solutions but military assets and effective policing may be 
needed in the post-conflict phase. Economic instruments serve reconstruction, and civilian crisis 
management helps restore civil government. The European Union is particularly well equipped to 
respond to such multi-faceted situations.34 

 
The question which then arises from this is: how does the European Union translate this strategic 
perception into action? And more specifically, how do the different policy instruments which the 
European Union has at its disposal operate separately or together to achieve the desired outcomes? 
The following pages set out what those instruments are. 

European Union structures relevant to Foreign Policy and External Action 

Pillar Structure and Decision-Making 

One of the most confusing elements of the way decisions are made in the European Union is the 
‘pillar system’. Each pillar refers to a different area of policy in which the European Union has 
competence to act. The method of decision-making used is different in each pillar. The pillar 
system is summarized as follows.  
 

                                                 
34 A Secure Europe in a Better World, European Security Strategy [on-line], accessed on 30 March 2007, 
available at http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf, p 7. 
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First Pillar Second Pillar Third Pillar 

The Community dimension, i.e. Union 
citizenship, Community policies, Economic 
and Monetary Union, etc. 

Common foreign and 
security policy 

Police and judicial 
cooperation in criminal 
matters. 

The first pillar uses the ‘Community 
method’:  
• Commission monopoly of the right of 
initiative;  
• Widespread use of qualified majority 
voting in the Council;  
• An active role for the European 
Parliament;  
• Uniform interpretation of Community law 
by the Court of Justice. 

The second and third pillar use the 
‘Intergovernmental method’:  

• The Commission's right of initiative is shared with 
the Member States or confined to specific areas of 
activity;  
• The Council generally acts unanimously;  
• The European Parliament has a purely consultative 
role;  
• The Court of Justice plays only a minor role.  

 
The two pillars that we are most concerned with here are the first pillar and second pillar, although 
some of the terrorism agenda, which is part of the Common Foreign and Security Policy, does 
overlap with the third pillar. 

Budget issues as they relate to the pillars 

In other words, where is the money and who controls it? This is where it gets a little complicated. 
This is not the place to discuss the structure of the EU budget. Here I will try to outline the 
different budgets and sources of funds which contribute to the Common Foreign and Security Policy, 
to the European Security and Defence Policy and to Community funded external action.  
 
But first, we will look at a broad division of financial resources, how they are controlled and to 
which part of the external action of the European Union they contribute. 

Community Budget  

 
This funds community external action (see below for details of the main instruments). It also funds 
the elements of the Common Foreign and Security Policy which are funded by the community 
(broadly the sections of the General Secretariat which deal with the non-military side of this and 
some civilian European Security and Defence Policy missions). 

European Development Fund (EDF) 

 
The European Development Fund (EDF) is the main instrument for Community aid for 
development cooperation in the African, Pacific and Caribbean (ACP) countries and the Overseas 
Countries and Territories (OCT). Articles 131 and 136 of the 1957 Treaty of Rome provided for its 
creation with a view to granting technical and financial assistance to African countries that were 
still colonised at that time and with which certain countries had historical links. 
 
Although, following a request by the European Parliament, a heading has been reserved for the 
Fund in the Community budget since 1993 the European Development Fund (EDF) does not come 
under the general Community budget. It is funded by the Member States, covered by its own 
financial rules and managed by a specific committee. The Member States set the EDF budget in 
the Council via agreements that are subsequently ratified by the national parliament of each 
Member State. The European Commission and other institutions established under the 
partnership play a key role in the day-to-day management of the Fund. Each EDF is concluded for 
a period of around five years. Since the conclusion of the first partnership convention in 1964, 
the EDF cycles have generally followed that of the partnership agreements/conventions.35 

                                                 
35 European Union website [on-line], accessed 4 October 2006, available at 
http://europa.eu/scadplus/leg/en/lvb/r12102.htm  
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Athena Mechanism 

This is a funding mechanism adopted by the Council of the European Union in February 2004 to 
administer the financing of the common costs of European Union operations having military and 
defence implications. It is intended to make financing faster to ensure more rapid starts to 
operations. The mechanism shares the common costs based on a Gross Domestic Product (GDP) key, 
i.e. Member States are expected to contribute to common costs in line with their relative wealth.36 

Instruments/Tools at the EU’s Disposal 

The EU, as has been remarked upon in the European Security Strategy, has a range of instruments or 
tools at its disposal to respond to threats and challenges in its relations with third countries. These 
are used to intervene in issues in third countries where this seems appropriate and/or necessary. 
 
These instruments or tools can be grouped in various ways. Here we will look at them in terms of 
the entity or institution that has control over each instrument.  

Community Instruments or Tools 

When we talk about ‘instruments’ in this context, we are talking about regulations agreed by the 
European Union which allow the expenditure of resources on certain types of activity. In other 
words, instruments are the legal basis for spending money. They are crucial in that they define 
what the EU can and cannot do. This does not only apply to activities in the field of peacebuilding 
and conflict prevention of course, but here we are primarily concerned with the range of 
instruments which, in some way, could be deemed to have an impact on the EU’s ability to 
contribute to peacebuilding and conflict prevention.  
 
The question of the definition of terms such as ‘conflict prevention’ and ‘peacebuilding’ is one 
which clearly also impacts on what follows. The inclusion of a wide range of instruments and tools 
at the disposal of the European Union will indicate that we take a broad view of this. 
 
The European Union manages its money in seven-year frameworks which it calls Financial 
Perspectives. The current period started in 2007.  
 
In the run-up to a new Financial Perspective, a long debate occurs about the amount of money the 
EU should have at its disposal and how this should be spent. Whilst much of this debate is at a 
macro level, in the discussions leading up to the 2007 to 2013 Financial Perspective (which took 
place during most of 2005 and all of 2006), the question of the structure of the External Action 
Instruments was hotly debated. 
 
In part, this debate took place because over time, the number of different, small and very narrowly 
defined instruments had grown and they were both hard to understand and hard to manage. It was 
also an attempt to respond to the need for more coordinated thinking across the EU in terms of 
activity in this area. 
 
From 2007 onwards the EU has the following instruments within its pillar 1 toolkit: 
 
1. Pre-Accession Instrument 
 
This instrument covers all assistance to countries which are in the process of preparing to become 
members of the EU. 
 
2. European Neighbourhood Instrument 
 
This instrument covers all assistance to countries which are defined as being in the European 
Neighbourhood. The purpose is to establish good and stable relationships with these countries and 
to assist them to establish or maintain stability in their countries in order to ensure that the EU has 
a safe neighbourhood. The instrument covers Russian, Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, the Southern 
Caucasus and the countries in the south Mediterranean. 
 

                                                 
36 European Union website [on-line], ibid. 
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3. Development and Economic Cooperation Instrument 
 

This instrument covers development assistance and economic cooperation with all countries not 
included in the Pre-Accession Instrument, the European Neighbourhood Instrument or the European 
Development Fund, which remains outside the budget of the EU and is governed by a separate 
Agreement between the EU and the African, Pacific and Caribbean states (called the Cotonou 
Agreement). 
 
4. Stability Instrument 

 
The Stability Instrument is intended to give the European Commission the ability to intervene 
quickly in situations where normal development assistance cannot be applied because of an 
erupting conflict or crisis. It builds on the experience of the Rapid Reaction Mechanism. 
 
5. European Instrument for Democracy and Human Rights 

 
This instrument replaces the European Initiative for Democracy and Human Rights and provides 
funding particularly for work with civil society actors in third countries to build capacity for stable 
democratic societies that respect human rights. A key feature of this instrument is the fact that the 
EU does not have to have the consent of the government of the country in which projects are due to 
be carried out in order to fund them. 
 
6. Macro Financial Assistance Instrument 
 
This is unchanged from the previous period. It provides balance-of-payment support. The 
Community first extended it to third countries in 1990, with the aim of supporting political and 
economic reform efforts. 
 
7. Humanitarian Assistance Instrument 
 
This is unchanged from the previous period.  
 
The European Commission Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO) provides funding in more than sixty 
countries through 200 partners (Non-Governmental Organisations, International Committee of the 
Red Cross, and UN agencies like the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 
(UNHCR) and the World Food Programme (WFP)) for humanitarian projects). 

Conflict Prevention, Peacebuilding and the new Financial Instruments 

The Stability Instrument will be the main focus of conflict prevention work carried out by the 
Commission. However, the decision-making process which led to the agreement of this instrument 
ended in drawing very hard lines between the Stability Instrument and the activities the Council of 
the EU undertakes in the context of the European Security and Defence Policy. There are complex 
political reasons for this which go beyond the scope of this analysis. Suffice it to say that internal 
struggles for who has competence over what types of activity have undermined a golden opportunity 
to establish coherence through this and other instruments. 
 
All express reference to conflict prevention and peacebuilding has been removed from the other 
instruments. This, too, is a result of internal struggles between the European Commission and the 
Council of the EU. However, it deliberately ignores the reality that conflict prevention and 
peacebuilding are long-term processes which do not lend themselves to the short-term interventions 
envisaged in the European Security and Defence Policy or even the slightly less short-term 
approaches of the Stability Instrument. 
 
This is regrettable, but the recognition at operational level that conflict prevention and 
peacebuilding are certainly vital elements of development, of building democratic structures and of 
a human rights framework, may yet allow the mainstreaming of conflict prevention and 
peacebuilding in the programming of work within these instruments. It will not be possible to have 
specific calls for proposals for work which aim at conflict issues directly. 
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Other Tools 

Beyond these direct financial instruments, the European Union has a number of other policies and 
tools at its disposal which contribute to and impact on external relations with third countries and 
can therefore in some ways be seen as potentially or actually making a contribution to 
peacebuilding. They can be broadly divided into two categories: 

Diplomacy in and with third countries 

1. European Union Delegations – the EU Diplomatic Service 
The European Union has delegations in a large number of third countries. Their precise role in each 
country varies but they have a number of objectives in common. 
First and foremost, and to quote the title of a publication issued in 2004 by the External Service, 
the purpose of these Delegations is to ‘take Europe to the World’, i.e. to be a presence of the EU in 
third countries. Quoting from the same publication it says: ‘The External Service, with its special 
experience and global reach will provide a platform for Europe to play that role on the ground, to 
the benefit of the EU and its citizens at home, and in the cause of development, peace and stability 
everywhere.’37 
 
The document clearly defines the role of these delegations as follows: 
 

The delegations of the External Service, although hierarchically part of the Commission structure, in 
practice serve European Union interests as a whole, in so far as they are concerned with: 
• Presenting, explaining and implementing EU policy; 
• Analysing and reporting on the policies and developments of the countries to which they are 

accredited; and  
• Conducting negotiations in accordance with a given mandate. 
This means that the delegations exercise powers, conferred by the Treaty on the European 
Community, in third countries …, by promoting the Community’s interests as embodied in the 
common policies, notably the common trade policy, but also many others, including the 
development, agricultural, fisheries, environmental, transport and health and safety policies. It also 
means involvement in areas such as justice and home affairs…38 

 
Quite recently, i.e. in the last four or five years, some of the grant-giving activity in the context of 
development assistance has been delegated to these Delegations. 
 
The contribution these Delegations can and do make to peacebuilding and conflict prevention is 
through official diplomacy across all areas which link the interests of the EU and the third country 
concerned.  
 
2. Member State Diplomatic Delegations – Embassies 
 
Member States of the EU also have diplomatic missions in third countries. They, too, have a range of 
functions and to some extent they are very similar to those of the EU.  
 
3. European Union Special Representatives (EUSRs) 
 
In some parts of the world, the General Secretary/High Representative of the European Union sends 
EU Special Representatives (EUSR). This is done under the umbrella of the Common Foreign and 
Security Policy. The role of these Special Representatives is the following:  
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
37 James Moran and Fernando Ponz Canto, Taking Europe to the World – 50 years of the European Commission’s 
External Service [on-line], Luxembourg, 2004; accessed 12 October 2006, available at 
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/library/publications/07_50_years_broch_en.pdf  
38 ibid, p 7. 
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These representatives were established under Article 18 of the Amsterdam Treaty and they are 
appointed by the Council. The aim of the EUSRs is to represent the EU in troubled regions and 
countries and to play an active part in promoting the interests and the policies of the EU. The EUSRs 
support the work of (the) High Representative … in the concerned regions. They are appointed to 
regions where they are most needed and their mandates reflect accurately the Union’s objectives. 
 
EU Special Representatives … play an important role in the development of a stronger and more 
effective EU Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). EUSRs provide the EU with a visible and 
practical presence in critical countries and regions. To a considerable degree they are a ‘voice’ and 
a ‘face’ of the EU and its policies on the ground. Characteristics of the position are a high degree of 
availability, creating a considerable momentum of EU impact.39 

 
There are currently EUSRs in the following regions and countries: Central Asia, South Caucasus, 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Sudan, Moldova, Middle East, 
Afghanistan, African Great Lakes, Kosovo, and South Eastern Europe. As it happens, all the current 
EUSRs and the previous sixteen EUSRs have been men. 

Diplomacy – some conclusions 

It can be seen that the EU and its Member States are well covered in terms of diplomatic resources. 
There are some third country capitals where each Member State and the Commission have a 
delegation and where a EUSR operates with his own office and staff. This offers a tremendous 
resource for well-coordinated approaches; it also raises the challenge of coordination. To what 
extent the opportunities are maximised and coordination and cooperation implemented is not 
known other than by those on the ground.  
 
What is known is that there are now a few places where the EUSR and the Commission Delegation 
share premises and this is heralded as a major achievement. 

Trade 

The European Union has competence for trade. That means it represents the interests of the 
Member States in trade matters and it negotiates for the EU at an international level. 
 
Trade is a very powerful tool for influencing the behaviour of others. Trade can be used as a carrot 
and as a stick. It can change policies of trading partners to ensure that standards of human rights, 
democracy, labour rights, the rights of women and children, fair and equitable trading and 
production conditions are implemented effectively.  
 
The European Union represents a very large market and trade with the EU is a powerful incentive 
for trading partners to fall in line with policies supported by the EU. These policies can be enshrined 
in Association Agreements, in Economic Partnership Agreements and multilateral agreements 
negotiated in places such as the WTO. 
 
The extent to which the EU uses this tool to further its values and its stated objective ‘to play that 
role on the ground …, in the cause of development, peace and stability everywhere’ as stated in 
‘Taking Europe to the World’ (quoted above), rather than to further narrow internal interests of 
specific industries or producers, is another matter. On the whole, it would be fair to say that there 
is still a lot of room for progress. 

The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and European Security and 
Defence Policy (ESDP) 

Firmly within the intergovernmental realm, the European Union has developed its Common Foreign 
and Security Policy and its European Security and Defence Policy over the last sixteen years. Some 
of the history is reflected above. 
 
Here we want to focus on the actual tools in the CFSP/ESDP toolkit. 

                                                 
39 EU Council Secretariat, Fact Sheet, EU Special Representatives (EUSRs) [on-line], accessed 12 October 2006, 
available at http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/EUSRs.pdf 
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1. Common strategies 
 
A common strategy sets out the aims, the length of time covered and the means to be made 
available by the Union and the Member States. Common strategies are implemented by the Council, 
in particular by adopting joint actions and common positions. The Council can recommend common 
strategies to the European Council.40 
 
An example would be the European Security Strategy. 
 
2. Joint Actions  
 
Joint action, which is a legal instrument under Title V of the Treaty on European Union (Common 
Foreign and Security Policy, CFSP), means coordinated action by the Member States whereby all 
kinds of resources (human resources, know-how, financing, equipment, etc.) are mobilised in order 
to attain specific objectives set by the Council, on the basis of general guidelines from the 
European Council.41 
 
This covers the missions undertaken by the EU in the context of the European Security and Defence 
Strategy (see below). 
 
3. Common positions  
 
The common position in the context of the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) is designed 
to make cooperation more systematic and improve its coordination. The Member States are required 
to comply with and uphold such positions which have been adopted unanimously at the Council.42 
 
4. Declaration 
 
The Declaration is an instrument for which there is no provision in Title V of the Treaty on European 
Union, but which is a feature of European political cooperation (EPC). The Declaration is the 
general expression of a political line, but it is not legally binding. It is used frequently in connection 
with the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). Declarations are issued by the Presidency of 
the Council on behalf of the European Union and, where necessary, on behalf of the Presidency.43 

European Security and Defence Policy – Context and Approach 

Under the heading of ‘Joint Actions’, the European Union (here in its intergovernmental form of the 
Council of the European Union) undertakes so-called ESDP missions. This is the area of activity 
where the EU is said to be militarising; and militarisation is certainly one part of the equation. 
 
In the context of the Common Foreign and Security Policy, the European Council decided in 1999 to 
operationalise the European Security and Defence Policy by establishing structures and by defining 
tasks which could be tackled under this heading. 

ESDP Structures 

The specific ESDP structures fit into the overall structure of the European Council/Council of the 
European Union. The structures are quite complex and the following table is an attempt to show 
how they connect. 
 

                                                 
40 Definition from: Europa Glossary, accessed at 
http://europa.eu/scadplus/glossary/foreign_security_policy_en.htm on 12 October 2006 
41 ibid. 
42 ibid. 
43 ibid. 
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Structure Element Role  
European Council This is the Heads of State and Government who make the highest 

level political and strategic decisions. 
General Affairs Council of 
the European Union 

This is the Council configuration of the Foreign Ministers of 
Member States. Ministers responsible for European 
Affairs, Defence, Development or Trade also participate 
depending on the items on the agenda. 
At its sessions on External Relations, the Council deals with the 
whole of the Union's external action, including common foreign 
and security policy, European security and defence policy, foreign 
trade and development cooperation. A priority in recent years for 
the Council, in cooperation with the Commission, has been to 
ensure coherence in the EU's external action across the range 
of instruments at the Union's disposal.44 

Committee of Permanent 
Representatives 
(COREPER) 

This is a standing committee of Member State Ambassadors who 
lead the work of the Council and prepare decisions for both the 
General Affairs Council and the European Council. 

Political and Security 
Committee (PSC) 

This is a second standing committee of Member State 
Ambassadors.  
Its remit is: 
o To monitor the international situation in the areas covered by 

the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP);  
o To contribute to the definition of policies;  
o To monitor implementation of the Council's decisions.  
Under the responsibility of the Council, the Committee exercises 
political control and strategic direction of crisis management 
operations. It may thus be authorised by the Council to take 
decisions on the practical management of a crisis. It is assisted by 
a Politico-Military Group, a Committee for Civilian Aspects of 
Crisis Management, and the Military Committee (MC) and Military 
Staff (MS).45 
In some cases the COREPER team and the PSC team of the same 
Member State are in two different offices. 
Some, if not most of the Ambassadors representing Member States 
on PSC are different from the Ambassadors in COREPER. 
There are questions as to whether this Committee is subordinate 
to the Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER) or 
not.  

Committee for Civilian 
Aspects of Crisis 
Management (CIVCOM) 

This is a committee of diplomats, representing Member States 
who are responsible for civilian crisis management missions, both 
in terms of strategic and operational matters. The Committee 
reports to the Policy and Security Committee. Member States are 
represented by diplomatic staff.  

Military Committee This Committee brings together the Chiefs of Staff of Member 
States. It, too, reports to the Policy and Security Committee. It is 
responsible for military aspects of the European Security and 
Defence Policy. 

                                                 
44 Description from European Union website [on-line], accessed on 12 October 2006, available at 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_fo/showPage.asp?id=388&lang=en  
45 From Europa Glossary [on-line], accessed on 13 October 2006, available at 
http://europa.eu/scadplus/glossary/political_security_committee_en.htm  
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Structure Element Role  
Secretary General/High 
Representative 

The Secretary General/High Representative, Javier Solana, came 
to this post from NATO. His task is to assist the Presidency of the 
Union in matters relating to the Common Foreign and Security 
Policy. The holder of the post is also known as "Mr./Ms. CFSP". The 
High Representative aims to allow the Union to express itself with 
greater visibility and coherence on the international stage by 
giving it a more recognisable face and voice.46 

Secretariat of the Council This is the staff of the Council; originally conceived of as purely a 
secretariat, it is now a body of some 2500 staff. The responsibility 
for the day to day management of this staff is delegated to the 
Deputy Secretary General. There are various sections of this 
secretariat with different responsibilities relating to CFSP. 

Private Office of the 
Secretary General/High 
Representative 

The Secretary General/High Representative has a private office 
which formulates policy in matters of CFSP and undertakes a 
variety of other tasks. There are several personal representatives 
within this office who deal with matters such as Human Rights, 
Non-Proliferation, Terrorism and relations with the European 
Parliament. There are also several departments reporting to him 
which include: 
• The Policy Unit 
• The Military Staff 
• The Joint Situation Centre 
• The Communications Centre 

 
 
All Council configurations and all committees of Member State representatives are chaired by the 
relevant person from the Member State that holds the EU Presidency at any one time.  
 
It may be worth pointing out that a large majority of the decisions are taken by committees of 
diplomats – i.e. they are not debated in any directly, democratically elected forum. Though they 
are all in some way finally decided (and in many situations that means formally signed off) by 
Ministers who have been elected, the significant weaknesses in this decision-making process which 
is left to diplomats are not dissimilar to those pointed to by Carne Ross elsewhere in this 
publication.  
 
This structure shows a number of things:  
 
• Member States have firm control over the Common Foreign and Security Policy.  
• There are a number of different structures which all feed into the overall management and 

control of the European Security and Defence Policy.  
• The Secretary General/High Representative of the European Union has significant input over 

policy development and implementation.  
• The military aspects of the European Security and Defence Policy are much more closely 

integrated into the structures personally supervised by the Secretary General/High 
Representative than the civilian ones. Even the newly formed (early 2006) CIVMIL Cell, 
intended to coordinate operations which have both civilian and military aspects, is located 
within the Military Staff and thus within the private office of the Secretary General/High 
Representative. 

 
It is not far fetched to suggest that this affords the military aspects of the European Security and 
Defence Policy higher visibility in the more senior levels of decision-making than their civilian 
counterparts. 
 
This, coupled with the fact that there are significantly more military than civilian staff (over 150 on 
the military side as compared to maybe forty on the civilian side), makes it not entirely surprising 

                                                 
46 ibid. 
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to see the military aspects of the European Security and Defence Policy gaining more attention, 
especially publicly. 
 
This continues despite the fact that the majority of missions undertaken so far under the heading of 
the European Security and Defence Policy have been civilian. 

ESDP Task Catalogue 

What then are the tasks which the European Union intends to undertake in the context of its 
European Security and Defence Policy? This has to be seen in the context of the fact that defence as 
such has not been delegated to the European Union, and is thus a Member State competence. 
Territorial defence of each Member State would therefore be a matter for that Member State with 
the assistance of other Member States, rather than a matter for the EU.  
 
The threats, as defined in the European Security Strategy and quoted above, are much less precise 
in nature. The understanding reflected in that strategy is one of diffuse threats posed by both states 
and non-state actors, creating instability in all parts of the world which in turn lead to threats for 
the European Union. The threats to the European Union could be related to terrorism (and that is 
certainly one of the main areas of focus at this time), but they could also be related to migration 
flows, to people trafficking related to these, to organised cross border crime and to insecure 
environments for EU nationals (individuals and companies) in third countries. Threats to the 
economic interests of the EU are also included. This is maybe not as clearly spelt out in the 
European Security Strategy, but it is evident in a number of policy developments that economic 
interests are a key consideration. 
 
Hence, the tasks of ESDP missions are defined in terms of intervention in third countries to manage 
crises.  
 
Such crisis management could be seen as military intervention and, in that context, the precise 
nature of what EU military personal can do is defined in the so-called Petersberg Tasks. These were 
agreed in 1992 by the Western European Union (now effectively integrated into the Common Foreign 
and Security Policy of the EU) and are: 
 
• Humanitarian and rescue tasks;  
• Peacekeeping tasks;  
• Tasks of combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking.47  
 
In a subsequent document ‘Headline Goal 2010’ endorsed by the European Council in June 2004, the 
following additional tasks in line with the European Security Strategy were also set out: 
 
• Joint disarmament operations; 
• Support for third countries in combating terrorism; 
• Security Sector Reform.48 
 
It is worth noting that these new tasks raise questions of coherence and coordination between the 
military and civilian tasks under the European Security and Defence Policy, and between the 
European Security and Defence Policy and the activities in this area of the European Commission. 
 
On the civilian side, the type of intervention which is foreseen at present is categorised into the 
following headings: 
 
• Police;  
• Strengthening of the rule of law;  
• Strengthening civilian administration; 
• Civil protection.49  

                                                 
47 Europe Glossary [on-line], accessed 14 October 2006, available at 
http://europa.eu/scadplus/glossary/petersberg_tasks_en.htm  
48 Headline Goal 2010 [on-line], accessed 14 October 2006, available at 
http://ue.eu.int/uedocs/cmsUpload/2010%20Headline%20Goal.pdf  



Peace and Peacebuilding – Some European Perspectives              Quaker Council for European Affairs 

Page 30 of 76 

 
There is discussion about other types of intervention and various types of monitoring interventions 
can be expected in the future. For example, in the case of Aceh, the European Union mission is one 
which monitors the implementation of the peace agreement. 

ESDP Goals 

It might be expected that under this heading we would discuss what the European Union is planning 
to achieve with the European Security and Defence Policy. However, this is far from clear in 
political and strategic terms. In part, this ambiguity is a result of the fact that the EU Member 
States are not agreed on the key issues raised by such a set of goals. 
 
There are four main reasons for this: 
 
• There are differences of opinion about the extent to which the EU should cooperate in 

matters of security policy.  
• There are also some Member States that are neutral (Austria, Sweden and Ireland) and 

common defence poses questions.  
• There are political differences, with some Member States having a more “Atlanticist” 

approach than others.  
• Member States have different levels of interest in third countries and would therefore put 

different emphasis on intervention in certain countries or regions.  
 
These things are hard to resolve, particularly in situations which have a high media profile and 
which are politically sensitive. 
 
So when we talk about goals, we are talking about ‘headline goals’ or plans to achieve a certain 
level of capability for intervention within a certain time. 
 
The headline goals are divided into military and civilian goals and are currently as follows: 
 
Military Headline Goals (i.e. the capabilities the EU has agreed to generate at EU level for joint 
military missions): 
 
• 60,000 troops which are to be rapidly deployable 
• Interoperability between military forces 
• Establishment of the Defence Agency (completed in 2004) 
• Strategic air, sea and landlift capability 
• Rapidly deployable battlegroups (from 2007 onwards) 
• Establishment of the CivMil Cell (see above for comments) 
• An aircraft carrier to be available from 2008 
• Compatibility and network linkage of communications equipment by 2010.50 
 
By comparison, the Civilian Headline Goal, to be achieved by 2008, is as follows:51 
 
• 5,000 police officers of whom 1,400 should be deployable in under 30 days (actual 

commitment by Member States by 2004 was 5,761)52 
• 300 personnel (including prosecutors, judges, and prison officers) (actual commitment by 

Member States by 2004 was 631) 
• A pool of experts in civil administration (no target figure)(actual commitment by Member 

States by 2004 was 565) 

                                                                                                                                                         
49 Website of the Directorate General for External Relations, European Commission [on-line], accessed 14 
October 2006, available at http://ec.europa.eu/comm/external_relations/cfsp/cpcm/index.htm  
50 Headline Goal 2010, ibid. 
51 Target figures quoted from European Council website [on-line] accessed 14 October 2006, available at 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_fo/showPage.asp?id=278&lang=en&mode=g  
52 Actual figures quoted from: Isis Europe, European Security Review Number 25 [on-line], March 2005, 
accessed 14 October 2006, available at http://www.isis-europe.org/ftp/Download/ESR25-CCM%20final.pdf  
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• 20 to 30 assessment experts in the field of civil protection who can be dispatched within 3 to 
7 hours and up to 2000 persons who can be dispatched at short notice as intervention teams 
(actual commitment by Member States by 2004 was 4,988). 

 
Whilst the original Civilian Headline Goal was restricted to these four areas (with a view that all 
those committed by Member States would be state actors of some sort), by November 2004 
discussions around the need for monitoring and support functions led to further commitments in 
these areas of 505 volunteers for monitoring and 391 volunteers for support functions. 
 
It is of course welcome that the original headline goals, at least in numerical terms, have been 
achieved and even exceeded. However, to quote the assessment by Isis Europe: ‘they provide little 
indication of deployability, readiness or suitability of personnel. Nor were the targets themselves 
conceived in response to an analysis of need.’53 
 
Since the 2004 discussions, a new concept of civilian response teams (CRT) has been developed and 
some few hundred personnel have been identified for training for this role. Their role is to 
undertake both assessment missions to identify the requirements on the ground and interventions in 
ongoing missions which require additional help. 
 
In short, the approach to providing civilian resources for civilian crisis management missions remains 
ad hoc and reflects a possible lack of political buy-in from responsible ministers in Member States.  
All personnel concerned in all categories of civilian crisis management tasks are likely to be 
employed in a variety of central and local government roles in the Member States. The fact that the 
ministers responsible for them (at least two in each Member State) have no forum at EU level to 
discuss policy, strategy, coordination or training requirements, may not be unrelated to the lack of 
political buy-in. 
 
It is maybe worth reflecting a little on why interventions should be either military or civilian in 
nature. In a recent discussion on the subject of NGO involvement in EU civilian crisis management 
operations, a representative of the Council Secretariat defined the difference between the nature 
of military and civilian operations as: 
 
Military Civilian 
Fast 
Results driven 
Imposed  

Holistic 
Involving the population including civil society 
Capacity building 
Speed not the focus 
Long/longer-term 
Results are developed as part of the process 
Organic 
Sustainable  

 
In many ways, this differentiation makes the case for civilian interventions more eloquently than we 
could do ourselves. The fact that this is the assessment from within the institutions may be seen as 
a sign of hope. 

ESDP Missions – what has been done so far 

There have been a number of missions in the context of the European Security and Defence Policy. 
They are summarised below: 
 

Name of 
Operation 

Area of Operation Type of Operation  

Concordia Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia 

Military (concluded) 
Handed over to Proxima 

Proxima Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia 

Police Mission (completed) 

                                                 
53 Isis Europe, ibid. 
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Name of 
Operation 

Area of Operation Type of Operation  

EUPAT Former Yugoslav Republic of 
Macedonia 

Police Advisory Team 

EUFOR Althea Bosnia and Herzegovina Military (ongoing) 
EUPM Bosnia and Herzegovina Police Mission (ongoing) 
EUJUST Themis Georgia Rule of Law (completed) 
EUJUST LEX Iraq Integrated Rule of Law (ongoing) 
EUPOL COPPS Palestinian Territories Police Mission (ongoing) 
EUBAM Rafah Palestinian Territories Border Assistance (ongoing) 
EU Border Assistance 
Mission 

Moldova and Ukraine 
 

Border Assistance (ongoing) 

Artemis Democratic Republic of Congo 
(Bunia town) 

Military (concluded) 

EUPOL ‘Kinshasa’ Democratic Republic of Congo Police Mission (ongoing) 
EUSEC DR Congo Democratic Republic of Congo Security Sector Reform 

(ongoing) 
Support to MONUC Democratic Republic of Congo Military – Election observation 

(ongoing – due to end 4 months 
after the first round of 
elections) 

EU support to AMIS II Darfur Military and Police (ongoing) 
AMM Aceh Monitoring Mission (ongoing) 
EUPT Kosovo Kosovo Planning Team to prepare a 

possible civilian mission 
covering rule of law and other 
areas 

Civilian Mission (as 
yet unnamed) 

Afghanistan Police Mission (planned) 

 
 
What are the conclusions that can be drawn from this list?  
 
First, there is a relatively clear focus on certain geographical regions. 
 
Second, most of the missions have been civilian missions (despite the fact that civilian resources are 
fewer and harder to come by than military ones). Optimistically, one could draw reassurance from 
this and interpret this as the EU’s commitment to a civilian approach. More cynically, it is also clear 
that the EU Member States find it easier to agree on civilian interventions because they raise fewer 
of the controversial issues. 
 
Third, it could be reasonably questioned how many of these missions were, in the narrowest sense 
of this word, crisis interventions. Were any of the locations in which the missions took place 
actually in crisis at the time of the intervention? Or were these missions really post-conflict 
missions? In terms of the effectiveness of the mission, these questions may be irrelevant, but in 
terms of where the focus of the European Security and Defence Policy is, they must be asked. 
 
Fourth, the question of the effectiveness of these missions needs to be raised. However, it is 
probably too early in most instances to assess this. Conflicts have long time spans. Any external 
intervention, whether short or long-term, can only be evaluated fully years, if not decades after the 
event. Such evaluation would then assess whether the mission contributed to the prevention of 
further outbreaks of violence. So this question must be left for another day. 
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What could an EU contribution to peace look like? 

Civilian Intervention 

The European Union is unique in that it was created, at least in large measure, to prevent the 
outbreak of violence in Europe. In the context of its Member States, it has been incredibly 
successful in this objective. There is no other period in the history of Europe which has had no 
outbreaks of hostilities between all the peoples of the countries and regions now in membership of 
the European Union. This peaceful time comes after half a century of the worst kind of wars in 
Europe. We should not forget that the founder members of the EU were on two different sides in 
those wars and had inflicted significant damage on each other. In fact, if one stops to think about 
this set of historical facts – that France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg, 
only a few years after the end of World War II, came together to form the European Union – it is 
clear that this is an astonishing example of real reconciliation and forgiveness. The fact that the 
European Union has worked and has been expanded to include a large number of western European 
states and more recently, some eastern European states, is equally astonishing. 
 
All this was achieved with civilian (economic, social, cultural) means. The EU has a wonderful 
example to export – there is no need to tell other countries that military force is necessary to 
achieve lasting peace. Indeed, the very existence of the European Union is testimony to its 
dispensability. 
 
In a world where the one remaining superpower, armed to the teeth, is pulling its weight in all 
corners of the world, the suggestion that the European Union, with its unique experience of 
successful and civilian peacebuilding, should try to emulate the US and ‘tool up’ alongside it, is not 
only economically impossible, it also belies the contribution that the EU can make to peace and 
denies the European experience. Citizens of the EU should be aware of this and hold their 
governments to account for selling out. 
 
The argument that there are circumstances where civilian approaches just do not work because the 
situation is too dangerous is an attractive reason for giving in to militarization. However, it must be 
understood that there is more than a difference of means between civilian and military 
intervention. 
 
Military intervention has a number of characteristics that civilian interventions do not: 
 
• Military interventions tend to involve a larger number of personnel – this impacts on both the 

official economy in the area of intervention (i.e. increasing prices for day-to-day goods, 
increasing demand for accommodation, food, drink, entertainment, etc.) and the unofficial 
economy – the provision of hard drink, prostitution and other illegal activities that are seen in 
areas of high concentrations of military personnel. 

• Military interventions bring another party to the conflict. Military personnel have an interest 
in the outcome (not least, not to get killed themselves) and they act accordingly. The fact 
that they are armed and therefore challenge the power of the combating parties will also 
affect the way in which the fighting proceeds. Iraq and Afghanistan are both recent examples 
of the development of strong internal forces which fight the interveners rather than each 
other. 

• Military interventions bring more arms and munitions into the conflict area. Whilst these will 
be guarded by the intervention force, there is no reason to believe that some of the stocks 
will not find their way into the wrong hands. An increase in military hardware will – almost of 
necessity – give rise to at least the potential for more violence. 

• Military intervention is also not intended, or even geared to interact effectively with local 
populations. Therefore, the intervention does not aim for local capacity building or for the 
development local structures able to deal with conflict (which is, after all, a natural element 
of any society) in non-violent ways, and nor does it have the potential to do so.  

• Military intervention tends to be done by men. Local women have often experienced 
significant violence from local combatants and are not likely to feel trusting when they see 
more armed men. And sadly, there have been incidents when intervention forces have added 
to the abuse that women face. As a result, under military intervention, it is difficult to build 
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on the role women can and do play in diffusing violent conflicts and contributing to their 
transformation. 

• Finally, military intervention signals to the local population and to the combatants that 
military action, the use of weapons, violence and the threat of violence, are legitimate 
means for conflict resolution.  

 
Civilian interventions score much better on all these counts, even though it has to be acknowledged 
that any intervention can affect the conflict situation in unforeseen ways. 
 
Despite this, the potential of more positive intervention which does not add another party to the 
conflict and which is geared towards and intended to interact with local people and to build 
capacity, is clearly the better option. 
 
For the EU to seriously develop its capacity to intervene with civilian means as the option of choice, 
it would have to make the policy commitment and then follow it up with serious capacity building. 

Early Intervention  

Conflicts are a normal part of any society. Peace is not a question of conflict prevention; it is a 
question of having conflict-resilient societies which can deal with conflicts without resorting to 
violence. 
 
Conflicts go through different stages. There is the initial phase when the conflict crystallizes, there 
is the escalation stage, there is the stage when it boils over into violence, and lastly, there is the 
post-conflict stage when peace has to be built or rebuilt.  
 
The EU, with the range of tools at its disposal, can impact on conflicts at all of these stages; and 
the earlier this happens, the more effective it is.  
 
This is not to say that the EU (or other outsiders) should not concern themselves with actual crises 
and wars when they happen; but that most of such crises and wars are predictable and avoidable. 
Therefore, more attention should be paid to the root causes of conflicts and to addressing them 
effectively and early, rather than intervening at the point of crisis, when intervention is both costly 
and dangerous and when local populations have already suffered a great deal. 

Long-Term Intervention 

Conflicts persist over many years, if not centuries. Therefore, it is hard to see how short-term 
intervention can be an effective contribution to long-term peaceful change. Diplomacy, 
development assistance, and trade are all geared towards the long-term and should all be directed 
towards sustainability. The EU has ample tools in its bag to work on these areas both directly and 
with and through Member States. What may be needed in all these areas are the following: 
 
• Coordination and coherence between different policy areas and different parts of the EU 

structures active in these fields. 
• Coordination and coherence between the EU and the Member States in all these areas both in 

Brussels, in Member State capitals and in third countries. 
 
A lack of coherence in both of these is likely to lead to lesser effectiveness than could otherwise be 
achieved. 
 
In terms of intervention in burning conflicts or crises, it is important to see both the crisis and the 
intervention as part of an ongoing situation and to define the priorities in terms of how they fit in 
with other long-term measures. 
 
There is often talk in EU circles of the longer-term measures (development assistance, for example) 
being ‘flanking measures’ to the short-term crisis intervention. We need to change our perspective 
and see this the other way round. In other words, short-term crisis intervention needs to be 
considered only when other measures cannot work and where a situation that requires crisis 
intervention is seen as a policy failure. 
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Link with development 

One of the key factors in conflict is poverty and all the problems which arise from it. This is not to 
say that poverty causes violence per se; but violent conflict can certainly contribute to poverty and 
it is a fact that many of the world’s conflicts are in the poorest countries. 
 
Addressing the root causes of conflicts, including underlying poverty issues, including unequal 
distribution of wealth at a global level, including the corruption and crime it can lead to, is a 
contribution to long-term peacebuilding work which the EU can and should be involved in. And the 
EU, as the world’s largest donor of aid, does do much in this field.  
 
Where the EU falls short of its potential is in not sufficiently recognising the need for the long-term 
engagement and the long-term coherence of all of the instruments at its disposal, as well as in its 
readiness to resort to military intervention, often in response to the demand that ‘someone should 
do something’ and because military means are available. 
 
What we need to call for, in discussion with politicians in national parliaments, national 
governments and in Brussels, is a more coherent, long-term strategy to underpin the peacebuilding 
work of the EU.  

An End to Hypocrisy  

Terrorism, and the need to do something to protect citizens from terrorist attacks have informed 
much of the debate around all policy areas in the EU and beyond during the last 5 years. 
 
What has not been addressed in political discussions (except by some grassroots movements) is the 
need to look further and to see the role of western countries in the world for what it is. 
 
The EU is not alone in calling for peace and at the same time contributing to conflict. This is not 
just because of the ever-growing differences in wealth in the world from which Europe, along with 
other industrialised countries, benefits. It is also to do with the old attitude of, ‘do as I say, not as I 
do’. Europe and others are only too ready to: 
 
• Demand that others should not have nuclear weapons, when we are not willing to give up our 

own; 
• Demand that others should not trade in arms when we do; 
• Demand that others should respect human rights when we do not; 
• Demand that others should not pollute the earth when we do. 
 
Only when Europe, European countries, and European citizens accept that peace is not cheap, not 
for us and not for anyone else, do we have a chance to make a difference.  
 
After World War II, Europeans were prepared to embark on a new and risky path; laying down 
weapons and finding other ways of resolving differences. We all need to do this once again, at a 
global level, recognising that Europe has much to contribute, in terms of experience and in terms of 
resources. We need to tread a new path. All that is needed is the political will. 
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Karel Kovanda: A View from the European Commission 
Report of Karel Kovanda’s speech from transcripts by Matt Taylor, Programme Assistant and Martina 

Weitsch, Joint Representative, QCEA 

 
Karel Kovanda, Deputy Director General in DG External Relations (RELEX) of the European 
Commission, has ‘long links’ with Friends, dating back to the time when he lived in the United 
States and attended Meeting from time to time, both in Cambridge, Massachusetts and elsewhere. 
He indicated that he has sympathy with Friends’ views.  

Peacebuilding 

 
Karel Kovanda started off by identifying the two different ways in which the concept of 
peacebuilding can be defined: a ‘broad’ sense and a ‘narrow’ sense. In the broad sense, the word 
means promoting and maintaining peace around the world, whilst in the narrow sense it is a specific 
term, enshrined in UN Peacebuilding Commission.54 
 
In the broader sense, he said: ‘The EU is, by its very existence, a peacebuilding organism on its own 
continent’.  
 
The EU started as a peacebuilding organisation, beginning with the European Coal and Steel 
Community (ECSC). The ECSC contributed to peacebuilding between Germany and France by 
regulating, harmonizing and sharing the key resources required for war-making at the time: coal and 
steel. Fifty years later, stability in western Europe remains with no inter-state conflicts since the 
establishment of the ECSC.  
 
Mr. Kovanda went on to reflect on the fact that the European ‘zone of peace’ now covers the whole 
of the continent and has the potential to go even further than that. The EU is on the road to 
embracing the different states that made up the former Yugoslavia. It is currently working with 
every country in the Balkans apart from Serbia. EU membership is ‘quite a draw’. These countries 
are now adopting a ‘European perspective.’ All these countries will be working towards membership 
in the foreseeable future. 

The European Union 

Mr. Kovanda then spent some time reflecting on the EU and its institutions in terms of their 
contribution to peace in the world. 
 
He started by saying that one key change in the EU in recent years has been enlargement – it has 
moved from the original six members (of the ECSC) to twenty-five Member States of the EU, and has 
recently become twenty-seven with the accession of Bulgaria and Romania in January 2007. 

The European Commission 

The European Commission – the EU’s ‘civil service’ has roughly 25,000 staff working for it. The 
European Commission initiates and implements EU legislation and ensures that this is also 
implemented in the Member States. 
 
The EU verifies that Member States adapt their internal governance to the ‘acqui communautaire’, 
the body of EU law agreed upon over time. The EU deals with almost every economic function of a 
government imaginable. Member States have pooled their sovereignty and handed it to the EU in 
these areas. 
 

                                                 
54 ‘This Commission deals with post-conflict peacebuilding – all that is needed to help a country move from war 
to peace. Peacekeeping is a type of operation organized around a military deployment; a peacekeeping 
operation can be a central part of a peacebuilding effort. Nation-building means different things to different 
people and is not a term used by the UN. It normally refers to a longer historical process and includes the 
building up of a national identity.’ From UN Peacebuilding Commission’s website [on-line] accessed 29 
November 2006, available at http://www.un.org/peace/peacebuilding/questions.htm  
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The European Commission deals with environment, energy, transport, fisheries and many other 
areas. All these have external dimensions, of course, although they are principally about the 
internal mechanisms of the European Union. 
 
The EU policies directed at the outside world include trade, development, humanitarian aid and 
external relations. These are also important aspects of EU policy. For example, the EU is the 
world’s largest donor of Official Development Assistance (ODA) (e.g. 55 to 60 per cent of all aid to 
Least Developed Countries (LCDs)) and this contribution makes it an important international actor). 
 
Development includes a broad spectrum of issues and concerns such as human rights, democracy, 
good governance, institution-building, poverty reduction and halting corruption. There is no 
development without security. Security and development cannot be divorced from one another. 
 
Mr. Kovanda pointed out that the recent North Korean nuclear test provided a typical, though in this 
case extreme, dilemma: do we halt humanitarian assistance in light of the acts of the North Korean 
government? Or do we continue humanitarian aid for the benefit of North Korean people? For the 
European Commission, the answer is the latter. Humanitarian aid is for the people who need it, not 
for their governments. 
 
So far, Mr. Kovanda has addressed mainly those areas of work of the EU which come under the 
heading of the so-called first pillar: the areas of Community competence, or areas where the 
Member States have pooled their sovereignty. 
 
There are two other pillars. For the purpose of this discussion, however, only this first pillar and the 
second pillar are of relevance. The second pillar includes areas where the Member States have not 
pooled sovereignty but act together through what is called the intergovernmental method. 

The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) 

 
The Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) is designed to generate EU international politico-
military clout, alongside its established economic weight.  
 
Javier Solana, the High Representative for CFSP (he holds this office as well as the office of General 
Secretary of the Council of the European Union), negotiates with, talks to, cajoles and persuades EU 
governments into reaching a European Union consensus on foreign policy issues whenever possible. 
 
However, the Member States of the Europe Union do not always agree with one another. The most 
recent example of disagreement came over the August 2005 Israeli conflict with Hezbollah in 
Lebanon. The classic example was the split in relation to the invasion of Iraq in 2003. 
 
Mr. Kovanda emphasised that a pan-European common voice is very effective. If no consensus is 
reached, there is no European voice, just the voices of the Member States. When consensus is 
reached, ‘we can, and have, acted very quickly and very effectively’, he said.  
 
He then went on to cite the examples of two recent joint actions which showed clearly the 
potential of a Common Foreign and Security Policy. 

ACEH  

Aceh is officially part of Indonesia; it is a small district in north-western Sumatra. It has suffered a 
long-running secessionist insurgency. War was interrupted by a major tsunami in late 2004. After 
extensive damage and thousands of deaths, the belligerents ‘came to their senses’, realised that 
there were more important issues at stake and began to consider peace. 
 
Former Finnish President Maarthi Aathisaari, now chairman of Crisis Management Initiative, a 
Finnish NGO working on crisis management and conflict prevention, approached the European 
Commission following the tsunami and proposed a project designed to bring the parties together in 
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order to establish a framework for peace. The Commission funded the project.55 Agreement was 
reached and this is now being implemented. A fragile peace exists. Mr. Kovanda described this as ‘a 
feather in the cap of the EU’. 
 
Why did the EU get involved with this particular project, he asked. 
 
First of all, he emphasised that there was a realistic chance of success. Secondly, there was the 
possibility of the intervention being symbolically beneficial: helping to solve the longest-running 
civil war in the largest Muslim country in the world could aid in other areas of concern. 

Border assistance in Rafah and Moldova 

In July 2005, Israel pulled its soldiers and settlers out of Gaza. The departing Israelis feared a 
greater influx of smuggled arms through the border crossing at Rafah, between Gaza and Egypt, and 
so were reluctant to open the gates and surrender control. Rafah is the only access the people of 
Gaza have to the outside world. The EU set up and staffed a border crossing point at Rafah. The 
agreement satisfied Israeli concerns by filming the crossing and beaming the pictures to Israel in 
real time, while allowing the people of Gaza freedom of movement. 
 
The EU also set up a European Union Border Assistance Mission in Moldova (EUBAM). A small team 
monitors movements and is involved in securing the Ukrainian border with the breakaway Moldovan 
region of Transnistria.  

Cooperation with the UN 

 
Reflecting on the relationship between the EU and the UN, Mr. Kovanda said that cooperation with 
the UN is very important to the EU. It provides the EU with a kind of ‘world echo chamber’. Many 
UN activities are funded by EU and Member State money. The EU is interested in internal UN 
reform. There are three areas of reform which are of primary importance: 
 
1. The Human Rights Council (which has recently replaced the UN Human Rights Commission): 

The EU assisted Secretary-General Kofi Annan in the reforms which led to this change. Mr. 
Kovanda pointed out that the EU’s efforts have been “fifty per cent successful in attempting to 
halt ‘miserable’ regimes from hijacking the group’s activities.” 

 
2. Internal UN management 
 
3. The UN Peacebuilding Commission: Mr. Kovanda represented first Czechoslovakia and then the 

Czech Republic at the UN and worked with the Security Council in the mid-1990s where he 
witnessed the ‘impotence of the organisation’ particularly in the context of Rwanda. This had a 
profound effect on him. Cooperation with the newly established UN Peacebuilding Commission 
is of the highest importance to the EU. 

 
Mr. Kovanda reflected on the need for a long-term approach. In post-conflict zones, such as 
Rwanda, the international community must remain in the country ‘for a good ten years’, he said, to 
halt a slide back into conflict. East Timor is another example. The UN Peacebuilding Commission is 
intended to assist states until they can govern themselves. The UN Peacebuilding Commission’s work 
in East Timor and Burundi began recently. 
 

                                                 
55 This was done in the context of the Rapid Reaction Mechanism, a budget under the control of the European 
Commission (Pillar 1) for quick interventions in conflict areas to restabilise the situation enough to allow other 
Pillar 1 instruments such as development to be effective again. Replaced in 2007 by the Stability Instrument 
(Ed.) 
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Carne Ross: Diplomacy in the 21st century – Some Challenges 
 
Carne Ross, founder and Director of Independent Diplomat, was appointed as one of seven Joseph Rowntree 
Visionaries in 2005.  

 
This report of his speech at the conference was written from several participants’ notes  

by Martina Weitsch, Joint Representative, QCEA 

Some Personal Reflections 

Carne Ross was a UK diplomat until he resigned from the Foreign Office in September 2004. This was 
the end of a highly successful career which he had dreamed of since boyhood. "At quite a young 
age," he recalled in his talk to the conference, "I realised that I was fascinated by ‘abroad’. I 
decided quite early on that I was going to become a diplomat, and was very discouraged by 
everybody saying it was incredibly difficult and that only very clever people became diplomats." 
 
He joined the Foreign Office fast track on graduating from Exeter University aged twenty-two and 
soon made his mark. He served in Bonn, in London on the Middle East peace process and later in the 
UK mission to the UN where, from 1998 to 2002, he was the UK's top Iraq diplomat at the UN, 
drafting many of the UK-sponsored resolutions.  
 
He told us with some passion of the process of his dream turning to dust. He described his job of 
finding ways to justify the UK position on sanctions and later the war against Iraq. He told us about 
the small groups of diplomats – appointed as experts on Iraq, even though some, like him, did not 
speak Arabic and had not been to Iraq themselves – who would develop that policy on the basis of 
what they thought might be a good way to progress – without ever hearing what the people affected 
by those decisions might have to say about them. 
 
In a recent article in The Financial Times he said: ‘It was, of course, a complex story that we 
managed to divide into two distinct and opposing narratives. The atmosphere between the 
delegations on the Security Council was aggressive and adversarial, as it remained until - and after - 
the invasion. Political divisions were allowed to degenerate into personal animosities. The Council, 
its chambers and corridors became a diplomatic battle zone where the more we fought, the more 
we entrenched our positions into competing blacks and whites. Thus were we able to obscure the 
more complex, deeper and more important truth, perhaps even the truth.’56 
 
He went on to say that he did not feel proud of his own role in this and that he recognizes the 
damage that was done to the Iraqi civilian population.  
 
The process of leaving the Foreign Office, of leaving behind a dream career, was not an easy one. 
Having been given responsibility for Afghanistan after 11 September 2001 and having spent time in 
Kabul just after the invasion, this experience, too, contributed to his disillusionment with what 
could be achieved. Reflecting on this in an interview with The Guardian he said: ‘The allies didn't 
understand Afghanistan, didn't have sufficient forces on the ground, were trapped in their fortified 
compounds, were naive about the willingness of the warlords to cede power, and were far too 
optimistic in their belief that opium production could be curtailed.’57 
 
He then took a sabbatical to study at the New School in New York. The subject he studied was 
knowledge – or to be more precise, the limits of knowledge. He wanted to think through the 
questions of: 
 
• What is it that we know? 
• How do we know what we know? 
• How can we make policy on the basis of what we know? 

                                                 
56 Carne Ross, War Stories, Financial Times, 28 January 2005, accessed 10 November 2006, available at 
http://www.casi.org.uk/analysis/2004/msg00560.html  
57 In: Stephen Ross, Diplomat at large, The Guardian, 20 June 2005, accessed 10 November 2006, available at 
http://politics.guardian.co.uk/interviews/story/0,,1510368,00.html  
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After this, and a secondment to the UN in Kosovo, he brought his career in the Foreign Office to an 
end by giving secret, written evidence to the Butler enquiry. Apart from telling the enquiry what he 
knew about the evidence on the subject of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), which was 
essentially that the Iraqis had failed to give a full account of the disposal of their WMD – they had 
some left but not much and in Ross’ words “the 45-minute stuff was ridiculous.”58 He also told the 
enquiry what, in his view, were the alternatives to the war in Iraq. At least one alternative would 
have been to deprive Saddam Hussein of his sources of illegal revenue. 

Diplomacy in the 21st Century – What is wrong? 

Having given us an overview of how he came to be where he is now, he went on to describe what he 
feels is systematically wrong with diplomacy. There are, he indicated, 5 broad areas to consider: 
 
1. Reach of Diplomacy 
 
Diplomacy covers more and more of our daily lives (food standards, the environment, health and 
safety issues, labour, terrorism, and migration to name but a few). Why is that so? Simply, because 
more and more of the decisions in these and many other policy areas are made at international, 
multilateral, or regional levels where the negotiations are done by diplomats and there is less 
debate at parliamentary level. (The EU is an example of this where some issues are decided on with 
the involvement of the European Parliament but even in those areas, the position of the Council of 
the European Union is negotiated and worked out by diplomats. That position is an important – and 
in some areas the only important - aspect of the decision). An unaccountable, anonymous, small, 
elite group of people, who are protected from public attention and speak a language which is 
incomprehensible to the public at large, determine policy affecting more and more of the daily lives 
of more and more people. 
 
2. Remoteness of Diplomacy 
 
The corollary of this is that the decisions are made increasingly at a greater distance from the 
people affected. Decisions are taken at UN, at EU, at WTO levels and ordinary citizens of the 
countries participating (and many of countries that do not or cannot participate) are neither aware 
of nor involved in any of these processes. 
 
3. The Lack of Feedback Mechanisms 
 
Karl Popper, an Austrian philosopher, postulated the assertion that ‘no one can know other people’s 
needs and reality, so no government policy can be fully right’. The only solution to this problem is 
to have democracy, an open society which allows for changes in policy in the light of changing 
perceptions of people’s needs and realities. Democratic processes provide a feedback mechanism to 
decision-makers through the ballot box from the people affected by the decisions made. 
 
When decisions are made remotely by unaccountable diplomats in international or multilateral fora, 
particularly when those decisions are made about policy which will affect third countries and their 
populations, then that feedback mechanism is missing. 
 
Worse still, where policies are made in relation to third countries lacking their own democratic 
structures, there is no way of knowing what the people in those countries think because their 
governments (and the views of their governments) are not representative of their populations and 
therefore are no guide to policy-making either. 
 
An example which Ross quoted was Kosovo, where the UN administration is completely remote from 
and unaccountable to the local population, and where the local people and the locally elected 
politicians are not even able to be present at meetings when the future of their country is 
discussed. Often, the officials put in place by the UN in that situation rotate frequently so that any 
local knowledge or any sensitivity to local views is lost. 
 

                                                 
58 ibid. 
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4. Diplomacy is Dominated by ‘State’ Thinking 
 

The diplomats who make these decisions, who develop policies, think in terms of ‘states’. Key 
assumptions are that states are necessary to avoid anarchy and disorder, that the interests of states 
can be defined and negotiated at an international level and that the interest of the state is 
synonymous with the interests of its citizens. 
 
For diplomats, it is gratifying to think of themselves as defending the interests of their state, their 
people. It allows a self image of diplomats as ‘the good guys’, to see diplomacy in terms of ‘us’ and 
‘them’ and the justified sense that ‘they’ ought to see things the same way ‘we’ do. 
 
This mode of thinking allows for ‘essentialism’, for ‘reductionism’ and for seeing things only from 
one perspective – from ‘our’ perspective, the ‘right’ perspective. 
 
Finally, this ‘state’ thinking also supports the view that states have the right to go to war to defend 
their interests. 

 
5. The Pact of Irresponsibility 
 
This way of thinking is perpetuated by a Pact of Irresponsibility on our part. The population, people, 
us, think let ‘them’, the government, take care of the problem.  
 
We know that the government lied to us (that is – UK citizens) regarding the Iraq war; but they were 
re-elected despite that. Those in the population who do care and who do want to do something 
about it feel powerless to influence the decisions. We allow ourselves to pursue our causes with 
either ineffective means (demonstrations, writing letters to MPs and MEPs) or through trivialising 
symbolic actions (attending the Live 8 concert whilst the decision-makers make decisions behind 
closed doors in Gleneagles).  
 
His own analysis of these issues and the fact that he felt that he could no longer work for the UK 
government meant that Ross faced some very difficult decisions – what to do with his life next? He 
had dreamed of being a diplomat, it was what he wanted to do, but he could no longer pursue a 
traditional approach to that role. 
 
The fact that he had recognised that there were people and peoples who did not have a seat at the 
table when their fate was being decided, who did not have the capacity or resources to fill that seat 
even if they had one, and who lacked the knowledge of how to fill that seat effectively when they 
were able to do so, led him to develop the concept of independent diplomacy. 

Independent Diplomat 

Ross founded ‘Independent Diplomat’ (ID), a unique new non-profit venture in the world of 
international relations, diplomacy and conflict prevention. Its website states: 

• ID’s aim is to resolve or prevent conflict by enabling disadvantaged and marginalised 
actors to engage effectively in diplomatic processes. 

• ID offers an independent and confidential source of advice and assistance on diplomatic 
technique and strategy to governments, international institutions, non-governmental 
organisations and political groups in areas of conflict or potential conflict.  

• We provide clear, practical and effective advice and assistance to those facing 
unfamiliar and complex international and political challenges.  

• Independent Diplomat is a private not-for-profit company, registered in the UK. ID is an 
independent organisation, not connected to any government or international 
institution.59 

 
He gave us three examples of his current work: 
 

                                                 
59 Independent Diplomat Website – Homepage [on-line], accessed 10 November 2006, available at 
http://www.independentdiplomat.com/  
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1. Kosovo 
 

Kosovo has been a protectorate under UN administration since 1999. The future constitutional 
status of Kosovo is the subject of UN-led negotiations involving the government of Serbia (nominally 
Serbia has sovereignty over Kosovo), the ‘Kosovo Provisional Institutions of Self Government’, and 
the International Contact Group (composed of the US, the UK, France, Germany, Italy and Russia). 
UN Special Envoy Martti Ahtisaari (former President of Finland and founding Chair of Crisis 
Management Initiative) leads this process. 
 
Independent Diplomat ‘has a major contract with the government and multi-party negotiating team 
of Kosovo to advise on and assist with Kosovo's participation in the final status process under UN 
Special Envoy Martti Ahtisaari. This involves advice on negotiating strategy, assistance with the 
preparation of position papers and help with the Prime Minister's and President’s overseas visits and 
speeches.’60 
 

 

Map from: 61 

 

                                                 
60 Ibid. 
61 The University of Texas, PCL Map Collection [on-line], accessed 16 March 2007, available at: 
http://www.lib.utexas.edu/maps/kosovo.html  
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2 Somaliland 
 
Location of Somaliland Map of Somaliland showing its regions 

 
 
  

 
Map of Somalia  

 

Somaliland is an unrecognized de facto sovereign 
state located in north-west Somalia in the Horn of 
Africa. In May 1991, it declared itself an independent 
republic. The area encompasses roughly the region 
between Ethiopia, Djibouti, Puntland, Gulf of Aden 
and the former Italian Somaliland, an area of about 
137,600 square kilometres (53,128 sq mi). The capital 
of Somaliland is Hargeisa.62 
 

 
ID is supporting the government of Somaliland, a home-grown democracy in one of the poorest and 
most troubled regions of Africa, with the development of its diplomacy. Somaliland's primary 
diplomatic objective is recognition of its reconstitution in 1991 as an independent state within the 
same borders it enjoyed on independence from Great Britain in 1960, before it joined with its 
former Italian-ruled neighbour to form Somalia.63 
 
 

                                                 
62 Wikipedia [on-line], Somaliland, accessed 16 March 2007, available at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Somaliland  
63 Independent Diplomat, ibid. 
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3 Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic  
 
 

 

The Sahrawi Arab Democratic 
Republic is a largely unrecognised 
de facto state that does not 
currently control the majority of its 
claimed territory, the former 
Spanish colony of Western Sahara. It 
was proclaimed in 1976 by the 
Polisario Front. Currently, Morocco 
administers the majority of the 
territory as its Southern Provinces; 
the rest is controlled by the Sahrawi 
Arab Democratic Republic as the 
Free Zone. 64 
 
 

 
ID's latest contract is with the Saharawi Arab Democratic Republic. ID is assisting SADR's diplomatic 
effort to end the thirty-year Moroccan occupation of Western Sahara.65  

Conclusions 

Carne Ross has come to his own conclusions about where this leaves him – but where does it leave 
the rest of us?  
 
He challenged us to overcome our own sense of powerlessness. He called upon us to learn more 
about the world around us from sources other than the normal mainstream media which are 
dominated by what governments want us to know. The internet now allows us to know much more 
independently. 
 
He reflected on the paucity of press coverage of international news in today’s mainstream press – 
and he includes here the broadsheets. One of the reasons is that the media have fewer and fewer 
reporters in the field – they phone the embassies for the day’s news. And thus, all the headlines are 
about the same story – the story the government wants to put out today. 
 
NGOs are an alternative source of information and news. Organisations such as Crisis Group 
(www.crisisgroup.org) have people on the ground in many parts of the world who do report from a 
more critical point of view. 
 
He challenged us to find more effective ways to act – when we have written to our MP and our MEP, 
do we follow up the response? Do we check that they have done what they have promised? 
 
In response to his questions we were left wondering exactly how we can contribute to bring about 
change – but we did feel called to try. 
 

                                                 
64 Wikipedia [on-line], Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic, accessed 16 March 2007, available at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sahrawi_Arab_Democratic_Republic  
65 Independent Diplomat, ibid. 
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Alan Pleydell: Giving Meaning to ‘Never Again’ - The International 
Responsibility to Protect  

Alan Pleydell, Quaker Peace and Social Witness  
 

At the UN General Assembly in September 2006, the issue of what to do about Darfur was once 
again much talked about, but again with no clear result. There would neither be a UN intervention 
of 22,000 troops as called for by the US and UK (though not with their own forces) and agreed to in 
principle by the Security Council, nor the withdrawal of the current African Union force of 7,000, at 
least until the end of December 2006. The uneasy stalemate means that the civilian population of 
Darfur will continue to suffer and die appallingly, whilst fighting between the Sudanese government 
and a variety of so-called rejectionist factions continues, but that in the short-term, even larger-
scale catastrophe may be averted. So far, Sudan has consented to a weak force with a degree of 
continental legitimacy, which, though it has had some dampening effect, has not really hampered 
its own support to its proxies: the Janjaweed militias. It has not consented to what it depicts as 
thinly veiled superpower intervention to undermine or grab its resources and sovereignty. Given the 
known Chinese position, and indeed the American one, for all the posturing, there will not, for the 
moment, be a mandatory UN intervention without Sudanese consent.  
 
In this talk I do not in the end come to a clear view as to what ought to be done about Darfur. Some 
agencies I profoundly respect and support, such as Amnesty International, have called for much 
more robust intervention in the form of military interposition, either by the African Union or the 
UN. I am personally highly sympathetic but at the same time increasingly aware of insufficiently 
explored moral as well as practical costs. I have been attempting to come to some clearer sense of 
the whole general subject particularly over the last two years. I think I am getting somewhat closer 
to a broad understanding of the issues and I present that provisionally in what follows. Yet what to 
do in particular, when situations have already deteriorated to the level that they have and the 
particular question of how Quakers ought to respond in a helpful way continues to be troublesome 
and elusive. It goes to the very root of dilemmas and differences amongst us about what we Quakers 
understand by the demands on us of our Peace Testimony – whether as individuals, corporately, as 
citizens or as contributors to governmental or intergovernmental discussions.  
 
To nail my own colours to the mast, where genocide is concerned I have always been much more of 
an interventionist than not. Yet I am personally troubled by the difficulty of the very attempt to 
apply what I think are my principles with any kind of consistency, and by a growing and uneasy 
awareness not only of the moral costs of not acting, but of the systemic implications for 
perpetuating a violent world and its paraphernalia of purporting to intervene for the best, even if 
extremely cautiously. I think that these implications may be far broader for the perpetuation and 
growth of a militarised world than I have allowed. Personally, I find myself perplexed by the acute 
contrast between the cooperative world of backing for multilateral diplomacy through the UN 
presumed in most writings on R2P66, which I will come to, and the actual hard reality of world 
alliances and politics. Whilst the UK and US governments support internationally UN coordinated 
intervention in Darfur, they claim a free hand for their own activities in Iraq and Afghanistan and 
apparently see no contradiction. On the other hand, they were absolutely opposed to an early 
ceasefire or UN intervention in Lebanon this summer and have disregarded any number of UN 
resolutions on Palestine – and again apparently see no contradiction. We may work long-term for a 
more commonly upheld international understanding of the proper scope and limits of our interest in 
one another's so-called internal affairs. At the same time, we have to recognise that in practice and 
in the short-term, what is sauce for the goose is definitely not sauce for the gander; wherever we 
look, we see the demands of our apparent principles applied selectively. That may or may not 
simply be the consequence of living in a morally difficult and messy world – it could also be the sign 
of a measure of hypocrisy – whether we are for intervention or against it. Whatever the demands of 
humanitarian concern, they are always accompanied by geostrategic considerations as well and 
some of them may be legitimate. What deters the US from pressing its case in Sudan, despite what 
it says, is the knowledge that the Sudanese government is diplomatically and economically 

                                                 
66 R2P is the abbreviation commonly used for the concept and doctrine of a ‘Responsibility to Protect’ as 
postulated by the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) in its report to the 
UN. Available at: http://www.iciss.ca/menu-en.asp  
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supported by China, as well as by India and Pakistan – and the knowledge that the Sudanese 
government also knows this. 
 
These problems and situations are perennial. Wholesale abuse of civil populations on largely racist 
grounds by whoever has power over them in a particular territory is centuries and even millennia 
old. The growth of universalist human rights claims since the defeat of fascism in 1945 has brought 
this to the fore as a matter of world attention as part of the general spread of humanitarian ideals 
within politics. Human rights were largely submerged as an issue during the stalemate of the Cold 
War. They became a very prominent feature of the international system with the break-up of the 
Cold War system, coinciding with a huge rise in ethno-national claims in many parts of the world 
and a correspondingly huge rise in the uninhibited disposition to deal with ethnically defined 
opponents by simply obliterating them from the face of the earth - in Europe, Africa and South-East 
Asia – as well as a corresponding deep attack on the very notion of the citizen-based democratic 
state – almost universal in theory but deeply compromised in practice.  
 
However, following the UN’s institutional shame over its failure to avert the massacres in Rwanda in 
1994, and Srebrenica in 1995, there really has been some concerted international effort to rewrite 
the rules of engagement in such situations and to be clearer about the scope for helpful action. This 
is what I will concentrate on in the remainder of my talk. What is the thinking on such action, and 
how should Quakers engage with it? Specifically, the focus has been on severe abuses of power 
within state borders, and on finding ways to modify the legal and political immunity of governments 
from international interference on the grounds of sovereign independence. How is the ‘international 
community’ to become more skilled at involvement in state-internal conflicts which are close to the 
potential for massacre, or have already got there? And doing so in ways which are genuinely helpful 
rather than engaging in forms of intervention, particularly invasions, which carry the highest danger 
of making everything a great deal worse? This subject now goes under the general rubric of the 
International ‘Responsibility to Protect’ – or R2P for short. 
 
The fundamental principles of R2P were first spelt out in the Canadian government sponsored 
Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty of September 2001.67 
This document was overshadowed at the time by the events of 9/11, but the issues it raised are re-
emerging now as central to the maintenance of international order. They were taken up again and 
reiterated by the High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change convened by Kofi Annan which 
reported in December 2004, again in Kofi Annan’s own report of March 2005 on UN reform, In Larger 
Freedom68, and finally in the outcome document of the September 2005 UN World Summit – the 
most general and authoritative pronouncement.  
 
Some of the main elements, or ‘precautionary principles’, of the emerging doctrine are a reworking 
in modern conditions of 'just war principles'. They spell out, in terms of the legal norms that are 
already present in the UN Charter, minimum conditions which must be satisfied before any kind of 
‘last resort’ military intervention may be contemplated.  
 
They are: 
• Just cause: Military intervention for human protection is justified to halt or avert large scale 

loss of life, actual or apprehended, with genocidal intent or not, which is the product of 
either deliberate state neglect or inability to act, a failed state situation, or large scale 
“ethnic cleansing” actual or apprehended, whether carried out by killing, forced expulsion, 
acts of terror or rape. 

• Right intention: The primary purpose of military intervention must be to halt or avert human 
suffering.  

• Last resort: Military intervention can only be legally justified when every non-military option 
for the prevention or peaceful resolution of the crisis has been explored with reasonable 
grounds for believing lesser measures would not have succeeded. 

• Proportional means: The scale, duration and intensity of the planned military option for the 
prevention or peaceful resolution of the crisis has been explored, with reasonable grounds for 
believing lesser measures would not have succeeded. 

                                                 
67 Available at: http://www.iciss.ca/menu-en.asp  
68 Available at: http://www.un.org/largerfreedom/contents.htm   
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• Reasonable prospects: There must be a reasonable chance of success in halting or averting 
the suffering which has justified the intervention, with the consequences of action not likely 
to be worse than the consequences of inaction. 

 
The ‘Responsibility to Protect’ also embraces three specific responsibilities: 
 
A. The responsibility to prevent: to address both the root causes and direct causes of internal 

conflict and other man-made crises that put populations at risk.  
B. The responsibility to react: to respond to situations of compelling human need with 

appropriate measures, which may include coercive measures like sanctions and international 
prosecution, and in extreme cases military intervention.  

C. The responsibility to rebuild: to provide, particularly after a military intervention, full 
assistance with recovery, reconstruction and reconciliation, addressing the causes of the harm 
the intervention was designed to halt or avert. 

 
In one sense the Summit Declaration69 represents a landmark, as it was the first time that R2P was 
simultaneously and universally endorsed by the UN member states. In my belief it is a great 
achievement, but where does this leave us in practical terms?  
 
The precautionary principles are intended to set stringent conditions for the collective authorisation 
of external military intervention against the will of a recalcitrant government, to stop or avert a 
huge loss of life within the territory under that government’s jurisdiction. The particular 
achievement of the Summit document is to link these conditions to an explicit responsibility 
incumbent on all governments to protect their own populations. 
 
However, a major problem with ‘last resort thinking’ (as with ‘worst-case scenario thinking’), is 
that it carries the risk of precipitating us towards actualising the ‘last resort’ option, even in 
conditions short of the worst, and of numbing the potential for thinking through and practising 
alternatives.  
 
Yet the primary intent of R2P is avowedly preventive – to help bring into being a recognized 
international norm and practice of protection which allows preventive and ameliorative influence 
short of coercive measures to be brought to bear in critical situations. It is also to create more solid 
spheres within which preventive work can be allowed and done cooperatively well in advance of 
tipping the critical balance towards genocidal disaster.  
 
The key question then becomes, how to give real credibility to the declaratory intention to develop 
a form of preventative diplomacy that would mean that, in practice, the ‘last resort’ was 
decreasingly resorted to? ‘Last resort’ principles are, in my view, an unfortunately necessary, if 
contradictory, part of the mix in the world as we find it. The central point is to keep the threat of 
coercion in the background in order to develop and maintain space for preventive and remedial 
intervention which can make itself felt and be increasingly relied on. [But that also means 
demonstrating a parallel and genuine commitment to general disarmament in the longer-term]. 
Above all, keeping threat in the background means developing a culture of consent and willingness 
on the part of governments to engage – both those inside and those outside of the area where there 
is an imminent threat of abuse occurring, or already taking place. 
 
I think that a helpful analogy here is the development of child protection law over the last fifty 
years or so in moderately democratic countries. The situation used to be, and still is in practice in 
many places, that cases of domestic violence, against children as well as women, could not be 
touched by the law because of a legal and social convention that what went on behind the closed 
doors of the household was essentially a private matter.  
 
This compares directly with our inherited international doctrine of the sovereign independence of 
states. In domestic practice we are managing to do things somewhat better now - how has this 
change been achieved? The family was also conceived of as a legally inviolable sphere of collective 
privacy. It was widely feared by some that to breach its hard boundaries was to call into question 

                                                 
69 United Nations, 2005 World Summit Outcome, accessed 17 March 2007, available at: 
http://www.un.org/summit2005/presskit/fact_sheet.pdf  
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the primacy of the family as a valued and natural unit of social organisation. Yet what has occurred 
step by step within family law, by judicial interpretation and the expansion of case law, is the 
gradual supplanting of the idea of the sovereign inviolability of the family (or the rights of the 
invariably male head of household within that structure) with the primacy of the rights and interests 
of the child. 
 
The main thrust of the effort behind this change of understanding and convention has been to 
maintain and develop the primacy of the family as the key unit of social organisation, by consent 
and cultural development, from a sphere of forceful relationships to one of care and nurture. So, 
ultimately, with the local and regional self-organisation of human populations (ideally within 
democratic states). The responsibility of governments to protect their citizens is directly analogous 
to the responsibility of parents to feed, nurture, protect and develop their children. In practice, the 
primary object of changing the law was not to criminalise more parents, throw them into jail and 
their children into institutional ‘care’, but to create and expand the space for the acceptance of 
help – from friends, social workers, trainers and so on – in cases where the balance within the family 
has gone seriously adrift and violence and threat rule. This objective rests on a root belief and hope 
in the human potential and desire – even if sometimes hidden – for doing things better, and in an 
easier way, however difficult that may be at the outset. It is very close to the central Quaker 
commitment to answering that of God in all. Given the world as it is - how in practice are we going 
to get there? 
 
The paradox is that the earlier and less official the intervention – and the more it is understood as 
fundamentally friendly – the more likely it is to be received without protest or forceful resistance, 
even if it takes place within a socially maintained expectation of compliance. Ultimately, it is a 
balancing act. The legal change, if skilfully handled, creates the space for a more relaxed stance on 
either side and results in a greater willingness on the part of those who are the subject of 
intervention to accept external interest and ‘good offices’. The family gets to stay together; the 
country avoids invasion.  
 
One may argue that the Sudanese government is completely cynical in resisting intervention. Part of 
its argument is that the UN is a tool of western powers and sectional interests. The government is 
fighting a war against those it conceives as rebels and they are also fighting it – there are currently 
at least six 'rejectionist' armed groups involved. This is taking place within a political context, it is 
not merely massacring the civilian population. A compromise position over Darfur that might be 
explored here would be not giving way to a UN force, but instead greatly expanding the African 
Union force with UN backing.  
 
For Quakers and other pacifists, the pill to swallow, if to accept a greater African Union presence, is 
that it means toying with the military in a deterrent or 'policing' guise, distinct from overt offence, 
and that means accepting the existence of the military for these purposes with all that implies. At 
the same time, it might give some psychological and real basis to a claim by the Sudanese 
government that it was accepting assistance rather than yielding to a conspiracy of international 
subversion.  
 
The hopeful side of what has happened at the UN early this autumn, however feeble this may sound 
to those who demand 'action now', is that the parties are still (just about) talking. A major problem 
with the current situation is the not wholly unreasonable perception in Khartoum and elsewhere 
that the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ easily becomes a cloak for the 'war on terror', which itself 
remains a further cloak for a far from innocent hegemonic strategy, itself a cloak for a righteous 
'clash between civilisations' driven by right-wing millennialists who have no real concern for the 
protection of anyone apart from their own clients and are quite happy to bring on the apocalypse. 
 
Clearly if resort to the ultimate sanction – splitting the family, or invading a country – were to 
become a commonplace norm, this would undermine the whole basis of social and political life. A 
world of ever more numerous foster care homes or of post-invasion international protectorates 
defeats the object, can be simply unsustainable in its own terms and lead to wholesale anarchy, 
part of what we are witnessing in Iraq and Afghanistan right now.  
 
My belief is that on balance the more there is a culture and developed practice of allowed good 
offices, the less likely it is that situations will deteriorate to the point where military intervention is 
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required to prevent massacre. That does not in my mind rule out the possibility that a well 
resourced, fully authorised and shared international military intervention might in some dire 
situations save many lives without leading to worse consequences later on. However, the 
precautionary principles would have to be universally applied to all relevant cases with total and 
honest rigour and consistency, and in current circumstances they simply are not.  
 
I think that there is in R2P a logic of ameliorative strategy which if developed consistently could 
lead to a shift in balance towards a growing worldwide consent to earlier interventions understood 
as helpful, a lesser reliance on threat and the use of force, and ultimately a lesser reliance on 
armaments in general. 
 
Internationally, I do not think there is yet any very clear forward strategy for R2P. One outcome of 
the Summit has been the appointment last May of a new UN Advisory Committee on Genocide 
Prevention. The seven-member Committee will provide guidance and support to the work of the 
Secretary-General’s Special Adviser on the Prevention of Genocide. I hope that this institution will 
develop along the lines of the OSCE work on National Minorities carried out so effectively by Max 
van der Stoel as High Commissioner in the 1990s – friendly good offices with the coercive potential 
kept well in the background, but ultimately backed by awareness that non-cooperation could lead 
to the imposition of sanctions of various kinds. 
 
I think that our job as Quakers, and the job of civil society and NGOs, is persistently to help flesh 
out the arguments on both sides of intervention versus non-intervention debates always towards the 
direction of less violent outcomes, both systematically and in the particular. At the same time we 
must contribute vigorously, from our knowledge on the ground, to constructing the architecture, 
institutions and normative practices of disinterested international assistance to states chronically 
riven by internal factions. That also means contributing towards making a reality of disinterest by 
backing multilateralism at every turn rather than supporting the claim to moral or civilisational 
superiority which has so appallingly marred the rhetoric and practice of western governments in 
recent years. We must help tip the balance towards a general acceptance of the proposition that 
external involvement and even intervention in some form is legitimate when governments fail in 
their minimum obligations to protect their citizens, and that the acceptance of advice and good 
offices is likely to result in a decreasing reliance on the last resort of military intervention. But in 
turn, and here is the rub (and the circularity of the argument), good offices are only likely to be 
accepted if they are credibly perceived as genuinely 'good'; in other words: genuinely disinterested. 
Going around claiming that you are good by definition, as has been the style of recent US and UK 
governments is likely to thoroughly discourage such a perception. When questions of good offices 
are at stake, it is surely necessary to have a mind to who is likely to be seen as sufficiently 
disinterested to perform them, and under what circumstances. 
 
I want to end by emphasising that there is great moral risk on both sides of this debate and by 
listing some of the hazards on each. 'Doing nothing' carries great moral risks, but so also does 'doing 
something' if that only means putting all our eggs in the basket of dangerous, last-minute rescue 
attempts rather than also in the deep structures of an international politics. The latter will 
genuinely discourage sectarianism and genocide and in the longer-term through a consistent and 
transparent commitment to real parity of esteem amongst the whole of the human species.  
 
Difficulties with the pacifist position: 
 
• There may, in truth, be no (immediate) response to the worst ongoing or escalating abuses, 

apart from 'hand-wringing'. 
• If not backed by any kind of action, it may appear to condone and reward the attackers, as 

well as leave them a free hand. 
• Claiming or presuming, as we sometimes lazily do, 'that there are always alternatives', has to 

be backed by their detailed exploration, exposition and development in tough environments.  
• In accepting state coercion, albeit by minimalist methods, by police within our own countries, 

the legitimate restraint, arrest and removal from effective power of dangerous abusers, and 
refusal to be involved in the same manner in the international sphere may simply appear 
hypocritical. 
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• In response to ongoing and escalating crises, it appears shameful to advocate to those that 
have the effective power to act (states or the UN), that they only stand aside when rescue or 
prevention might easily be feasible at little cost (the Dallaire position70). 

• Using Humanitarianism (even-handed aid) as a purported alternative also aids the perceived 
attackers, whilst leaving them to continue exploiting their strategic advantage and killing at 
will. 

• International sanctions (even so-called smart sanctions) and arms embargoes can wind up 
worsening the situations of the worst victims, e.g. Bosnia, Iraq. 

• Remaining absolutely consistent with non-violent principles may (empirically) be at the cost 
of a more violent world. 

 
Difficulties with 'humanitarian' interventionism: 
 
• Recognition of an obligation to protect breaches of the fundamental principles of nonviolence to 

which many, including Quakers, are committed, without any promise of a capacity to develop 
matters to the point where a ‘handback’ of power to viable local government is feasible or safe 
for the local population. 

• To be successful, an intervention against the will of an intervenee must be unequivocal and 
decisive – otherwise it will get inextricably bogged down (this contradicts the central idea in 
R2P and much strategising that involvement should only be 'proportional'). 

• Intervention implies a willingness to engage in tactical and strategic pre-emption if it is judged 
that nothing else will work. 

• Interventions may not be technically feasible in all cases.  
• International compromise of the authority of existing governments carries the supposition that 

there are alternative sources of continuing state power to be developed. 
• Even with the best will in the world, things may not go as predicted. 
• Withdrawal may be forced by extraneous circumstances – political or economic – leaving a worse 

mess than before. 
• Early Intervention presumes that prevention deterrence works and does not have wider moral or 

practical consequences. In other words, putting a stop to an abuse without permanently 
incapacitating or reforming the abuser invites resumption of the abuse once the intervener's 
forces are withdrawn or their back is turned. 

• In allowing the use of even one tank regiment, or whatever other form of interposition is 
alleged to be capable of quieting, averting or deterring a genocidal build-up (the Dallaire 
position), we also allow the back-up position of unending escalation to the point where the 
abuser capitulates, disarms and is rendered harmless for the future. 

• Either early involvement and good offices works, in which case stand-down and de-escalation 
towards 'normalisation' may be attempted, or it does not, which may call for stronger and more 
coercive methods – a quagmire or abandonment of a deeply worsened situation. 

• Claiming that armed force for protection purposes could ever be strictly kept under 
international control may be self-contradictory. Allowing any form of intervention, even if 
under strict international controls and policing, also implies willing the full panoply of means to 
enable it. That means, however provisionally, willing the continuation of armies, an arms trade, 
training to kill (in the last resort) etc. and a degree of possibly attendant escalating 
militarisation within society – or many societies. It means someone, somewhere, holding the 
legitimised upper hand. The full systemic implications of this may be considered worse than 
standing aside and allowing massacre to proceed.  

 

                                                 
70 Senator Romeo Dallaire was the Canadian general in charge of UN forces in Rwanda in 1994. 
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Workshops  

Introduction to Workshop Section 

We provided space in the conference at three different times for participants to break into smaller 
groups to focus on specific themes. We planned the workshops to cover a range of Quaker and 
related work both at grassroots and advocacy level, in Europe and elsewhere. 
 
The following is a report of most of the workshops which took place during the weekend. We have 
indicated in a short introductory box how the text about each workshop was generated in order to 
provide the necessary background for readers who did not participate in the conference.  

Responsibility to Protect – Workshop Leader: Jack Patterson  

 

Jack Patterson provided this background note on the issues he covered in this workshop after the 
event. Jack Patterson was the Director of the Quaker United Nations Office (QUNO), New York until 
2005 and was asked by the American Friends Service Committee to work on the question of how 
Quakers might respond to the doctrine of the ‘Responsibility to Protect’. 

 
Jack Patterson described the recent trends since the end of the Cold War that have given rise to 
renewed interest in ‘humanitarian intervention’ in situations like Rwanda and Bosnia, that is to say, 
interest in military intervention for humanitarian justifications. The initial optimism in the early 
1990s that UN peacebuilding and peacekeeping could limit the occurrence and destructiveness of 
conflict in the future had, by the mid-1990s, shifted to growing pessimism in the face of ‘failed 
states’ in Africa and elsewhere, and subsequent massive violations of human rights. 
 
The call for military intervention evolved into the argument for the ‘Responsibility to Protect’ (R2P) 
which made a much broader appeal for peacemaking and peacebuilding at all stages of conflict and 
asserted a "Responsibility to Prevent, a Responsibility to Respond, and a Responsibility to Rebuild." 
While most Friends are comfortable with the first and last, it is the ‘Responsibly to Respond’ that 
has proven a stumbling block as it is based on ‘just war’ criteria which, if fulfilled, still reserve 
armed intervention as a ‘last resort’. 
 
Friends will appreciate that the primary focus of R2P is on governments and intergovernmental 
institutions like the UN to respond earlier to threats that arise rather than waiting until it is too late 
for non-military options to work. It is governments, after all, who have the greatest leverage on 
other governments to respect their own citizens and it is governments who have been most 
reluctant to intervene in the internal affairs of other states. Often that reluctance appears to be as 
much a function of narrowly defined national self-interest, or lack of it, than of respect for 
sovereignty rights of states. 
 
Patterson reviewed the problems and dilemmas he has found during the year in interviews with 
Friends active on these issues and summarized each one in terms of the problems each presents 
Friends. They are as follows: 
 
1) Sovereignty vs. intervention? Does intervention in the internal affairs of states not violate one 

of the central guarantees enshrined in the UN Charter? How do we make the case for 
intervention to stop genocide and uphold one of the most basic protections smaller and weaker 
states have against the incursions of the powerful? Yet will the failure to intervene in extreme 
situations not lead to massive crimes? 

2) Blue Helmets or khaki? Traditional blue-helmeted UN peacekeeping seems increasingly to be 
replaced by khaki-helmeted regular armed military forces. What do Friends do when the line is 
blurred between keeping negotiated and agreed upon peace terms and intervention when there 
is no agreement or peace to keep? 

3) Persuasion or force? What do we do when efforts to persuade shift to the use of force and 
violence? Protect people or principles? What is most important? Protecting vulnerable people 
from genocide or sustaining a commitment to non-violence and the Peace Testimony? 
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4) Neutrality or solidarity? Options or illusions? Confronting evil or transforming enemies? Are 
Friends obliged to ‘shake hands with the devil’? Are we ourselves already so complicit in 
creating the problem and so limited in our capacities to offer real solutions that we are obliged 
to make compromises to save lives? 

5) Being faithful or being successful? What is most important: being seen as faithful or being 
successful? Achieving long-term goals or being relevant in the here and now? 

 
Workshop participants then broke into small groups to discuss each dilemma in terms of possible 
‘ways through’ and the actions or next steps that might be appropriate. The ideas brainstormed 
were then shared with the larger group. This proved stimulating and productive. 
 

Dilemmas of Power and Trust – Workshop Leader: Alan Pleydell  

Dealing with the Past in the post- Yugoslav Countries 

 

Alan Pleydell provided this background paper before the conference. It is worth adding that he 
provided a most erudite exposé of the geopolitical and historical context of the Balkan region as an 
introduction to the workshop in order to put the work done by Quaker Peace and Social Witness 
Representatives in the Balkans into a comprehensible framework for those of us who have no first 
hand knowledge of the region. Alan Pleydell is Assistant General Secretary of Quaker Peace and 
Social Witness. 

 
This workshop looked at how the approaches of Quaker programmes in the region (who does it and 
how they do it) are shaped by the intricacies and contours of the issues. 

 
Terrible things have happened: officially pursued and often popularly supported mass murder, mass 
rape and mass forced expulsions. More accurately, these things have been perpetrated and suffered 
by individual human beings; they are not just inexplicable mass phenomena. 
 
In many places, the perpetrators of atrocities remain with considerable power and influence whilst 
the victims have been pushed to the peripheries. 
 
The result is that politics and social life remain deeply distorted, despite superficial moves towards 
'normalisation' and 'moving on'. Things may physically look normal but this is often only the thinnest 
of veneers; in many places there is often both political and social stalemate, with ethnically defined 
communities increasingly ghettoised and beholden to parties and politicians who compound the 
situation by talking up grievances and defend against the inherently aggressive opponent. 
 
A key question is: to remember or to forget? Many people would rather forget – the memories are 
just too crippling and painful - and 'just get on with their lives', but this may simply be a cover-up 
for impunity.  
 
Some people, particularly the victims of violence and their relatives, cannot just forget. They need 
encounter, truth telling and processing of what happened to achieve at least partial 'closure' – to be 
able to 'move on' – and more accurately to carry on with and reconstruct a life of any meaning and 
value. At least they need to know what precisely was done to their loved ones, who did it, and 
where they are buried. 
 
Yet in some circumstances 'forgetting' may be an appropriate or workable response – at least for a 
time. This was the course deliberately adopted in Spain during the restitution of constitutional 
monarchy after the Franco regime. Now, a generation later, there are many young people in Spain 
who are insisting on explanations of what was really done in the civil war.  
 
If choosing to remember and process the experience, should society take the judicial line of trial 
and punishment or should it pursue that of truth and reconciliation, even eventually forgiveness? We 
should not adopt our answers too easily. Peace and religious people in rich countries would often 
rather go for forgiveness. And this is on the whole right. But if it is right, it is the beginning of the 
story and not the end. 
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Advocating reconciliation instead of a judicial process with sentences and punishments itself carries 
many moral hazards: in particular, who is doing the advocating, outsiders or insiders, and what is 
their entitlement?  
 
There are deep moral hazards in outsiders glorifying Truth and Reconciliation Commissions (TRCs) as 
a quick route to feeling that we have done our bit towards healing – the words themselves are 
comforting – without ever taking the true measure of the suffering. It remains vital that outsiders 
remember and attend to the mote in their own eye.  
 
Who are we to enjoin others to forget, others who may be crippled by grief and anger, not knowing 
what happened to their loved ones or why? The relatives of the disappeared are entitled to cry out 
for truth and it may also be for justice. 

 
Are Truth (and Reconciliation) Commissions envisaged as taking place as an addition and 
complement to judicial processes, or as a substitute for them? 
 
All attempts so far at official TRCs in former Yugoslavia have collapsed through being politically 
compromised; they have either been thinly veiled devices for exonerating the perpetrators, or they 
are stillborn because of inability to compromise or agree on ground rules. Efforts are still 
continuing, but they have foundered amidst deep public scepticism.  
 
Despite this political inertia and avoidance, the need for reckoning with the past within society as a 
whole acutely and overwhelmingly remains; that need is what the QSPW programme on Dealing with 
the Past (DWP) addresses. 
  
The integrity of the QSPW DWP programme lies in how it is constructed and how it follows the 
contours of unfolding possibility as they develop:  

 
• Its central objective is to contribute to the long-term challenge to and deconstruction of 

cultures of denial within the region. 
• Our support in this has been requested (Osijek consultation 2001) 
• Our representatives are from Bosnia, Croatia and Serbia – three countries with an interlocking 

history of violence, none of whose situations can be considered in isolation from the others. 
They (Zorica Trifunovic, Goran Bozicevic and Goran Bubalo) are patterns and examples of 
mutual cooperation to share and explore the facets of interconnected experience. 

• Our representatives are all local people, rooted in local society, working in local language. They 
lived through the wars and they personally took a position against inhumanity and 
discrimination. They have the minimum necessary credibility, entitlement and reputation. 

• They feel profoundly the need for truth telling – to challenge and deconstruct the ubiquitously 
maintained collective myths of communal innocence and denial of guilt all over the region. 

• They create structures for sharing the multiple interwoven complexity of guilt and innocence in 
all communities 

• The programme and activities are all constructed on the principle of Rufus Jones' ‘Small 
circles’71 within which transforming events take place. 

• Although this is really the work of the Peace Testimony, it is also centrally about the Testimony 
to Simplicity. In all our activities, the representatives create safe spaces for the slow and 
gradual revelation of the moral complexity of what happened in different places – the complex 
interweaving of guilt and innocence in human experience and how we are all subject to both. 
Getting there requires truth telling about our own involvement and that of our own community 
(for example, a former Japanese soldier Tatsutaro at ninety-one made a pilgrimage to China 
last year to make public and prayerful penance for the atrocities in which he took part in 1937; 
this history remains a deep source of division between China and Japan today). By sharing the 
reality in its complication, the participants are able to move through to a lived recognition of 
simple common humanity through opposed but parallel experiences: 'My father was killed when I 
was five – oh! – so was yours! We both suffered.' 

                                                 
71 Britain Yearly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends, Quaker Faith and Practice, (London, 1994), 
paragraph 24.56. 
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• Our job is to hold the ring and facilitate – to create the circumstances for increasing recognition 
and responsibility by local people 

• Crucially, the work of our representatives expands and supports the number of people who find 
the courage to begin and grow their own initiatives in real dialogue within and beyond their own 
communities.  

• This work is about the slow, gentle and literally painstaking dissolution of enemy images and the 
fostering of common projects of cooperation between former enemies. 

 
Truth and reconciliation processes in general are only justifiable if they really have a 
transformational potential for the lives, fates and effective power of the survivors.  
 
An authentic process of dealing with the past: the paramount rule is never to advocate for victims 
in another country what we would not be prepared to settle for ourselves, in the full knowledge of 
the reality of what they have endured, really putting ourselves imaginatively in their shoes.  
 
If we are able to pass this test, then maybe we have a role – if we are asked to help. Here we have 
been. 
 
A final test of authenticity in the work that we do is the question of a real transfer to a continuing 
and viable local ownership. We are currently in a process of devolution and transition to full local 
ownership of the Quaker programme on Dealing with the Past in planned stages over the next two 
years. We will begin in January 2007 by paying two former representatives as associates within 
newly registered NGOs. 

Ecumenical Accompaniers: Palestine/Israel – Workshop Leader: Anna Seifert  

 

Anna Seifert is one of a number of Ecumenical Accompaniers working as part of a programme run by 
Quaker Peace and Social Witness for and on behalf of the World Council of Churches. The 
programme sends individuals as accompaniers into the region to witness to the situation first hand, 
to be in solidarity with local people and in particular those who are actively working for peace. The 
programme has been running since 2002. Anna Seifert reported to the workshop about her own 
experience of being an Ecumenical Accompanier and provided these notes after the conference. 

 
Two messages from the Jewish and Quaker tradition were my most reliable guides during three 
months on ‘stony ground’ in Israel-Palestine as Ecumenical Accompanier on a QPSW/ World Council 
of Churches project: ‘God is urgent about Justice, because upon Justice the world depends’ the 
Talmud and ‘Let us then try what Love will do….’ William Penn, Quaker Faith and Practice 
paragraph 24.03. The experience has been life changing and since my return home I have continued 
with advocacy to witness to the injustice and for an end of the occupation. 
 
Our small team of Ecumenical Accompaniers was based within a Palestinian community close to 
Jerusalem. Every day we were present at the nearby checkpoints and saw the humiliation and 
harassment, the delays and detentions of Palestinian people. We watched with dismay as the wall 
continued to be built on Palestinian land, despite a ruling by the International Court of Justice 
(2005), and as families and the community became separated from their land and workplace, their 
schools and hospitals. We observed how people could no longer move freely within and beyond their 
town, how the economy collapsed and a whole way of life with it. My friend Sami described the 
situation as ‘we have too much of dying and not enough for living’. Each day was a challenge with 
experiences we had never encountered before.  
 
Today I recognize three stages in my learning, each adding to the many layers of difficulties, layers 
which perhaps also paradoxically make up an essential part of a negotiated just peace settlement. 
Before going out I knew something about the poverty and the restrictions imposed by the 
occupation and made worse by the absence of a due legal process and of protection by human rights 
law. As we lived and shared in the life of our Palestinian neighbours we witnessed much hardship 
and imposed injustice; more than once I heard myself saying: if only people at home knew what is 
happening here, they would not tolerate such massive abuse of power. Today I doubt that we care 
enough to act convincingly to challenge it.  
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While in the ‘Holy Land’, in encounters with soldiers at checkpoints and in dialogue with Israeli 
Human Rights groups, I learned that the occupation is also bad for Israeli society. ‘It is not in 
Israel’s interest to be an oppressor’ writes Peretz Kidrron, who along with other soldiers refuses to 
serve in the Occupied Territories. People in Israel seem to be caught up in a historically-based 
existential fear and at the same time deny the misuse of military power to control and subjugate 
their Palestinian neighbour. In this victim-perpetrator space, the voices of the Hebrew prophets on 
justice and mercy for all are not heard, neither is Jonathan Sacks, Chief Rabbi of the United Hebrew 
Congregations of the Commonwealth who describes the current situation as ‘nothing less than tragic 
because it is forcing Israel into postures that are incompatible in the long run with our deepest 
ideals’. There is much turmoil and discomfort within Israeli society. 
 
Since returning home I have added a third learning curve: today I think that the conflict is not just 
about Israel-Palestine, rather it is also about you and me and us. There is no ‘other’ in this 
entrenched conflict, past and present policies from the 1917 Balfour Declaration onwards to today’s 
EU-Israel Trade Association are full of ambiguities and loopholes which have contributed to the 
crisis and have become an obstacle to honest peacebuilding. Amira Hass, a renowned Israeli 
journalist notes a lack of integrity in the EU-Israel relationship based on our near uncritical support 
for Israel and asks ‘for how long will they (EU countries) be able to bear politically, economically 
and morally – the discrimination and ethnic separation by a state that is considered a part of the 
democratic West?72’ I have heard many Palestinians say that they feel abandoned by western 
democracies; our empty words do not kill, in Israel-Palestine our silence does. 
 
In the light of such political complexities many of us become helpless observers. As Friends we do 
not need to shy away from the weight of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, rather we can engage with 
tools readily available to us: ‘that of God in everyone’ calls us to see the suffering and hope in both 
communities, and we can give voice to our Quaker Testimonies on Equality, Social Justice and Peace 
in the rubble of many abandoned official attempts at peacemaking. We must also be clear where we 
stand in relation to the intense suffering by one community and ask whether this historical wrong 
can justify today’s systemic repression of another people. It will help if we can ‘speak truth to 
power’ to our own politicians and to others who shape UK or EU Middle East policies. We can learn 
from and support Palestinian and Israeli Peace groups (such as Israeli-Palestinian Circle of Bereaved 
Families, www.sabeel.org, www.icahd.org, www.jfjfp.org) and become part of the faithful witness 
of Friends in Palestine: Ramallah Meeting and Friends International Centre 
(www.ramallah.quaker.org), Friends School Ramallah and Amari Play Centre (www.palfriends.org). 
The Ecumenical Accompanier Programme Palestine Israel (EAPPI) website has up to date 
information, moving stories and calls for action (www.quaker.org.uk/eappi). Peacebuilding has 
many building blocks including visiting the Occupied Territories and buying and selling Palestinian 
embroidery and olive oil (www.order.zaytoun.org). Such initiatives provide hope, a small income 
and help restore dignity to a battered people.  
’LET US THEN TRY WHAT LOVE WILL DO…….73’ 

Nonviolent Peaceforce – Workshop Leader: Ben Reichert  

 

Ben Reichert works for Nonviolent Peaceforce; he led a workshop and provided a PowerPoint 
presentation both at the workshop and subsequently. This has been summarised below by Martina 
Weitsch, Joint Representative, QCEA. 

 
Nonviolent Peaceforce – A Peace Army 
 
Mahatma Gandhi conceived the idea of a Shanti Sena (Peace Army) in the 1930s and trained 
hundreds of people to overcome violence with nonviolence. He was working on a Shanti Sena when 
he died. The concept of such a peace army is a powerful alternative to military intervention in 
conflicts and crises. It is an idea that needs development, support, funding, willing participants and 
international and national government support to succeed. Unfortunately most of these things are in 

                                                 
72 A Hass, After his death, still the occupation, Nov 2004, accessed on 16 March 2007 at: http://arcis.co.uk/v-
web/b2/index.php?m=200411  
73 Britain Yearly Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends, paragraph 24.03. 
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short supply, not least because the model has never been developed beyond the initial work of 
Gandhi. 
 
Nonviolent Peaceforce (NP) was formed at the 1999 Hague Appeal for Peace and formalised in New 
Delhi in 2002 at our convening event, uniting 130 delegates from forty-seven nations to address 
these obstacles.  
 
Its mission is to facilitate the creation of a trained, international civilian nonviolent peaceforce. 
The Peaceforce will be sent to conflict areas to prevent death and destruction and protect human 
rights, thus creating the space for local groups to struggle nonviolently, enter into dialogue and 
seek peaceful resolution. 
 
Supporting Local Peace Actors 
 
When a country falls into violent conflict, the first and main victims are the local peaceful 
populations, especially peaceful civil society groups. But those are also the key actors which can be 
the motor of any real peaceful conflict resolution. 
 
Thus, Nonviolent Peaceforce tries to pool international resources for third-party nonviolent civilian 
intervention to support those populations and groups. 
 
What Nonviolent Peaceforce Does 
  
Nonviolent Peaceforce develops and uses intervention methods such as: 
 
• Protective accompaniment 
• International presence 
• Witnessing 
• Inter-positioning. 
 
Nonviolent Peaceforce works on the creation of a database of trained, international civilian 
peacekeepers readily deployable to the field. 
 
Nonviolent Peaceforce works on the constant evaluation and integration of lessons learned in our 
field actions. 
 
Nonviolent Peaceforce Support 
 
Nonviolent Peace force builds on the experience of almost 100 Member Organisations from five 
continents. 
 
It also has the support of seven Nobel Prize winners: 
• Oscar de Arias, Costa Rica 
• The Dalai Lama, Tibet (living in India) 
• Adolfo Perez Esquivel, Argentina 
• Jose Ramos Horta, East Timor 
• Mairead Maguire, Northern Ireland 
• Rigoberta Menchu Tum, Guatemala 
• Lech Walesa, Poland. 
 
An Example of Nonviolent Peaceforce in Action – The Sri Lanka Project 
 
Nonviolent Peaceforce launched its project in Sri Lanka in 2003, responding to invitations from local 
groups. 
 
The main objective of the project is to reduce violence to increase the safety of civilians in Sri 
Lanka so they can contribute to a lasting peace with justice. 
 
The project has the following main areas of engagement: 
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Jaffna: The NP team supports the work of the local consortium of humanitarian agencies and other 
civil society actors in a context of armed occupation. 
 
Trincomalee: This zone reported the highest number of deaths since the cease-fire. In Trincomalee, 
NP accompanies local activists during their efforts to reduce tensions. 
 
Batticaloa: The NP team is the only international organisation present in this urban area where 
ethno-religious tensions (Tamils, Muslims, Christians, Sinhalese) are very high.  
 
Matara: The NP team supported PAFFREL and other local groups working in defence of human 
rights. 
 
Observing the 2005 Election: NP collaborated with the Peoples Action for Free and Fair Elections 
(PAFFREL) during the November 2005 elections in Sri Lanka. This involved coordinating over 100 
international observers, with fifteen field team members and thirty-four NP volunteers from around 
the world. Although election-related violence was lower than in the past, extensive intimidation in 
the north and east prevented many from voting. 
 
European Member Organisations 
• Austrian Study Centre for Conflict Resolution (Austria) 
• Berretti Bianchi Onlus (Italy) 
• Bund Fuer Soziale Verteidigung 
• Centre for Peace Studies - University of Trømso (Norway)  
• Centro Studi Difesa Civile (Italy) 
• Committee Intervention Civile De Paix (France) 
• European Platform for Conflict Prevention and Transformation (International – Europe wide) 
• Forum ZDF Civil Peace Service (Germany) 
• NEAG (Netherlands Expert Centre Alternatives to Violence)  
• NOVA (Centre per a la Innovació Social) (Spain) 
• Norwegian Peace Association (Norway) 
• PATRIR (Romania) 
• Peaceworkers UK (United Kingdom) 
• Nonviolence International NI-CIS (Russian Federation) 
• Scottish Centre for Nonviolence (United Kingdom) 
• Switzerland without an Army (Switzerland) 
• The Aland Islands Peace Institute (Finland?) 
• Women in Black Against War (Europe-wide?) 
• IFOR (International Fellowship of Reconciliation)  
• IPB (International Peace Bureau)  
For further information about Nonviolent Peaceforce see: www.nonviolentpeaceforce.org and for 
information about Nonviolent Peaceforce in Europe see: www.npeurope.org 

Peace in a Museum? - Workshop Facilitator: Peter Nias74 

 

The Bradford Peace Museum has a number of travelling exhibitions and QCEA booked one of these to 
be on show during the conference. To support the impact of this exhibit, we asked Peter Nias, the 
Director of the Museum, to present a workshop. The following notes are a summary of Peter Nias’ 
PowerPoint presentation written by Martina Weitsch, QCEA. 

 
Introduction 
 
The Bradford Peace Museum is one of only twenty-five peace museums in Europe and the only one 
in the United Kingdom. Peace museums are, thus, not commonplace. 
 
War museums – dedicated to war itself or to specific wars or battles – are relatively commonplace. 
So why are museums dedicated to peace so rare? Some of the reasons for this could be: 
 

                                                 
74 All images: courtesy of the Bradford Peace Museum. 
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• Museums are only for the past : peace is for the future 
• How do you make ‘peace’ interesting? 
• There are no clear answers  
• People need to be challenged with questions, not entertained. 
 
The Bradford Peace Museum looks at the past and at the present when presenting peace and also 
tries to reflect on how the future might be influenced. It works with the concept of peace at three 
levels: 
 
• peace as in peace and war 
• peace in the community  
• personal peace. 
 
Background 
 
The Bradford Peace Museum is an independent trust and charity, and a registered museum; it 
opened in 1996. Half the trustees are Quakers (but it is not a Quaker trust). 
 
It has good links with the Department of Peace Studies, Bradford University but is not part of it. It is 
funded by charitable trusts and private donations. In other words, it is not supported by government 
funding (unlike many war museums). 
 
How does the Museum work? 
 
The Museum works in broadly two different ways which are, of course, closely connected. 
 
1. Outreach 
It is important for the Bradford Peace Museum to have impact beyond its premises and beyond its 
immediate environment – so ninety-five per cent of the work is focused on outreach. This includes: 

 
• Travelling exhibitions 
• Education work with schools 
• Newsletters 
• Giving talks 
• Providing ideas and advice 
• Its website. 

 
2. In-reach 
A museum also needs a physical presence and five per cent of the work is focused on this. This 
involves the exhibition in the museum itself, a growing collection of work, activities for schools and 
teachers at the Museum and offering inspiration and a peace perspective. 

 
The Travelling Exhibitions 
 
The Museum has created five travelling exhibitions so far. They cover a broad range of themes 
(some examples below): 
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The Museum intends to create more travelling exhibitions and welcomes ideas for new themes; an 
important criterion is the need for an exhibition to stay current to ensure that it will be used for 
several years to make the cost of producing such an exhibition effective. The last exhibition cost 
one year to develop and £ 6,000 (€ 8,825) to print and laminate. 
 
Education and work with schools 
 
Each exhibition has a set of education notes for schools which are delivered with the exhibition if 
borrowed by schools. 
 
The Museum also works with schools through visits by pupils to the Museum and by giving talks in 
schools. It runs workshops for teachers on conflict resolution and anti-bullying. For older pupils the 
Museum has developed a workshop on the theme of ‘What you need for a peaceful society’ – pupils 
are asked to discuss the elements reflected below and put them in priority order. It is a useful 
discussion point, and not just for children. 
 

 
 

Finally, the Museum has developed cooperative parachute games which it offers at events. 
 
A new venture – collaboration with the Royal Armouries, Leeds 
 
The UK Peace Museum has created a ‘Farewell to Arms?’ exhibition in The Royal Armouries (the 
national ‘guns & armour museum’) in Leeds, UK due to open in late 2006. This has been done at the 
invitation of the Royal Armouries and offers an opportunity to address a different audience – the 
effectiveness of this will have to be assessed over time.  
 
The Collection 
 
The Museum has a collection of some 6,000 items and this is growing. All have been donated. It 
includes a wide range of posters, banners, films, photos, badges, paintings & drawings, booklets. 
 
Advice 
 
The museum offers advice on request to those wishing to start a museum for peace and for specific 
exhibitions within existing museums. Advice has been given to people from Kenya & Uganda, 
Malawi, Angola, Sierra Leone, Guatemala, Barbados, USA, UK. 
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Links with other museums 
 
The Bradford Peace Museum is one of around 100 peace museums worldwide. Some of them are 
more anti-war; others are more pro-peace. There are strong links between them and the Museum 
participates in the International Museums for Peace Conference. 
 
Below is a list of some of the other peace museums which one might find in Europe and elsewhere: 
 
Some examples of other museums for peace               
Europe Rest of world 
• Nobel Peace Centre, Norway 
• Caen memorial, France  
• Guernica, Spain  
• Ieper, Belgium 
• Anti-Krieg Museum, Berlin 
• Bologna, Italy 
• Schlaining, Austria 
• Peace Boat, Netherlands (planned) 

• Hiroshima, Nagasaki, Grass Roots House, 
Lucky Dragon, Osaka (all in Japan) 

• Samarkand, Uzbekistan 
• Dayton, Ohio, USA 
• Kenyan peace museums 
• National Gandhi Museum, India 
• Peace Museum, Cambodia 

 

Preparing for Peace – Workshop Facilitators: Daphne Sanders + Tricia Clarke 

This text has been supplied by Daphne Sanders and Tricia Clarke and edited by QCEA 

Introduction  

Preparing for Peace (PfP) is the Westmorland General Meeting’s75 undertaking which commenced in 
2000. The project’s book ‘Preparing for Peace: by asking the experts to analyse war’ was published 
in 2005.  
 
PfP’s message is that war is an obsolete and redundant institution: not functional in the modern 
world, an antiquated institution, superfluous to requirements.  
  
PfP’s method has been to gather the evidence of experts in their fields, mainly non-Quakers and 
non-pacifists, in order to determine whether war works in today’s world. 
  
PfP’s purpose now is to present the message to decision-makers and fellow world citizens, 
especially those not yet convinced by the case for non-violent resolution of conflict.  
 
PfP also aspires to equip Friends (Quakers) with additional arguments to support their peace 
advocacy.  

The PfP case 

In 2000, that is before 9/11, or the wars on terrorism, in Afghanistan, and in Iraq, the late Sir 
Joseph Rotblat spoke to Quakers in the north-west of England on ‘The prevention of war in the 
nuclear age’. His message was frightening and challenging, but also inspiring and illuminating: since 
we have entered the nuclear age we have acquired the means to destroy mankind, and it is up to us 
to prevent this. As a result of this, a group within Westmorland General Meeting launched the 
project called Preparing for Peace. Over the next five years we invited twenty-five of the world’s 
leading experts to address issues based on four key questions, in the light of their own experience 
or research: 
 
• Can twenty-first century war be controlled and managed effectively? 
• Can twenty-first century war be expected to achieve its declared aims or objectives with 

confidence? 
• What are the human, economic and environmental costs of modern war? 
• In the light of the foregoing, what are the consequences for leaders and people alike? 
 

                                                 
75 Westmoreland General Meeting is a regional grouping of Quakers in the north-west of England. 
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The international experts included a retired general, a UK ambassador to the UN, an international 
war crimes prosecutor, a former CEO of the International Committee of the Red Cross, and a Muslim 
Imam. All the papers are published on the website www.preparingforpeace.org 
 
In addition to the book ‘Preparing for Peace: by asking the experts to analyse war’, a study guide 
for sixteen to twenty-one year olds, ‘The anatomy of war’, was published in 2005. The consensus 
that emerged was that modern war is a futile exercise, and that all wars have unintended 
consequences. 

Can war achieve its aims effectively? 

Most of our analysts took the view that it cannot. Amongst others, Brian Walker76 concluded that 
war is definitely not a reliable or sustainable tool of diplomacy in the twenty-first century, and is 
actually harmful to efforts to rectify the global problems of our time. Martin van Creveld77 holds 
that the three hundred years in which war has been related to the state are ‘coming to an end’; if 
states are to deal with the changing nature of the threat, their forces will have to relinquish the 
doctrines and trappings of a regular army, and become more like a police force. And for Professor 
Paul Wilkinson78, terrorism is seldom successful either: it is hard to find winners in war at all. The 
one expert who gave a qualified ‘yes’ to the question of the effectiveness of war in achieving its 
aims was General Sir Hugh Beach79, who explored the Just War doctrine; but his ultimate conclusion 
was that war is usually not successful, in that everyone is worse off at the end than at the 
beginning, but it can be the lesser of two evils. 

Can war be controlled and contained? 

Many of our authors concluded that this also was impossible; Professor M. S. Swaminathan80 
commented on the huge increase in the global availability of small arms and sees this as a ‘highly 
destabilizing factor, both in industrial and developing countries’. At the other end of the arms 
scale, the global community has to cope with some 30,000 nuclear weapons now in existence. For 
Dr. Chris Williams and Yun-Joo Lee81, one aspect of these arms is that ‘the bombing (accidental or 
deliberate) of nuclear power plants, chemical factories, oil installations or even scientific 
laboratories, has implications for human health, agriculture and the natural environment over a 
wide area.’ or Professor Paul Rogers82, ‘extensive radioactive contamination resulting from nuclear 
testing has been a feature of large areas of land’ all round the globe. 

Is war compatible with human security and social stability? 

When considering the human, economic and environmental costs of modern war, the general 
conclusion was that modern war is incompatible with human security and social stability. The stark 
figures speak for themselves: in the twentieth century, some 160 million people were slaughtered in 
wars, and since 1945, eighty-four per cent of people killed in wars have been civilians. Regarding 
economic and environmental impacts, a number of writers highlighted such consequences as the UN 
involvement in processing more than seventy billion US dollars in claims for environmental damages 
during the invasion of Kuwait in the first Gulf War.83 The global arms trade is worth some twenty-
nine billion US dollars a year; a colossal sum, which should surely be better spent on more 
humanitarian goods. 
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What are the implications for leaders?  

The 1986 Seville Statement on Violence84 expressed the conclusion of prominent scientists that 
human beings are not biologically predisposed towards war and violence. Dr. Chris Williams and 
Yun-Joo Lee developed this further by perceiving that ‘[war] is made in the minds of particular men 
– those who are leaders’85; and again: ‘War is made by leaders, but so are many other “goods” of 
life.86’ Inspired by this, Preparing for Peace is proposing that the world community should be looking 
for leaders whose thinking is unbound by nationality or the nation-state, who understand today’s 
issues as global issues, and who have the courage to lead us along new paths. 

Conclusion of Preparing for Peace 

War is redundant and obsolete; there already exist tried and tested methods for resolving conflict, 
and these ideas need to be seeded in minds throughout the world.  
 
The project is advocating, therefore, a programme under three main headings: 
 
• the proscription of war under international law; 
• the creation of new institutions to transform conflict; 
• sustained and effective action to eliminate the causes of war. 
 
To these ends the project proposes a number of peace policies: 
 
• A UN constitutional amendment that war is illegal, for any reason. 
• That international law should include a set of reformulated crimes against humanity. 
• Reform of the UN to make it a truly representative body. 
• Establishment of an international civil peace service, to include an international police 

service. 
• Development of the supra-national regional bodies. 
• Control of arms production and trade in arms; the decommissioning of weapons of mass 

destruction. 
• Sustainable development, protection of the environment and trade justice. 
• Programmes to educate the present generation of the world’s children for their future 

responsibilities as world citizens. 

A European perspective  

The expert informing many of these observations is Tony Judt who has published a book entitled 
‘Postwar: a history of Europe since 1945’. It informs our understanding of ourselves as Europeans, 
our life in Europe today, and of how enormous change can take place. 
 
For example, in Britain we continue to be a warlike nation. We are the world’s second highest 
spender on preparations for war, and second highest arms exporter. In contrast to most of Europe 
we remember World War II with pride, it shapes our national identity. Most British Quakers will be 
familiar with the rejoinder to any advocacy of pacifism: ‘Well, what would you have done faced 
with the threat of Hitler in 1939?’ 
           
Judt, however, reminds us of the costs of that war in Europe: a ravaged continent in which 36.5 
millon Europeans died, half of them civilians, food shortages causing starvation and persisting in 
some places for years, millions of homes destroyed, a legacy of violence in the form of hundreds of 
thousands of orphans, traumatised prisoners of war and rape survivors, of which there were 87,000 
in Vienna alone. Nearly every nation experienced national humiliation and that included Britain, in 
terms of its impoverishment by war debts. Half the continent was lost to half a century of 
totalitarian rule, and there was continuing fear of a relapse into fascism. 
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How did change come about? The United States played a key role. It was persuaded by Europeans to 
retain its armed forces in western Europe and to provide a defence umbrella, in effect a protection 
against a feared Soviet invasion. Meanwhile Europeans could get on with regenerating their 
economies and rebuilding civil society. In this we were crucially assisted by the Marshall Plan. This 
was material aid by the USA, noteworthy for being both substantial and for having relatively few 
strings attached. 
 
Today we are appalled by genocide in African states and the current American way of war, but we 
should not forget that for the first half of the twentieth century, Europe was the problem: we were 
warlike, brutal, and guilty of dreadful cruelties on a massive scale. 
  
Judt uses two quotes when he discusses how change came about in western Europe: 
 
From the historian, R H Plumb:  
‘There is a general folk belief, derived largely from Burke & the 19th century historians, that 
political stability is of slow, coral-like growth; the result of time, circumstance, prudence, 
experience, wisdom, slowly building up over the centuries. Nothing is, I think, further from the 
truth….Political stability, when it comes, often happens to a society quite quickly, as suddenly as 
water becomes ice.’ 
 
From Madame de Stael [Anne-Louise-Germaine Necker, Baroness de Staël-Holstein (1766-1817)] 
“Political institutions alone are capable of forming the character of a nation.” 
 
Now, in western Europe, we are the products of sixty years of a largely peaceful Europe. 
 
We are consumers, beneficiaries of the welfare state, citizens with rights, and by all the evidence 
we are avowedly risk averse. Examples of the latter are organisational obsession with health and 
safety regulations, and levels of personal insurance. We value predictability in our lives: a dominant 
aspiration in Britain is to have a mortgage which ensures we stay put in a house and a job. 
 
Martin Shaw87, another expert, in ‘The Western Way of War’ points out the inconsistency between 
democracy and human rights, and the conduct of warfare. This is grotesquely obvious for those on 
the receiving end of warfare: the Iraqi woman bombed in her village had no say in the decision to 
wage war on her country, and her rights to family life, freedom from persecution, to name just two 
of the rights that are under threat.  
 
From the perspective of serving soldiers, stark incompatibilities are emerging. Most soldiers join up 
knowing they may be in situations where their lives are at risk. They are less likely to consider the 
risk of a lifetime after service, blighted by post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) because they 
cannot live with the terrors of what they have seen. One in eight of British ex-Falklands officers in 
1987 had war-related psychiatric conditions. Since the first Gulf War, there have been 107 suicides 
by British military personnel compared with the twenty-four who died in combat. Of the first 3,000 
patients in the UK Gulf Veterans & Assessment Programme, thirteen per cent have been diagnosed 
with PTSD. In the US, according to a report during 2006, one in three US troops returning from Iraq 
& Afghanistan suffer mental health problems. To keep this information in perspective we should 
note that, according to a UN report, one in three of the population in Afghanistan suffer from 
anxiety, depression, or PTSD. 
 
Another perspective is the increased risk of prosecution of serving soldiers. The PfP book quotes the 
case of Baha Musa, hotel receptionist in Basra, killed in 2003 by British troops. In December 2004 
the British High Court ruled that the Human Rights Act extends to a Basra prison. In March 2005 
lawyers planned to take the Attorney General to court in the UK over failure to bring the 
perpetrators to justice. In September 2006 Lt Col Jorge Mendorca and six others were court 
martialled; one is pleading guilty to a war crime, the first time in history for a British serving 
soldier. 
 
Human rights and our western way of life, do not sit easily with war-making. 
 

                                                 
87 Martin Shaw, Professor of International Relations and Politics at the University of Sussex. 



Peace and Peacebuilding – Some European Perspectives              Quaker Council for European Affairs 

Page 65 of 76 

Finally, Judt shows the way the policies of politicians are shaped by a context which has already 
disappeared: European nations did not realise that the era of empire was over, the French fought 
wars in Algeria and Vietnam, the British and French invaded Suez. In our own day Tony Blair 
believed that British interests were served by continuing to adhere closely to US foreign policy. 
 
What are we not seeing now? 
 
How should we be altering our familiar perspectives on the world? 

Thinking through the issues for ourselves 

A number of the conference sessions had focused on interpretation of the new international 
‘Responsibility to Protect’, and this activity was another opportunity to take a perspective on this. 
Friends were invited to start off in pairs, to discuss where each might place him or herself in the 
quadrants illustrated below. They could use the two questions at the end of the last section as a 
starting point, or tackle directly the question of the position they would advocate in the quadrants.  
 
The horizontal represents a continuum between a position of non-violent intervention and armed 
intervention; on the positive axis police service interventions are included, which could be regarded 
as closer to zero than military intervention. 
 
The vertical is a continuum between an EU Member State acting unilaterally within the context of 
the UN, and subsuming its role within the EU. This could be to the extent of reforming the Security 
Council to consist of representatives from supranational bodies, such as the EU or ASEAN 
(Association of South East Asian Nations). This was an idea put forward in the PfP book. 
 

 
 
After the period for discussion, Friends were asked to imagine the room was the piece of paper with 
the quadrants drawn on it and go and stand in the place they had decided they would wish to 
occupy. 
 
The exercise led to some very useful discussions and readers might be encouraged to consider their 
own positions on this grid and to find the reasons why those are the positions they would take.   

EU role within the United Nations 

Unilateral role within the United Nations 

Nonviolence 

Use of force including 
police service 
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Quakers and the Peacebuilding Commission: The Role of Geneva? – Workshop 
Facilitator: Aletia Dundas, QUNO 

This text has been supplied by Aletia Dundas and edited by QCEA 

Introduction 

This paper attempts to bring together the information and discussions that took place in the two 
workshops under this title. It explores the philosophical background to Quaker peace work; both on 
the ground and in Geneva, the aims and structure of the Peacebuilding Commission at the UN (PbC), 
and a discussion of the role QUNO might play at the PbC. The question of whether Quaker 
experience on the ground can inform advocacy for appropriate international peacebuilding policy in 
war-torn countries is also discussed.  

Philosophical background 

When the early Quakers wrote their declaration to King Charles II, they declared their belief that 
they would not take up arms for any reason. This testimony has led subsequent Quakers to refuse to 
engage in war or violence. Many Quakers became Conscientious Objectors (COs) and others 
advocated for the rights of COs. However, Quakers have since recognised that to oppose war is not 
enough. We must not only refuse to engage in war ourselves, but also support the victims of war, 
and work to ensure that violent conflict is prevented in the future.  
 
It is this notion of preventing future war, or sowing the seeds of sustainable peace in the world that 
has led so many Quakers to work in the areas of human rights, fair trade, sustainable development, 
and the eradication of poverty, as well as a range of activities that are now officially recognised as 
“peacebuilding” such as reintegration of ex-combatants, Security Sector Reform, the mediation of 
good relationships between nations and between ethnic groups, and processes of post-war healing 
and reconciliation. All these areas of work are considered by Friends to be necessary ways to take 
away the occasion of all war.  
     
Quaker offices at the United Nations (QUNO) have been one way in which Quakers have acted on 
these concerns. Quakers share the United Nations’ aims and support its efforts to abolish war and 
promote peaceful resolution of conflicts, human rights, economic justice and good governance. 
QUNO also acts as a link between work on the ground and the United Nations system of 
international law and relations. For example, our office in Geneva is working on establishing 
conscientious objection to military service as a universal human right, bringing to international 
attention the plight of child soldiers, advocating for fair trade agreements for the Least Developed 
Countries at the international level, and it also played a significant role in the campaign for a Mine 
Ban Treaty (officially called ‘Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, Stockpiling, Production and 
Transfer of Anti-Personnel Mines and on their Destruction’). QUNO’s recent disarmament work has 
focused on arms control and in particular the humanitarian impact of small arms and light weapons. 
We have initiated discussions of the social, economic and gender impacts of small arms demand, 
and have challenged governments to consider the links between disarmament and development.  

A Peacebuilding Discourse 

An academic discourse on peacebuilding and conditions for sustainable peace has gained momentum 
in the past few decades. According to Reychler, conditions for a sustainable peace include effective 
communication, consultation and negotiation at different levels, peace-enhancing structures, an 
integrative moral-political climate, and objective and subjective security.88 Certainly, QUNO 
contributes to sustainable peace through its work on disarmament and security issues.  
 
Until recently, this peacebuilding discourse was not well understood by the international 
community. While the negative impacts of landmines are well known internationally and the 
impacts of small arms and light weapons are increasingly better understood, long-term strategies 
for peacebuilding are only just beginning to be discussed in international circles. For example, when 
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in Peacebuilding: A field guide, Eds Reychler, Luc and Paffenholz, Thania, Lynne Rienner Publishers Inc, 
Colorado. 



Peace and Peacebuilding – Some European Perspectives              Quaker Council for European Affairs 

Page 67 of 76 

an American-led force invaded Iraq in 2001, virtually no consideration was given to a post-conflict 
strategy. Now this discourse has entered the international security arena, with a publication of the 
Geneva Centre for the Democratic Control of the Armed Forces (DCAF) arguing that post-conflict 
peacebuilding has become one of the primary concerns in current world politics.89 
 
Peacebuilding is now seen as involving a long-term approach. It is no longer just seen as the work 
done after peace agreements and peacekeeping missions, but rather that it encompasses the whole 
conflict spectrum – before, during and after conflict. Indeed, in 2001 the Security Council clarified 
this expansive notion of peacebuilding as “aimed at preventing the outbreak, the recurrence or 
continuation of armed conflict” and therefore should include a broad range of activities including 
“fostering sustainable development, the eradication of poverty and inequalities, transparent and 
accountable governance, the promotion of democracy, respect for human rights and the rule of law 
and the promotion of a culture of peace and non-violence”.90 This understanding of peacebuilding 
mirrors the ongoing work of Friends over the years, particularly Quaker concerns for human rights 
and the peaceful resolution of conflict. 

The United Nations Peacebuilding Commission 

With a greater understanding of peacebuilding within the United Nations system, there has been 
increased acknowledgement that current international efforts to build sustainable peace are 
insufficient. In his report entitled ‘In Larger Freedom’ Kofi Annan indicated that half of all countries 
that emerge from war lapse back into violence within five years.91 He also said that “there is a 
gaping hole in the UN institutional machinery: no part of the UN system effectively addresses the 
challenges of helping countries with the transition from war to lasting peace”.92 To address this 
inadequacy, the Secretary General advocated the creation of a Peacebuilding Commission (PbC) as 
part of a package of UN reforms. The World Summit endorsed this recommendation in September 
2005 by deciding to establish a Peacebuilding Commission as an intergovernmental advisory body.93 
The General Assembly94 and Security Council95 both supported this decision and the Commission’s 
inaugural meeting was held on 23 June 2006. 
 
The first two countries the Commission will provide advice on are Burundi and Sierra Leone. 
Country-specific committees bring together all the major actors (such as countries with post-
conflict experience, providers of military personnel and civilian police to UN missions, and financial 
contributors) to advise and propose post-conflict recovery, focusing attention on reconstruction, 
institution-building, and sustainable development.  
 
The issues that the Commission will focus on are: Security and Public Order (security sector 
governance, law enforcement institutions, defence initiatives, disarmament, demobilisation and re-
integration of ex-combatants, and mine action); Justice and Reconciliation (transitional justice and 
community rebuilding, judicial and legal reform, corrections, human rights); Governance and 
Participation (good offices, peace support, public administration & government, strengthening 
governance, economic strategy & coordination of international assistance, financial transparency, 
elections, political parties, civil society, and media); and Social and Economic Well-being 
(protection & shelter of vulnerable groups, basic needs, gender, physical infrastructure, 
employment generation, economic foundations for growth & development). 

Quaker Work on the ground 

Although Quakers are not working in Sierra Leone, they are already significantly engaged in 
peacebuilding work in Burundi and the surrounding area. Quakers on the ground in Central Africa 
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are involved in: the disarmament and reintegration of ex-combatants, transitional justice, 
community rebuilding and human rights, the establishment of peace committees, election 
monitoring, and the provision of basic needs, thereby working in all the areas the Commission will 
focus on. In particular, the Friends Peace Teams (in conjunction with American Friends Service 
Committee (AFSC)) sends international teams into Burundi and Rwanda and the Democratic Republic 
of Congo (DRC) to run workshops in the Alternatives to Violence Project (AVP). This has led to the 
training of Gacaca96 judges in Rwanda. Local Quaker groups in Burundi now run workshops entitled 
Healing and Rebuilding Our Communities (HROC), which are based on the AVP philosophy and 
developed for Burundian experience. This work contributes significantly to community rebuilding. 
AFSC is also involved in providing training and consultation on small arms control, gender and 
peacebuilding and the development of youth initiatives. Election monitoring, supported by 
Norwegian Friends, has contributed to stronger governance, and the Change Agents for Peace 
Programme, also supported by Norwegian Friends, is an initiative developed by local people in 
Burundi, the DRC, Rwanda and Kenya that aims at building democratic practices and institutions, in 
strengthening the protection of human rights and in supporting the peaceful resolution of conflicts 
in their societies.  
 
Evaluations of these programmes have indicated that Quaker peacebuilding work is extremely 
valuable in the process of assisting communities in the post-conflict phase. An evaluation of the 
HROC workshops in Burundi indicated that participants demonstrated a significant decrease in 
psychological symptoms following participation in these workshops.97 An evaluation of the AVP 
workshops with Gacaca judges indicated that this process has been a real source of community 
building.98 These evaluations suggest that Quaker processes of peacebuilding are useful and should 
be encouraged and continued. 

What is QUNO’s role? 

Clearly Quakers are already working effectively in the Burundi area on peacebuilding in areas 
highlighted by the United Nations Peacebuilding Commission. While Friends in the Burundi area are 
dealing with the effects of gun violence, effective reintegration of ex-combatants and learning 
about small arms control, QUNO Geneva has been working for many years on these issues, and on 
strengthening international understanding of the needs of victims of small arms violence, and 
effective policy on issues of demand for arms and disarmament, demobilisation and re-integration 
(DDR). While Quakers in the Burundi area are working on trauma healing, the truth and 
reconciliation process, and the rebuilding of a community, QUNO Geneva has been working to 
ensure that the needs of people on the ground are taken into account when the PbC develops its 
strategy for post-conflict reconstruction in Burundi.  
 
QUNO has been part of a wider network in Geneva and beyond, which seeks to ensure that civil 
society has a significant input into the PbC. We have been working with our partners at QUNO New 
York to monitor and advise the PbC. We have also been working with the Global Partnership for 
Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC) to ensure that the role of civil society is significant. GPPAC 
has conducted consultations with civil society in Burundi and Sierra Leone, and has succeeded in 
ensuring that at least one civil society representative from each of these countries is present at 
official country-specific meetings. 
 
In the Geneva context, QUNO has been working with the Geneva Centre for Security Policy (GCSP) 
to determine the role of Geneva in the work of the PbC. Initially, QUNO hosted two roundtable 
discussions at Quaker House: one in May and one in September 2006 to discuss the role of Geneva-
based civil society organisations in the new PbC. These meetings demonstrated the wide range of 
sectors represented – from mediation and policy work conducted by the Centre for Humanitarian 
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Dialogue to protective accompaniment work programmes of Nonviolent Peaceforce. It was useful for 
organisations to see how their own work feeds into the broader peacebuilding process, particularly 
in the PbC’s focus countries. However, QUNO needs to find ways to link more closely our issues-
based and policy-based work with work being done in post-conflict countries and develop 
relationships with Quakers on the ground so that we can represent them more accurately. 
 
We have also begun a project of mapping Quaker peacebuilding work being done in PbC focus 
countries, to see how this work fits into the aims of the PbC. This project will give us greater clarity 
in terms of Quaker peacebuilding work on the ground and help us to see how we can communicate 
more effectively the needs and concerns of our constituencies to the PbC. 
 
Another issue of concern is whether the governments of Burundi and Sierra Leone have 
communicated adequately to the people on the ground their post-conflict strategies and whether 
they have consulted those working on the ground about what is needed in their countries. Perhaps 
there is a role for QUNO in making the aims and strategies of PbC more accessible to the people it 
hopes to assist through educational or media resources.  

Conclusion 

Rather than simply refusing to engage in war, Quakers have actively worked to sow the seeds of 
sustainable peace in regions fraught with conflict. Evaluation of Quaker peacebuilding work in the 
Great Lakes region of Africa indicates that the people whose lives have changed as a result of this 
work value it immensely. Now that the United Nations have recognised the need to address the 
roots and effects of conflict, and to consider issues of governance, security, reconciliation and 
economic development as elements of peacebuilding, Quaker peacebuilding work can play an 
important role in informing the work of this new body.  
 
It is encouraging to see the world focusing on providing a more hopeful future for countries where 
Quakers have been quietly working for many years. QUNO’s role in connecting ongoing Quaker 
peacebuilding work with the PbC’s peacebuilding strategies will continue and expand. In the future 
we hope to work together with other Quaker partners, such as QCEA and its partners in Brussels, 
Friends Service agencies throughout the world, and with our Burundian Friends.  
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Synthesis  
Prepared by David Gee, QPSW, and presented to the Conference 

 

We are a group of people actively concerned about some of the most urgent and complex challenges 
of our times. We have come together this weekend to share in fellowship of the like-minded, to 
learn from one another, and to ask — together — what we can do for peace and justice in a world 
that can seem overwhelming. We have encouraged one another in affirming what we do already; 
and we have been challenged also to be both faithful to what we believe, and effective in the 
world. We have been reminded that easy answers to subtle problems are usually the lazy ones; yet 
it is possible to live in uncertainty with integrity, if we have the courage and clarity to do so. 

Our topics have been both moral — for example, does military intervention have a place or not in 
the pursuit of peace — and practical — how can we overcome barriers to achieving tangible change 
in the world? We opened our time together with the first of these questions, so let us recap on that 
one now. 

Since the end of the Cold War, the world has witnessed a number of human rights catastrophes — 
Rwanda, Bosnia, East Timor, Darfur, and others. The international community, such as it is, has 
failed repeatedly to prevent or limit these. Because the defenceless in these cases lie within 
sovereign states, international law does not effectively protect them if those states are unable or 
unwilling to do so. Does the international community have a responsibility to protect those at risk of 
systematic abuse? If so, does that responsibility include intervention with the threat of deadly force 
if that could save, in some cases, thousands of lives? If we believe that it does, are we prepared to 
accept the need to train and equip armed forces for the purpose, accept the need for the military 
industry, and accept the principle of militarism — that is, faith in the superiority of one’s own 
power over others? If we refuse to accept these, then what does the Peace Testimony require of us, 
if not to put our own lives on the line in solidarity with those who are threatened? It is the 
experience and conviction of Quakers, that when violence is used for noble ends, it serves them ill, 
yet the problem of how to support the vulnerable cannot be sidestepped. Our job as Quakers is not 
to run away from these discussions, but to make a useful and faithful contribution to them. We note 
that military solutions to human rights violations are often touted as ‘the only option’ after 
opportunities for non-military interventions have been missed. 

This weekend, we have learnt more about the European Union, a vast political and bureaucratic 
edifice poorly understood by those it represents. Does the EU do God’s work? Does it advance peace 
and justice in the world? We have heard that the EU was born in post-war hopes for peace. By 
integrating the coal and steel industries of the warring powers, future war was made less likely. The 
fruit of this has been sixty years of relative peace in Europe. This is a remarkable achievement that 
we take so much for granted. By its very existence, the EU is a peacebuilding organism on the 
continent of Europe, we heard. Today the Union, with its Member States, contributes 55 to 60 per 
cent of the world’s overseas development assistance; uses its weight to broker peace talks; has 
helped to reform the United Nations; and has expanded its own membership, bringing other states 
into, or closer to, the acquis communautaire.99 Against this, we must weigh the Union’s potential 
for causing harm. The EU is one of the world’s largest markets, yet trade and agriculture policies 
are designed mainly to serve the EU, preventing poorer countries from lifting themselves out of 
poverty, and widening the gap between rich and poor. Far from serving peace, this is unsustainable 
and sows seeds of conflict. This year, the UK agreed with Saudi Arabia the second largest arms deal 
in history, and EU Member States routinely sell arms to areas of instability. In the EU institutions, 
policymaking is incoherent; conflict prevention initiatives are marginalised and underfunded. With 
eyes half closed or fully closed, the EU in many ways colludes with US partiality to Israel. The 
Palestinians do not want handouts from Europe, but their land back. The EU has the potential to 
build peace and in some ways does, but it seems unwilling to make many sacrifices to justify its 
claims to be a global peacemaker. Similarly, its citizens — that is us — are reluctant to accept a less 
comfortable standard of living for trade and other EU policies to change for the benefit of the poor. 

We are people of faith, and we will strive to witness to God’s peace and justice whatever our means 
and circumstances, individually and together. We need to examine the assumption that state 
political systems can serve us in this. Decisions that affect millions are made by small groups of 
elite men (mostly), cloistered in secret rooms, who are generally peculiarly closed to hearing from 
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those whose lives their decisions most affect. In this respect, western democracy is illusory. We 
heard that policy is often improvised by senior civil servants who do not know what they are doing; 
who have simplistic, essentialist perspectives of their own and other states; and who escape public 
scrutiny. We heard that diplomacy is a nasty business, where power counts and the marginalised are 
excluded. By largely accepting this system, do European citizens sanction secretive elites to 
arbitrate the world’s business in this way, so that we can take our relative comfort for granted? If 
we believe the system can serve us, then when we write to parliamentarians, go on demonstrations, 
and vote, why does little change? If we do not have faith in the system, why do we do this kind of 
traditional campaigning? Are there ways of recognising fundamental flaws in our democracies while 
still valuing engagement with them? Are there ways of taking action that do not depend on the 
effectiveness of the system, but instead work outside of it? So many of us care about the issues but 
feel completely lacking in power. Power has been concentrated upwards and away from the people. 
One of the greatest challenges of our day is to find new ways of achieving change, or rediscovering 
lost ones. 

The threat from terrorism is dominating public consciousness but is poorly understood. Quakers, 
among others, are still trying to make sense of the impact of terrorism and of state responses to it, 
on our societies, and we have yet to develop our understanding of it. The threat from terrorism is 
real but governments and the media have exaggerated it and used it to support their agenda. This 
has entrenched cultural and social divisions in our societies. Ultimately, we are all one people. 
While we fail to take responsibility for our part in the oppression of most of the world, resentment 
and hopelessness will culminate in terrorist acts against us. This is not to excuse them but to try to 
understand them. There is not much difference between terrorism and the bombing of civilians by 
plane. We need to remember that living under threat is the daily norm for many millions of people 
around the world. Why should we presume to exclude ourselves from that norm, when we do not 
seem to care in the same way for them? 

Besides the formidable problems we have chosen to wrestle with this weekend, it has also been an 
occasion to celebrate the work that we, and some like-minded groups, do. Workshop sessions have 
shown how it is possible to make a creative, practical contribution to peace in some of the world’s 
most challenging conflicts — the former Yugoslavia, Sri Lanka, and Israel-Palestine. The solidarity 
component of this work, and a long-term view underpinned by hope, are strengthened by the faith 
perspective of those who carry it out with patience and passion. The awareness-raising work of 
Preparing for Peace, Peace Museums, and Quaker agencies is helping to change the way our 
societies conceive of war and peace. Completing our picture is work to try to change national and 
international policies. The policy work of agencies like the Quaker Council for European Affairs, 
Quaker United Nations Offices and Quaker Peace & Social Witness is often complex and difficult, but 
we are able to build relationships with policymakers and earn their trust. 

From the conversations over meals, I have the impression that this weekend has been one of rich 
learning, some affirmation of what we do, and many challenges. The weekend has been problem-
heavy. If this feels overwhelming, then that reminds us that our comfort zone is not where God 
wants us to be. At the same time, it is not ours to save the world. At the end of the day, we are a 
community of ordinary people trying to make an appropriate contribution to a better world — the 
one that God wants us all to live in. We do not fully understand all the problems we choose to face, 
but we are not so ignorant that we cannot act in respect of them. Our political power is small, but 
not so small that there is nothing we can do, and political power is not the only kind of power we 
recognise. We do not all have the same areas of expertise, but we all have valuable experience on 
which to draw, and everyone has something to offer. 

"Our deepest fear is not that we are inadequate. Our deepest fear is that we are powerful beyond 
measure. It is our light, not our darkness, that most frightens us. We ask ourselves, who am I to be 
brilliant, gorgeous, talented, and fabulous? Actually, who are you not to be? You are a child of God. 
Your playing small doesn't serve the world. There's nothing enlightened about shrinking so that other 
people won't feel insecure around you. We are all meant to shine, as children do. We are born to 
make manifest the glory of God that is within us. It's not just in some of us, it's in everyone. And as 
we let our own light shine, we unconsciously give other people permission to do the same. As we 
are liberated from our own fear, our presence automatically liberates others."100 

                                                 
100 Extract from a speech written by Marianne Williamson and used by Nelson Mandela which was quoted during 
the Conference, accessed 10 February 2007, available at http://jmm.aaa.net.au/articles/4564.htm  
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Useful sources of information 
The list below provides the websites of institutions and organisations which are referred to in the 
text and where further information can be found. 
 
For the institutions of the European Union, only the home page address is given; more specific 
references to specific issues raised in the text can be found in footnotes. 
 
European Union 

Gateway to all web pages:     
http://europa.eu/  

 
European Council 
 

General Secretariat 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_fo/showPage.ASP?lang=en  
Presidency 
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/cms3_fo/showPage.asp?id=695&lang=en&mode=g  

 
European Parliament 
 

Home Page 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/parliament.do  
Committee for Foreign Affairs 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/afet_home_en.htm  
Committee for Development 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/activities/expert/committees/presentation.do?committee=2
347&language=EN  
Committee for Security and Defence 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/sede_home_en.htm  
Committee for Human Rights 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/committees/droi_home_en.htm  
Members of the European Parliament - link 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/members/expert.do?language=EN  

 
European Commission 
 

Home Page 
http://ec.europa.eu/index_en.htm  
Commissioners for External Relations 
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/ferrero-waldner/index_en.htm  
Directorate General for External Relations 
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/external_relations/index_en.htm 
Commissioner for Development 
http://ec.europa.eu/comm/commission_barroso/michel/index_en.htm  
Directorate General for Development 
http://ec.europa.eu/dgs/development/index_en.htm  
Commissioner for Trade 
http://ec.europa.eu/commission_barroso/mandelson/index.htm  
Directorate General for Trade 
http://ec.europa.eu/trade/index_en.htm  
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QCEA   http://www.quaker.org/qcea/  
 
QUNO    http://www.quno.org/  
 
QPSW   http://www.quaker.org.uk/HomePage.asp?NodeID=89723  
 
Independent Diplomat 
http://www.independentdiplomat.com/index.htm  
 
Websites relating to workshops: 
 
Responsibility to Protect 
http://www.responsibilitytoprotect.org/  
http://www.iciss.ca/menu-en.asp  
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Responsibility_to_protect 
  
Human Security Concept 
http://www.humansecurityreport.info/  
http://www.humansecuritycentre.org/  
http://www.humansecuritynetwork.org/  
http://www.humansecurity-chs.org/  
  
Dealing with the Past and Transitional Justice 
http://www.ictj.org/en/index.html  
http://tj-forum.org/  
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Transitional_Justice  
http://www.c-r.org/ccts/ccts18/3apprch.htm  
http://www.c-r.org/ccts/ccts24/index.htm  
 
Ecumenical Accompaniers  
www.quaker.org.uk/eappi 
http://www.theparentscircle.com/  
www.sabeel.org  
www.icahd.org  
www.jfjfp.org  
www.ramallah.quaker.org 
www.palfriends.org  
www.order.zaytoun.org 
 
Nonviolent Peaceforce 
http://www.nonviolentpeaceforce.org/  
EN.CPS 
http://www.en-cps.org/  
EPLO 
http://www.eplo.org/  
Peace Museum 
http://www.peacemuseum.org.uk/  
Preparing for Peace 
http://www.preparingforpeace.org/  
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There is no time left for anything but to make peace work a dimension of our every waking activity. 

 
Elise Boulding, b. 1920, Quaker, Scholar, Peace Activist 

 
We cannot change the past, but we can change our attitude toward it. Uproot guilt and plant 
forgiveness. Tear out arrogance and seed humility. Exchange love for hate --- thereby making the 
present comfortable and the future promising. 
 

Maya Angelou, b. 1928, Poet, and Activist in the American Civil Rights Movement 
 
 
 
(Both quotes on this page are from: Dayton Peace Museum [on-line], accessed 4 April 2007, available at 
http://www.daytonpeacemuseum.org/)  
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