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Union was ot at the forefront of efforts to foster democracy and
good governance; its policies developed after many member states
nad already adopted these objectives. Internal pressure to adopt the
objectives came from the member states and, to a limited extent, from
the EP. And the EU’s promotion of democracy and good governance
cannot be said to be the export of values and principles practised at
the EU level. Generally speaking, then, the EU’s adoption of these
objectives has been reactive rather than proactive. Furthermore, the
tack of international standards and the democratic deficit within the
EU do not give the EU much solid ground on which to push other
countries to implement democratic and good governance reforms.

The way in which the EU promotes democracy and good gover-
nance is not strikingly different from that of other actors, as it reflects
an apparent consensus that both top-down and bottom-up Measures
must be used to promote democracy in particular, and that negative
conditionality is not necessarily the best way to engender democra-
tization. In contrast, both the inclusion of democratic principles in
the human-rights clause and the emphasis on dialogue are more inno-
vative and unusual, again reflecting the EU’s preference for basing
relations on legal agreements and persuasion. The inconsistent use of
negative measures is, however, a relatively common practice across
donors.

Of course, the extent 10 which the EU is committed to the objec-
tives of democracy and good governance can be questioned. A very
modest amount of aid 18 provided for encouraging both objectives,
and there is a lack of policy coherence (particularly between the
encouragement of economic liberalization and the promotion of
democracy). Negative measures are applied inconsistently, especially
where considerations of stability and security are paramount. But, as
the concern over the EU’s visibility in election observation missions
shows, the promotion of democracy and, to a lesser extent, good gov-
ernance is seen to be an important part of the EU’s international

identity.

7

Conflict Prevention

Preyenting \{iolent conflict became a concern for the European
Union once it was clear that peace and security would not re pIace
thfa balanqe of terror of the Cold War. The conflict in Yugoslaxlfaia in
mld—1991 Hlustrated this most starkly, but by the end of 1992 violent
conﬂlct§_had also erupted in the former Soviet Union (Armenia and
Azerbgljan, Georgia, Moldova, and so on) and northern Africa
(Algeng), and there were tensions elsewhere (between Hungary and
Romania, fo_r e?(ampie). These conflicts were either internal, though
often w1t'h_ significant external consequences, or attributable; lar e%
to the spillover pf internal tensions, especially over minority rig}%ts !
Defence against a Soviet threat may no longer have been .a
concern, but the security of the EU and its member states was far
from assured, tlllough it was not actually militarily threatened by the
spread of conflicts. Instead, such conflicts were costly for the E){J in
other ways (see section 7.2). But dealing with (or ‘managing’, in
current parlance) violent conflicts through military intervengtioxgl ’has
not l?een a practical option for the EU, due to both institutional short-
;:)omm_gs and a lack of political will. Trying to prevent conflicts from
f (l)‘fsgc{?ga gtlil\tziltn t\i:’i _ﬁ;stﬁ place has been a much more promising area
imne and cap);bi]itliz N ts more comfortably with its civiltan power
pri"rl;lhaer iIIEUaslapproach to conﬂif:t pre.vention can be characterized as
P e f())(r thong-term one,‘wl'nch tries to create the conditions for
fea cc,mtrib te most part within states {and on the assumption that
o ontri utes to fm’ter—s'tate peace). tI‘he member states have agreed
b 5 auses of copﬂwt (ecppomxc hardship; lack of respect for
an and minority rights; political, economic and social inequality,
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and lack of democracy) and on appropriate measures to address they
(democratization, respect for human and minority rights, sustainable
economic development, and regional cooperation). These assump.
tions shape the EU’s policies in various regions, but they do not adg
up to a coherent, overall strategy for preventing violent conflict.

An overall strategy is necessary because the EU’s preferred
measures — promotion of democracy, human rights, sustainable
development and regional integration — may contribute to conflict
prevention, but they also may not. Firstly, democratization may
permit the peaceful conciliation of group interests, but it can also
unleash extreme nationalism and political instability, especiaily if new
political parties reflect ethnic divisions. Hence, if the promotion of
democracy is to prevent conflicts, programmes must be specifically
designed to minimize the conditions that breed extremist political
movements. Secondly, development or economic assistance, or trade
concessions, must be used carefully to ensure that they do not create
or exacerbate inequalities among different identity groups, a source
of conflict. Thirdly, regional cooperation could have disintegrative
effects: Reinhardt Rummel has pointed out that Slovenia’s expecta-
tion of integration into the EU arguably ‘produced a domino effect
of disintegration in Yugoslavia in 1990/91°, and that there is a risk that
new EU member states could take a hardline attitude towards out-
siders.! The prospect of enlargement to the Republic of Cyprus, for
example, increased tension in the eastern Mediterranean. Easing the
insider--outsider distinction is one way to try to avoid such conflicts,
but this is easier said than done. To some extent, these considerations
have been incorporated into EU policies, but a coherent strategy is
still more of an objective than a reality.

In addition to the long-term, peace-building approach, the EU is
trying to develop the capacity to prevent conflicts that are perceived
as being imminent, as well as to prevent the escalation of existing con-
flicts. In part, the security and defence policy is supposed to allow
the EU to back up its civilian instruments with the threat or use of
force, and thus prevent conflicts from breaking out or escalating
(or then intervening if conflict prevention does not work). The June
2001 Goteberg European Council noted, ‘the development of the
European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP) has, since the outset,
also been intended to strengthen the EU’s capacity for action in the
crucial field of conflict prevention.”

The Union’s approach to conflict prevention is broadly shared by
other actors, such as Canada or Norway, and international organi-
zations, most notably the OSCE. However, in contrast to these
actors, the EU possesses a considerable toolbox of policy instruments
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and, crucially, its own unique legacy as an exercise in conflict
revention. ‘ _

This chapter first discusses the experience of preventing conflict
within the EU. Section 7.2 analyses how and why the EU adopted
conflict prevention as a foreign policy objective. The following two
sections discuss how the EU defines conflict prevention and what
instruments it uses to try to prevent conflicts. The EU’s policies are
evaluated in section 7.5,

7.1 Conflict prevention within the EU

Until the 1990s, the European Union was better known for prevent-
ing conflicts between its own member states than among or within
third countries. A key reason, after all, for the creation of the
European Coal and Steel Community was to prevent future conflicts
in Western Europe, and specifically between France and Germany.
For Joseph Weiler, peace was the most explicit of the Community’s
foundational ideals.” The EU’s High Representative for the CFSP,
Javier Solana, asserted that the EU

came into existence as an exercise in conflict prevention. A half a
century ago, we began the process of recovery from a global conflict
of unprecedented dimensions. Today’s European Union was borne
[sic] from the determination of all our peoples that such a conflict
should never happen again. . . . Building stability and preventing con-
flict is at the heart of our endeavours.”

Similarly, the Commission maintained: “The EU is in itself a peace
project, and a supremely successful one. It has underpinned the rec-
onciliation and peaceful development of Western Europe over the
last half century, helping to consolidate democracy and to assure
prosperity.”

The route to peace via integration has been successful. While there
is continuing violence in some parts of the EU (Northern Ireland, the
Basque region, Corsica), these are contained conflicts, and violent
conflict among EU member states is simply inconceivable. The EU
is a ‘security community”: there are long-term, dependable expecta-
tions that members of the community will resolve their problems by
a process of peaceful change.® This is an extraordinary achievement.
As Maurice Keens-Soper argues:

What is noteworthy from the standpeint of the present is how the
assumption of peace, above all between France and Germany, has
become s0 securely grounded as to be unworthy of comment. When
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expectations have taken such hold that their fulfilment goes unnoticed,
it suggests that relations based upon them depend on more reliable
material than the official undertakings of treaties. Habit has sealed
what contract began.’

This does not mean the end of disputes among the member states; it
does mean that expressing and resolving those disputes become the
stuff of politics, comparable to what takes place in the domestic polit-
ical process.

The success of the integration project bestows legitimacy and
authority on the EU’s pursuit of the conflict-prevention objective?
The EU can also act with more legitimacy than the member states
could separately when this involves intervention in third countries (as
is often the case with conflict prevention), especially former colonies,
Of course, EU intervention may still be resented as neo-imperialist,
but, with respect to the perceptions of third countries, there is still
more to be gained from acting collectively than unilateraily.

But while integration is undoubtedly an important factor in pro-
ducing stable expectations of peace among West European states, it
is not the only factor. Traditional liberal theories of international rela-
tions also seem to fit here: democratic states do not fight one another,
and EU member states are all democracies; violent conflict is incom-
patible with free trade and economic interdependence, and the EU
member states are all (rich) ‘trading states’.’ In practice, it is the com-
bination of all these factors that the EU promotes externally to
prevent violent conflict, between and within states.

Realists, however, would argue that peace in Europe during the
Cold War was the result of bipolarity and mutual deterrence. Western
Europe benefited, and still benefits, from the American security guar-
aniee, which guarantees peace.'® This is not widely acknowledged
within the EU: the two declarations cited above, by the CFSP High
Representative and the Commission, do not discuss the wider context

of peace in Europe, merely how the EU has contributed to peace
among its member states. Furthermore, the provision of security
guaraniees is one instrument that the EU cannot wield; only the US
and NATO can do so. EU enlargement cannot provide a similar level
of protection.” The EU’s use of softer measures directly reflects the
means available to it and its own ‘home-grown’ experiences, but real-
ists would question whether it really can wield the full range of
conflict-prevention instruments, as it persistently claims.

The EUs history and experience have clearly shaped its approach
to conflict prevention. But, as the next section illustrates, the EU
adopted this objective in the wake of events external to it, and con-
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curréntly with major international actors {not least
ey | (not least the UN and the

7.2 Conflict prevention as an EU foreign
potlicy objective

During the Cold War, ‘conflict prevention’ meant preventing nuclear
war between the US and the Soviet Union by a strategy of nuclear
d.f:terr!f:nce. The Cold War did not, of course, inhibit all violent con-
flict — intra-state or inter-state — but frequently conflicts became the-
atres of US—'Soviet competition: Afghanistan, Angola, Et Salvador
Nicaragua, Vietnam, to name but a few. The UN tried to defuse crises’
and resolve confiicts, and thus prevent or limit superpower involve-
ment, throggh the ‘quiet diplomacy’ of the Secretary-General and
peace—keepmg, but these efforts were not touted as conflict preven-
tion or preventive diplomacy.?

To an extent, the EC member states used the EPC framework to
try to redu;e Cold War tensions in Europe — as in their collective
diplomacy in the CSCE - or to propose solutions to conflicts that
could threaten international stability. EPC put forward proposals to
end_ the conflict in Afghanistan and the Middle East, and it supported
reg}o.nal :efforts to end the conflicts in Central America. This was
actlwtyvalr_ned not at preventing imrninent violent conflict, but rather
at alleviating or resolving it, or at creating the conditions for peace
in the long. term. While EPC was largely unsuccessful in this, it man-
ifested a different and unique approach to violent conflict tflan that
of t'h'e superpowers, in that it emphasized the local economic and
pollt{cal causes of conflict and non-military solutions to it.

With the end of the Cold War, several conflicts ended (Cambodia
C.ent_ral America, Mozambique), but new ones broke out ofteri
w1tl}m states. A revitalized UN tried to resolve many conﬂicts, as did
regional organizations. Dealing with these conflicts was exp,ensive
For example, the UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in the former
Yugoslawa_cost over $1 billion a year from 1993 to 1995, and the lives
of 120 soldiers; EU member states paid a large part of this cost. The
estimated cost in 1996 of the NATO Implementation Force v;fhich
enforced the Dayton peace agreement, was $5 billion: The O}ﬁce of
the UN High Commissioner for Refugees spent $1 billion between
1991 and 1996 on emergency assistance.” And this of course leaves
out the costs of the conflict for the people of the former Yugoslavia
and neighbouring states, of housing Yugoslav refugees in host coun-
tries, of lost trade and of reconstruction.
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The costs of conflicts naturally sparked considerations_ of how to
prevent them from breaking out in the first place. Within Europe,
even before the Yugoslav war, some attention was paid to conflict
prevention, mainly to ensure that the Cold War ended peace_fully. A
CSCE summit in November 1990 agreed to create a CODﬂlC? Pre-
vention Centre, to try to prevent inter-state conflicts. Iq 1992, in t}_le
wake of the Yugoslav war, the CSCE established a High Commis-
sioner on National Minorities, who could intervene at an early stage
to try to prevent tensions over national minority 1ssues from erupt-
ing into internal and/or inter-state conﬂlqt. Ip June 1992, ac:‘tmg on
a request from the UN Security Council six ‘months carlier, UN
Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali published An Agenda for
Peace, which contained recommendations for strengthening the UN’s
capacity to prevent violent conflict. EU rpember states have l')ee:}}1
active in supporting OSCE and UN conflict-prevention activities;
indicating a widespread consensus that conflicts can and should be
prevented, and that many international organizations can be useful
in this respect. _ o

Given that the EU was increasingly expected to deliver hpmam-
tarian aid to, and help reconstruct, conflict-ridden zones (partlcu}arly
in its periphery, notably the former Yugoslavia), there was cfonsmier-
able support within the EU for attempting to prevent conflicts from
arising, Conflict prevention is also an area in which the EU could
make a distinct contribution, and it has an armoury of appropriate
tools. Commission President Jacques Delors asserted, ‘as many
conflicts and tensions are rooted in political, social and economic
instabilitics, the Union is much better equipped than any other
international organisation to address related problems.’l.5

In the June 1992 report on CFSP joint actions, preventing (and set-
tling) violent conflict was declared an objective for EU foreign policy.
Initially, the EU’s neighbourhood attracted the most attention. The
importance of preventing conflict in Central and Eastern Europe was
obvious, as conflict there would seriously affect the EU’sl secun.ty,
economic interests and political objectives. Enla'r'gement is consid-
ered the primary way to spread security and stablht'y eastwart}s. But
the prospect of enlargement also made it imperative that dlspu_tes
among the CEECs be resolved before enlargement, lest the Union
import instability and insecurity or generate tensions between an
enlarged EU and outsiders. Across Central and Eastern Eu.rope there
were inter-state disputes over minority rights and boundaries, as we_ll
as domestic tensions stemming from minorities’ grievances, €Conomic
hardship and nationalism. Early on, the Union addres_sed these prob-
lems in ways that reflect the underlying assumptions about the
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sources of conflict. It tried to foster democratization and respect for
human and minority rights using conditionality (including, most
powerfully, membership conditionality), aid and diplomatic instru-
ments, and it encouraged regional cooperation. It also engaged
directly in mediation, not least in the Pact for Stability.

Since the end of the Bosnian war, South-Eastern Europe has
become a significant ~ perhaps the most significant — area for EU
foreign policy. The EU has been concerned to prevent the recurrence
of conflict and the outbreak of new conflicts there. It drew up a strat-
egy for reconstruction and peace in the region, based on the offer
of association agreements, provided countrics meet conditions
including respect for democratic principles and human rights, good-
neighbourliness, and compliance with the peace agreements, The EU
engaged in intensive diplomacy to try to prevent conflict in Kosovo
and FYROM.

From the mid-1990s, the Union also devoted more attention
southwards. As southern member states argued, there were risks
to European security from religious fundamentalism and under-
development — whose direct impact on the EUJ would be via
increased illegal immigration ~ as well as the spread of chemical and
biological weapons. The Euro-Mediterranean partnership, based on
political dialogue, economic and financial cooperation, and cultural
exchange, is to ‘contribute to the overall aim of preventing conflict
and promoting stability’.’S The Euro-Mediterranean partnership
tries to make up for the EU’s marginal influence in the Middle East
peace process {due partly to the efforts of Israel and the US to curtail
its role) with a longer-term, wider-ranging approach to peace and
stability in the region.

Beyond its periphery, conflict prevention in Africa became an EU
concern, in the wake of conflicts in Liberia (1989-), Somalia (1992-)
and Rwanda (1994). In none of them did the EU intervene (even with
coercive civilian measures), although member states were active in
the UN mission to Somalia and France intervened (eventually and
controversially) in response to the Rwandan genocide. One lesson
learned was that outsiders would not intervene to resolve conflicts in
Africa, so African capacities to prevent and resolve conflicts should
be developed. In December 1994 the Essen European Council advo-
cated ‘an intensive political dialogue’ between the EU and QAU,
focusing on conflict prevention.”” A year later the Council declared
that the EU would support African efforts in preventive diplomacy
and peace-keeping.”® In March 1996 the Commission issued a com-
munication on the EU and conflicts in Africa.”® In June 1997 a CFSP
commeon position stated that the EU ‘shall actively support efforts in
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favour of the prevention and resolution of conflicts in Africa.”
The replacement common position, of May 2001, lists several mea-
sures that the EU will take to prevent, manage and resolve conflicts
in Africa” Conflict prevention was a significant chapter at the
Africa-Europe summit in April 2000 and was included in the
ou Convention. ' '
Colt;:lr}t fﬁr all of these activities, at the end of the 1990s the Union still
lacked an overall strategy for preventing conflicts. From 1999,
however, more effort was devoted to articul_atmg a coherent frame-
work. Several member states (Sweden and Finland, for example) and
the Commission were pushing to ensure that the development of the
EU’s capacity to intervene militarily was balanced by a strengthen-
ing of its capacity to use civilian means to try to prevent aqd resolve
conflicts. Hence the conclusions of Europear_l Councils :smce 19.9'9
have usually contained reports on strengthem_n_g the EU’s capabili-
ties for crisis management with civilian and military means,

There was considerable cooperation between the first and secopd
pillars. Javier Solana and Chris Patten issued a report to the Nice
European Council in December 2000 on fImprovmg the coherenpe
and effectiveness of European Union action in the field of conflict
prevention’. This led to an open (televised) debate on c_onﬂlct pre-
vention at the January 2001 meeting of the General Affgir_s Cquncﬂ,
under the Swedish presidency. In May 2001 the (?01’1’]1111381011 issued
a communication on conflict prevention. And in June 2001 the
Goteberg European Council agreed an ‘EU programme for the

i f violent conflicts’. _
pl’t’i;’t?: tIl-IoiI;hORepresentative for CFSP z.n}d the Commissmn_ asserted
that ‘preserving peace, promoting stability and. strengthening inter-
national security worldwide is a fundzlimental objec_tlve for the Union,
and preventing violent conflict constitutes one of its most 1mp0rt3nt
external policy challenges'” They made a r{u‘mber of recommenda-
tions for more effective and coherent policies. The Commission’s
communication also listed a large number of re.corr}mendatlons for
improving the Union’s capacity to prevent conflicts in the short and
m.
10ﬂ”}g'hteMGeneral Affairs Council’s open debate revealed a conver-
gence of views among the member states. They agreed

on both the principles on which conflict prevention sk}ould be based -
such as democracy, the rule of law, respect of hum?n nights and hu:ina'n
dignity, in particular expressed in the fight against poverty an l;n
favour of economic development - as We.ll as t}“le. means to be
employed for concrete action, with priority in the civil area - trade,
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dcvelopment cooperation, humanitarian assistance, etc — but also in
- the last resort, the readiness to use military force for conflict solution.

The foreign ministers further agreed that the EU needed to improve
its internal tools, as well as the coherence and consistency of its con-
flict-prevention policies.

The Goteberg programme was a significant step towards a coher-
ent EU strategy, and declared:

In line with the fundamental values of the EJ, the highest political pri-
ority will be given to improvin g the effectiveness and coherence of its
external action in the field of conflict prevention, thereby also enhanc-

ing the preventive capabilities of the international community at
large

The EU will set clear political priorities for preventive actions:
improve its early warning and policy coherence; enhance its instru-
ments for long- and short-term prevention; and build effective
partnerships for prevention. The Council is to review potential con-
flict issues at the outset of each presidency.®

Thus the EU has come quite a way towards articulating the objec-
tive of preventing conflict and formulating a strategy to achieve that
objective, though it remains to be seen how coherently it will imple-
ment that strategy. Why has it done so?

Firstly, and obviously, viclent conflict is costly for the EU.
The CFSP High Representative and the Commission argued:
‘Conflict bears a human cost in suffering and undermines economic
development. It also affects EU interests by Creating instability,
by reducing trade and putting investments at risk, by imposing a
heavy financial burden in reconstruction and ultimately by threaten-
ing the security of its citizens. The financial costs of preventing
conflict are small compared to the cost of addressing its conse-
quences.”® And violent conflict makes it virtually impossible to
pursue the EU’s other foreign policy objectives, such as the promo-
tion of democracy or the encouragement of regional cooperation. As
the Commission noted, ‘For the European Union, the existence of
violent conflicts in Africa is increasingly challenging the achjevement
of its declared policy goals. Fostering peace, stability, democracy and
humar?l rights under the conditions of conflicts is a nearly impossible
task.”

There are also less tangible costs, as Reinhardt Rummel points out.
Ignoring the human suffering would exact a moral cost, undermining
the legitimacy of policies designed to further the EU’s shared values,
such as respect for human rights. And the EU’s failure to resolve con-



154 CONFLICT PREVENTION

flicts can discredit the CFSP (as in the case of Bosnia) and cause ten-
sions with other states.™ _ _

The politics of scale clearly favour collective action to prevent con-
flicts. The EU can wield appropriate and quite pow‘eyful policy instru-
ments, such as development assistance or the cond1t1(?na1 offer of EU
membership. The member states can have more influence acting
together than separately. Not doing so cou_ld even be dangerous, as
individual national policies might undermine each other. Ru.mmel
warns that, ‘in a situation of developing tensions, an uncoordma_ted
approach from individual Member Stategs could exacerbate the situ-
ation rather than mitigate the tensions.” ,

Conflict prevention is also one area which p!ays to t'he EU’s
strengths, given the range of instruments tl}at it_can wield and
its history as an exercise in conflict prevention. This is clearly_,r a
key reason why the member states chose to develop the conflict-
prevention capacity of the EU: the EU cogld add value. _However,
failure to prevent conflicts could have con51d_erable negative effe.cts
on the EU’s credibility and image. And claiming success 1 well-nigh
impossible, as it is hard to determine wl_lether the EU has btf,en
responsible for helping to prevent conflicts or whether conflicts
would not have erupted regardless of outside intervention.

Several actors have actively pushed to strengthen the EU’s capac-
ity to prevent conflicts. The neutrals, Denmark and the‘ Netherlan_d_s
have been keen to develop civilian instruments alongside new mili-
tary ones, and to consider how these should best be used to prevent
conflicts. Strengthening the EU’s civilian instruments for f:?ﬂﬂlct pre-
vention could, after all, potentially reduce the need for military force.
During its 1999 presidency, Finland actively promoted c_onmderation

of the non-military management of crises. Sweden used its 2001 pres-
idency to develop the EU’s civilian instrgments, Feﬂechpg the strong
emphasis on conflict prevention in Swedish fo;elgn policy, as well as
its preference for civilian over military means. The Neth_erlands l}as
actively pushed for an EU conflici-prevention role, es_pec:lally during
its 1997 presidency, which resulted in Octqber_ 1997 in 131'116 comimon
position on conflict prevention and resolution in Africa. The larger
member states have also pushed for EU conflict-prevention activities:
France proposed the Pact for Stability in Ceqtral and Eastern Europeg
Germany pushed for a similar Stability Pact in Sou?h—.Easterr} Europe;
France and the UK advocate EU support for building African con-
flict-prevention capabilities; and Spain and Ita]y promoted the
Euro-Mediterranean partnership. But the most active promoters pf
conflict prevention as an EU objective, and the development Qf civil-
ian instruments, have been the smaller states. The Commission has
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also long seen conflict prevention as an area where the Community’s
civilian instruments are of particular use, which requires a strong
Commission voice in the foreign policy-making process.

The European Parliament has repeatedly called on the EU {o
strengthen its capabilities to prevent conflicts.® In 1994, MEPs
created the Forum of the European Parliament for the Active Pre-
vention of Conflicts. In June 1995, on the initiative of Michel Rocard
MEDP, the European Parliament urged the Commission to set up a
unit for analysing and proposing solutions to conflicts; in 1996 the
Commission responded by creating the Conflict Prevention Network
(CPN). NGOs (such as International Alert, Saferworld and Interna-
tional Crisis Group) and think tanks (such as the WEU - now EU -
Institute for Security Studies) have made numerous recommenda-
tions for improving and strengthening the EU’s conflict-prevention
capacities.™

There is clearly considerable support within the EU for pursuing
the objective. Why then has it taken so long to adopt a more coher-
ent approach? Partly this is because the E1J, along with other inter-
pational actors, is still learning about how to prevent conflicts. And
partly it reflects weaknesses of the EU’s foreign policy system. Con-
flict prevention requires minimizing the pillar division, further devel-
opment of CFSP’s instruments, and incorporation of political
considerations into the use of economic instruments. A strengthened
capacity to prevent conflicts must go hand in hand with a strength-
ened capacity to formulate and implement foreign policy. This is a
slow process.

Although the EU was active in conflict prevention quite early, it
was following in the footsteps of other international actors, not least
the UN and the OSCE. The development of its strategy was also at
the behest of several member states who were already quite involved
in conflict preventicn (such as Sweden). The adoption of this foreign
policy objective thus followed international trends. But it clearly fits
well with the EU’s own origins and experiences, which contribute to
the uniqueness of EU activity in this field.

7.3 What does the EU mean by
conflict prevention?

In the last decade there has been a proliferation of terms regarding
the prevention and settlement of violent conflicts: preventive diplo-
macy, preventive action, crisis prevention, conflict prevention, conflict
resolution, peace-making, peace-keeping, peace-building, conflict
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management and crisis management. Seme definitions of these terms
overlap with each other; the same term can mean different activities.
Initially the EU’s preferred term was preventive diplomacy,™ but the
Commission has since used the terms conflict prevention, peace-
building, conflict resolution and conflict management (see box 7.1).

The Commission’s terminology has evolved: in 2001 it grouped
both long-term (which it called the projection of stability) and short-
term (quick reaction to nascent conflicts) efforts under the general
rubric of conflict prevention.® The Council too has used slightly
different terms and definitions:

Box 7.1 The European Commission’s definition of conflict
prevention and related terms

Peace-building: ‘Actions undertaken over the medium and
longer-term to address root-causes of violent conflicts in a
targeted manner.” Root causes are:

* imbalance of political, socio-economic or cultural opportu-
nities among different identity groups (ethnic, religious,
regional, social, and so on);

e lack of democratic legitimacy and effectiveness of
governance;

* absence of effective mechanisms for the peaceful concilia-
tion of group interests (including democratic structures) and
for bridging dividing lines between different interest groups;
and

* lack of a vibrant civil society.

Conflict prevention: ‘Actions undertaken over the short term to
reduce manifest tensions and/or to prevent the outbreak or
recurrence of violent conflict.’

Conflict management: ‘Actions undertaken with the main objec-
tive to prevent the vertical (intensification of violence) or
horizontal (territorial spread) escalation of existing violent
conflicts.’

Conflict resolution: ‘Actions undertaken over the short term to
end violent conflict.’

Source: European Commission, Development Directorate-General,
<http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/development/prevention/definition.

htm> (accessed 27 July 2001).
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* conflict prevention targets the trigger factors and root causes of
violent conflict; .

* crisis management addresses acute phases of conflicts, supporting
efforts to end violence; and

* peace-building supports initiatives to contain violent conflict and
prepare for and sustain peaceful solutions,*

The Council’s definition of conflict prevention encompasses both
short-term and long-term efforts, so that there now seems to be some
consensus on this.

The definitional confusion is one sign that a coherent strategy for
conflict prevention is still under construction. It also generates a
further problem. The EU wants to work together with other inter-
national organizations, especially the UN.¥ Yet the UN and the EU
use different terminology and definitions. ‘Peace enforcement’ for the
UN means ‘peace-making’ for the EU (military action to maintain or
restore international peace), while ‘peace-making’ for the UN means
non-military measures to resolve conflict.®

7.4 How does the EU pursue the objective?

One of the EU’s strengths in the field of conflict prevention is the
wide range of instruments that it could wield in an effort to prevent
violent conflicts. The Commission listed some of these with respect
to preventing conflict in developing countries (see box 7.2). But if
these instruments are to be effective, they must be used in pursuit of
a clear, coherent policy. The Council has repeatedly stated that
the Union’s approach should be comprehensive and integrated.®
But overcoming the limitations of the pillar structure has been prob-

lematic, as the CFSP High Representative and the Commission
admitted:

The challenges which face the Union as it sets about improving its
coherence and effectiveness for conflict prevention are similar to those
which it faces throughout its external action: to establish and sustain
priorities for action; to ensure the coherent use of what is now a very
broad range of resources in pursuit of those priorities: to deploy those
resources in a pro-active, flexible and integrated way; and to build and
sustain partnerships with those who share cur values and priorities at
global, regional, national and local level *®

_'The under-development of the CFSP pillar is a problem: ‘EU con-
flict prevention thinking [has] a disproportionately heavy focus on
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Box 7.2 EU measures to try to break the cycle of conflict

Peace-building (in situations without obvious tension):

e assistance for training, education, social and economic
cohesion, strengthening human and social d;vc_alopm_ent,
democracy-building, good governance and civil society,
institution-building;

» political dialogue;
watching changes;

* vyoicing concerns.

Conflict prevention (in situations of tension):

political dialogue with the parties cm_merned; _

advocacy of specific measures (including preventive deploy-
ment of troops) and/or of specific solutions to the problems;
(threat of) sanctions;,

deployment of observers;

humanitarian/emergency aid; o
intensification of measures listed under peace-building
above.

Peace-building (in post-conflict situations):

demobilization and disarmament;

repatriation and reintegration;

mine clearance; o
post-conflict relief and humanitarian aid rehabilitation;
peace-building measures listed above;

advocacy of specific solutions,

confidence-building measures;

(support for) conflict-resolution initiatives;

rebuilding of government structures.

Source: European Commission, COM (96) 153, pp. 18-19.

economics, human rights and democratisation, to the_ neglect of diplo-
matic conflict prevention measures that seek to significantly alter the
political dynamics of an emerging conflict.”" The Goteberg pro-
gramme declared that ‘the Council will develop proposals on the
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further improvement of its diplomatic instruments.” But resources for

the CFSP pillar remain limited: the CFSP budget is small, especially
compared to the EU’s external relations budget (see table 3.3); only
twenty-four people staff the Policy Unit; and member states do not
have to share relevant information that might help the Policy Unit
produce solid analyses and policy recommendations. The inadequacy
of the CFSP’s resources is especially apparent when compared to
those for the CESDP: for example, 135 people work for the Military
Staff, which is to provide early warning, situation assessment and
strategic planning for Petersberg task operations. In comparison, the
Policy Unit, which might help determine that a Petersberg task oper-
ation is necessary in the first place, is vastly understaffed.

There is still inter-pillar rivalry; the Commission has been anxious
to prevent its marginalization from conflict-prevention efforts. In
February 2001, Development Commissioner Poul Nielson declared,
‘T consider development co-operation as the most important contri-
bution Europe can make to preventing conflicts in developing coun-
tries.”” The Commission’s April 2001 communication on conflict
prevention concentrates on the Community’s long-term measures,
such as promoting regional cooperation, and on the need for better
short-term measures in the first pillar.

The rest of this section analyses several EU policy instruments for
conflict prevention: financial assistance; conditionality, sanctions;
limits on arms exports; early warning; political dialogue and media-
tion; support for regional cooperation; civilian crisis management
capabilities; and military instruments.

Financial assistance

From the mid-1990s there was a growing recognition (internationally
and within the Union) that assistance alone will not prevent conflict;
it must be specifically directed towards alleviating the root causes
of conflicts. At the UN level, the Secretary-General emphasized the
role of development aid in conflict prevention in his 1994 report An
Agenda for Development.® By summer 1994, donor countries, inter-
national organizations and NGOs were evaluating the negative
impact of humanitarian and emergency aid on prospects for peace-
building, primarily because of the experience of the refugee camps
just outside Rwanda, but also as a result of the earlier experience of
relief provision in Somalia.*

The EU absorbed and even contributed to these discussions. The
Commission proposed changing the focus in EU development and

humanitarian assistance programmes to take account of the socio-
political impact of ascictanece Proarammace st addence the oo
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causes of violent conflicts. The ultimate policy goal is ‘st‘ructural
stability’, which is ‘a situation involving sustain'flble economic devel-
opment, democracy and respect for human rights, \fle'lbie pc_)lltlcal
structures, and healthy social and environmental c01_1d1t10ns, w1tl:1 tl}g
capacity to manage change without resort to violent conflict.
Importantly, this approach became the basis for the QECD Devel-
opment Assistance Committee’s guidelines on conflict, peace and
development cooperation.* ' _

‘The Council agreed that development aid could contribute to the
prevention of violent conflicts if it addresses the causes o_f conflicts
and ensures balanced opportunities among different identity groups,
strengthens democratic legitimacy and effectiveness of governance,
and builds effective mechanisms for the peaceful concihation of
group interests.”” In November 2000 the Commupity’s development
policy was revised to emphasize poverty red'uct!on as the primary
objective, and ‘poverty, and the exclusion which it creates, is onc of
the root causes of conflict.’* .

The EU is also to ‘mainstream’ the goal of conflict prevention. The
Commission’s regional and country strategy papers are to a‘ssess
potential conflict situations, and, where the_re is possible conflict, ‘con-
flict prevention measures will be made an integral part of the overall
programmes of the Community’® In the strategy papers, the Com-
mission now regularly refers to a ‘check-list’ of root causes of con-
flicts, and tries to focus aid on relevant conflict-prevention -act1v1tles
(such as strengthening the rule of law, or demobilizahon_ pro-
grammes).® But it has not been able to make conflict prevention an
issue in all the Community’s sectoral policies (particularly trade
policy) or traditional development prograa\mrruss._51

There is specific funding for conflict-prevention measures under
the EIDHR, but the percentage of funding for such measures has
dropped since 1996 (see appendix 2). Support for the p;qsecutnon of
violations of humanitarian law has not declined so precipitously, an;ﬂ2
is one of the four thematic priorities for EIDHR funding from 2002.
The level of EU funding on conflict prevention, though, compares
favourably to that of other actors when p.eace-keeping. costs are not
included (see appendix 3). The Commission also considers that the
FIDHR as a whole addresses the root causes of conflicts, sqch as
a lack of democracy and respect for human rights, and alienation of
vulnerable groups.® The countries that have been targeted for

ETDHR funding from 2002 are in fact couniries either at hl_gh risk of

suffering violent contflict or already affected by it (see section 5.4).
Post-contflict peace-building is also a major area of EU assistance,

and is supposed to be designed to help prevent conflicts from erupt-
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ing again. The EU has taken responsibility for reconstruction and
rehabilitation (including demobilization) in South-Eastern Europe,
for example, promising euro 5.5 billion in aid for 2000-6. The
Cotonou agreement provides for EU support for demobilization and
reintegration of former combatants into society.

Conditionality

The EU has used conditionality, including membership conditional-
ity, to try to prevent conflicts, particularly with respect to other
European countries. It has quite assertively exploited its ‘power of
attraction’ to exert leverage over European countries.” Two EU
membership conditions are relevant here: respect for minority rights
(see section 5.3) and ‘good-neighbourliness’. Good-neighbourliness
implies a willingness to cooperate with neighbours, but also — more
concretely — to resolve disputes peacefully, if necessary by referring
them to the International Court of Justice (ICI).

Good-neighbourliness has been stressed on a number of occasions.
In 1992 the Czech Republic and Slovakia were carefully watched fo
ensure that their break-up was peaceful. In 1993, Hungary and
Slovakia were successfully pressed to refer the Gabcikovo dam
dispute to the ICJ. A key objective of the 1994-5 Pact for Stability
was 1o encourage the applicant countries to teach bilateral agree-
ments among themselves on borders and the treatment of minorities.
In ‘Agenda 2000°, the Commission stated that, ‘before accession,
applicants should make every effort to resolve any outstanding
border dispute among themselves or involving third countries. Failing
this they should agree that the dispute be referred to the Interna-
tional Court of Justice.”” The Helsinki European Council reiterated
this condition: applicants had to resolve outstanding border disputes
before accession, or refer them to the ICI*

The South-East European countries have been subject to even
more stringent conditions tied to the offer of trade relations, assis-
tance, and stabilization and association agreements: countries must
protect minority rights, be ready to engage in cross-border coopera-
tion, provide opportunities for displaced persons and refugees to
return to their places of origin, and comply with obligations under
the peace agreements (including cooperation with the International
Tribunal on the Former Yugoslavia).

The use of conditionality is a long-term strategy. Where there are
relatively low levels of tension it has worked well, as in the peaceful
break-up of Czechoslovakia or the Gabcikovo dam dispute. On its
own and in situations of instability, it works less well. For example,
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the signing of an SAA in March 2001 with FYROM was a deliber-
ate, though premature, signal from the EU that the government
should try to reach a peaceful resolution of the problem, but it still
had to be combined with intensive international diplomacy (see
below) and limited NATO intervention.

Sanctions

The EU has usually imposed diplomatic and economic sanctions after
a violent conflict has already erupted, rather than as a prevention
measure. Aid to several ACP countries has been suspended because
they were involved in violent conflicts, so as to avoid the misuse of
funds for military purposes and to underscore the EU’s appeal for a
settlement of conflicts.”’

Sanctions tend to be threatened once a situation has deteriorated,
by which time they cannot often influence events on the ground.
Sanctions threatened and imposed against Serbia in 1998 could not
prevent the war in Kosovo, as the Commission admitted: ‘For the
financial sanctions taken against the government of the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia in 1998-2000 to have been truly effective in
preventing FRY interference in Kosovo, for instance, measures
should have been targeted swiftly and unambiguously on individual
decision-makers.”*®

While the utility of sanctions in preventing conflict is questiopable,
their role in fuelling instability is difficult to ignore: they foster illegal
transactions, smuggling, civilian suffering, and trade losses fgr neigh-
bouring countries. This was particularly evident in the experiences pf
sanctions on Serbia.® It is difficult to compensate fully for the dis-
ruption, even where the will to do so exists. In line_with an interna-
tional debate on the utility of sanctions, the Commission pledged in
April 2001 to initiate a debate on devising and imple;)nentmg ‘smart’
sanctions, which target the top officials of a country.

The EU has also been active in trying to build an international
control regime to prevent the sale of diamonds from conflict zones
(the Kimberley process). It has already blocked the importation of
diamonds from Liberia and Sierra Leone (in conformity with UN
Security Council resolutions).”'

Limits on arms exports

Any serious attempt to prevent conflicts must address the supply of
arms to areas at risk of conflict. But arms industries are powerful
lobbies, and states find it difficult to limit the exports on which many
iohs can denend. Thev are alen nnwilling to limit exnorts if compett-
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“tors will simply supply substitutes, so the need for cocperation is

evident. ‘

In 1991 the member states moved towards harmonization of their
arms export policies. The June 1991 Luxembourg European Council
noted that member state policies on arms exports were based on
common criteria, which could form the basis for a common approach.
Seven criteria were listed; an eighth was added a year later by the
Lisbon European Council.” The eight criteria were later incorpo-
rated into the Code of Conduct on Arms Exports, which was signed
on 8 June 1998, following a UK presidency initiative. It fit in with the
new Labour government’s ‘foreign policy with an ethical dimension’,
but would also help prevent the British arms industry from being
undercut by EU competitors with fewer scruples. The code is a list of
eight criteria stipulating the conditions under which export licences
should be denied (see box 7.3). Member states are to tell each other
about licences they have denied; a member state that approves a
licence that has been denied by another member state must state the
reasons for so doing. There is little enthusiasm for strengthening the
code, either by making jt binding or by publishing annual reports on
its implementation.

The code is not often invoked. In June 1999 the EU indicated that,
with respect to the Great Lakes region of Africa, member states
would rigorously apply the criteria of the Code of Conduct on Arms
Exports until peace is re-established.* But although some member

- states imposed a de facto arms embargo on Israel in April 2002, the

EU did not formally declare that the code would be applied.® In the
case of India and Pakistan in spring 2002, the member states did not
even apply a de facto arms embargo.

The EU has taken a strong stance on anti-personnel land mines.
In a series of joint actions in 1996 and 1997, the Union supported the
Ottawa Convention on the prohibition of the use, stockpiling, pro-
duction and transfer of anti-personnel mines and on their destruc-
tion. It also established a moratorium on their production and
transfer. This stand clearly distinguishes the Union from the US,
which refused to sign the Ottawa Convention.

Combating the spread of small-arms and light weapons has
been another area where the EU has taken the initiative. The EU is
supposed to include small-arms issues in political dialogue with
developing countries, provide aid to eliminate surplus small arms,
promote regional cooperation to combat illicit trafficking, and fund
public awareness programmes.”® It has tried to build international
consensus on several principles, including: states should import and

hold small arms only for legitimate security needs; they should supply
small arms nnlv tn onvernmente and thav chanld anmhat sl oo d
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—
‘_'Box 73 EU Code of Conduct on Arms Exports

1 Export licences should be refused approval if they are
inconsistent with international obligations such as arms
embargoes or international arms treaties.

2 Export licences should be refused if there is a risk that the
equipment could be used for internal repression.

3 Member states will not allow exports which would provoke
or prolong armed conflicts or aggravate existing tensions or
conflicts in the country of final destination.

4 Member states will not issue licences if there is a risk that
the recipient would use the equipment aggressively against
another country or to assert by force a territorial claim.

5 Member states will not issue licences if there is a risk that
equipment could be used against them, their allies and
friends, or other member states.

6 Member states should take into consideration the recipient
country’s attitude towards terrorism, the nature of its
alliances, and its respect for international law.

7 Member states should not issue licences if there is a risk
that equipment will be diverted to internal repression or
re-exported.

& Member states should evaluate the compatibility of arms
exports with the technical and economic capacity of the
recipient country, taking into account the desirability that

states should achieve their legitimate needs and defence
with the least diversion for armaments of human and eco-
nomic resources.

Source: General Affairs Council, “Conclusions, 25 May 1998°,

ficking by implementing border and customs controls.® The EU sup-
ported the July 2001 UN conference on controlling smail arms and
light weapons, which, however, reached only an anodyne final agree-
ment, due in large part to US opposition to stronger measures -
another area where EU and US positions have diverged.

The EU member states, however, continue to sell arms abroad.
Five member states are currently among the ten largest suppliers
of major conventional weapons: France (third), the UK (fourth),
Germany (fifth), the Netherlands (seventh) and Italy (eighth). But
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their exports are, for the most part, declining, and all EU transfers ¢

- non-European countries accounted for only 23 per cent of globa]

arms transfers in 1997-2001.7
Early warning

One lesson that the Union learned from the wars in the former
Yugos}avia is that it needed a better capacity for early warning. An
effective preventive policy relies on spotting crises before they e'ru t
aqd formulating possible responses. The Policy Unit was sct up fgr
this spemﬁc purpose, The Commission also strengthened its analysis
capac1t_y,.ﬁrst through CPN, then by creating a Conflict Prevention
and Crisis Management Unit within the External Relations DG.%® In
South-Eastern Europe, the EU Monitoring Mission monitors politi-
cal and security developments, borders, inter-ethnic issues and
refugee returns.® The EU also helps strengthen the early warning and
anal.ysm capabilities of African organizations, by exchanging infor-
mation on areas at risk, training analysts, organizing seminars and
providing material assistance.™

quormation and analysis must be integrated into the policy-
making process if it is to be translated into action. The Council is to
d_raw up a yearly survey to identify and monitor potential violent con-
flicts and present policy options for preventing their outbreak.”
Unde;r tpe Goteberg programme, the Council is to discuss potential
conflict issues at the outset of each presidency, and identify priority
areas and regions for preventive actions. At its meeting on 28 January
2002, for example, the General Affairs Council announced that it had
reviewed potential conflicts so as to set priorities for preventive

@;tions, but the conclusions do not actually mention what the prior-
ities are.”

Political dialogue and mediation

Poht_ica!l di._alogue is a long-term conflict-prevention measure, while
mediation is a more short-term one. In April 2001 the Commission
argued that dialogue on political issues can have an early warning
role and help bring disputes to an early resolution. But if this is to
oceur, ‘the political dialogue clearly needs to be more focused, time-
flexible and robust than is often the case at present.”” The Gﬁiebe:rg
programme stated that the ‘“EU’s political dialogue will be used in
a systematic and targeted way to address potential conflicts and
promote conflict prevention.” Given that dialogues are also supposed
to cover human rights and democracy, trade, migration issues, and so
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on, their agendas could become quite overloaded, further stretching
the EU’s diplomatic resources. '

- A considerable proportion of the EU’s diplomacy has revolved
around trying to resolve conflicts, as in the former Yugoslavia, the
Middle East and the African Great Lakes region. But the EU’s diplo-
macy has increasingly been aimed at preventing conflict. The presi-
dency and troika have visited countries and regions at risk of violent
conflict, or where it has already broken out, in an attempt to prevent
its outbreak or escalation. In 1998 and 1999, special representatives
were sent to the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and Kosovo to try
to prevent and then resolve the conflict in Kosovo. From February
2001 the EU took the lead in trying to halt inter-ethnic viclence in
FYROM. Solana (joined often by the NATO Secretary-General)
spent a considerable amount of time trying to work for a peaceful
solution to the escalating conflict.™

Even the Commission has been involved in mediation. From
October 1992 it mediated a dispute between Hungary and Slovakia
over a hydroelectric project on the Danube (the Gabcikovo dam). In
April 1993, Commission officials successfully secured agreement
from both sides to submit the dispute to the 1CJ. Undoubtedly, the
prospect of being excluded from eventual EU enlargement helped to
convince the two sides to compromise.”

The EU has sponsored multilateral diplomatic initiatives to try to
prevent conflicts, such as the Pact for Stability in Central and Eastern
Europe, and the Stability Pact for South-Eastern Europe. It supports
African efforts to develop preventive diplomacy, prompted particu-
larly by British and French pressure.” It has organized seminars to
strengthen local negotiation and mediation skills in Africa.

Support for regional cooperation

In accordance with the EU’s own experience, regional cooperation is
seen as a way to spread peace. EU enlargement reflects this, but it
is also obvious in the emphasis on good-neighbourliness in Europe
and the support for building conflict-prevention capacities of African
organizations. The EU’s encouragement of regional groupings in
Africa, Central America, Latin America and Asia feeds into this long-
term approach to building peace. But there are snags, as discussed
in chapter 4, notably the willingness of states to cooperate with
each other. The Euro-Mediterranean partnership was based on the
assumption that peace and stability will flow from regional coopera-

tion. But the lack of progress in the Middle East peace process has
rtrrmnind menmroce and tha RTT noaw anenlv declares that the Barcelona
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process is ‘laying the foundations for after peace [in the Middle East]
has been achieved.””

Civilian crisis management

Inits report to the Helsinki European Council, the Finnish presidency
arguegl that the EU needed to develop a non-military rapid response
capability. In May 2000 the Council set up a committee for the civil-
lan aspects of crisis management. Work since then has proceeded
along two paths (see chapter 3): the Community’s rapid reaction
mechanism and the launching of civil police missions. There are some
pre.ceder'lts.for the use of such civilian instruments, such as the WEUJ
police mission to Mostar, WEU training of police officers in Albania
and the WEU demining operation in Croatia.”® The EU took over the
UN police mission in Bosnia in January 2003. As is the case with for
example, election observation and human-rights activities, numer’ous
othgr organizations are involved in civilian crisis management
particularly the OSCE (within Europe). Cooperation with others is,
necessary to avoid the costly inefficiency of duplication and uncoor-
dinated efforts on the ground. This, again, could place limits on the
EU’s attempts to maximize its visibility and autonomy in this field.

Military instruments

The l_EU has only recently considered launching missions to try to end
conflicts, although EU member states have actively participated in
UN and NATO missions. The EU’s rapid reaction force is supposed
to enable it to ‘play its role fully on the international stage’ and carry
out the ‘f_ull range of conflict prevention and crisis management tasks
defined in EU treaty, the Petersberg tasks’” The EU replaced
NATQ’f; peace-keeping mission in FYROM in early 2003, provided
a stablhza.tion force for the Democratic Republic of Congo in mid-
2003, and is poised to take over the operation of SFOR in Bosnia by
the end of 2003. But exactly how the force might be used to try to
break the cycle of conflict is still unclear, particularly at the early
stages _of a conflict. The Goteberg European Council stated that the
Council will ‘examine how to use the crisis management capabilities
more effectively for preventive purposes.’

7.5 Evaluation

The extent to which'the EU has both developed a coherent strategy
on conflict prevention and crisis manacement and created new
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instruments is impressive; considerable efforts have been made to
overcome the limitations of the pillar structure, though weaknesses
remain. The EU is well positioned to foster the long-term conditions
for peace, by targeting the underlying causes of conflict and con-
tributing to stability. But the goal of conflict prevention is still not
fully integrated into policy-making in sectors such as trade or devel-
opment assistance.

The EU is also developing capabilities to take measures to prevent
violent conflict in the short term and, in future, to manage violent
conflict. But this is where the weaknesses inherent in the EU’s foreign
relations system are most evident. Where conflict appears imminent,
speed and decisiveness are often of the essence. Yet it can take time
to build an EU consensus to act at all, much less with effective instru-
ments. If disputes appear dangerous, the EU and the member states
must agree that a crisis exists and requires EU action. Based on pre-
vious experience, this is a large hurdle. As Christopher Hill noted in
a survey of EPC responses to crises, ‘EPC has tended to try to define
crises out of existence by ignoring them’ and ‘to play down their sig-
nificance’.£® But even if there is recognition of a crisis, the EU has
to unite behind a strong and decisive message. As the CFSP High
Representative and the Commission noted, in situations with a high
conflict potential in the short term, conflict-prevention efforts “must
be underpinned by vigorous and continuous diplomatic engagement,
involving the transmission of clear messages to countries and regions
in a situation of political deterioration.’® The EU’s capacity to engage
so clearly and forcefully must be questioned.

The EU’s long-term approach can be quite out of place in situa-
tions requiring more decisive and quick action. In May 2002, at a time
when conflict — possibly nuclear — between India and Pakistan
seemed highly likely, the Commission published a country strategy
paper on Pakistan. Although it acknowledged Pakistan’s internal
volatility and the general instability of its neighbourhood, the main
thrust of the Commission’s strategy was to help reduce poverty and
encourage economic reform.®? Granted, these are important long-
term objectives, but the approach was out of step with events. This
was compounded by the fact that the EU issued only one anodyne
CFSP declaration on the situation, hoping for a reduction in tensions
between India and Pakistan (on 22 May).

In addition to the well-known problems of consensus-building, the
EU faces other challenges in pursuing the conflict-prevention objec-
tive, such as reconciling competing objectives and setting priorities.
Conflict prevention is not the EU’s only foreign policy goal, but even
the goals central to its conflict-prevention strategy — integration,
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derpocracy and economic interdependence — are not necessarily com-
patible with conflict prevention. Priorities must be set, but the EU
does not do this particularly well. Short-term considerations can thus
easily take precedence over the EU’s. longer-term strategy. For
example, maintaining good relations with Russia is prioritized over
taking action to end the conflict in Chechnya and prevent its recur-
rence or spread.

An' additional problem is that, although the EU has implicitly
established broad geographical priorities, in that the periphery seems
to be of greater importance, it has not indicated the extent of its com-
mitment to prevent conflict. The CFSP High Representative and
the Commission acknowledged that regions close to the EU’s own
borders would be a high priority, but they insisted that ‘the Union
must be ready to engage elsewhere when confronted with a clear risk
of conflict.”® Yet, for Christopher Hill, the EU’s resources can only
st'retch so far; beyond the periphery of the EU, even in the ACP coun-
tries {where there are many conflicts and potential conflicts), the EU
simply doesn’t have the means to be able to do what it says it wants
to do.* The development of an EU military dimension could further

qul‘expectations that the EU will act, thus exacerbating this capa-
bilities—expectations gap.

7.6 Conclusion

Coni_‘lict prevention is a significant objective for EU foreign policy, and
considerable effort has been devoted both to developing a coherent
strategy and to strengthening the EU’s instruments. This is an impor-
tant facet of its international identity, which builds on its own history
and experience, but its adoption of the conflict-prevention objective
followed the examples set by other international actors.

In many ways, the EU’s conflict prevention efforts are unigue. As
the International Crisis Group noted, “The EU has shown consider-
gble commitment to the principles and purposes of conflict preven-
tion — arguably more than many traditional great powers — due in no
small part to its origins as an economic community that disposed of
exclusively “civilian” power.”® But the analysis of the causes of
violent conflicts and how best to address them is also shared by other
actors. Where the EU is unique is that it can muster a large conflict-
preveptlop ‘toolbox’, much more so than any other international
organization and, arguably, more so than the individual member

states (consider, for example, the influence of the conditional offer of
EU membership).
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The extent of the EU’s toolbox distinguishes it from other inter-
national organizations which have a clearer mandate to prevent con-
flicts: the UN and, within Europe, OSCE and NATO, The OSCE
cannot coerce parties to a dispute or conflict but must depend on
their goodwill, and its large membership (fifty-five states) and con-
sensual decision-making process lead inevitably to watered-down
decisions (a problem also for the UN). “The OSCE mechanisms are
effective only when accompanied by substantial political and/or
military power projection by actors such as the European Union or
NATO.™ For all the military power that NATO can bring to bear in
favour of conflict prevention or resolution, the range of instruments
that the EU can employ is still much larger. As Solana and Patten
argued, in a report on the Western Balkans: “The Union also is the
only institution capable of comprehensive action, ranging from trade,
economic reform and infrastructure, humanitarian assistance, human
rights and democratisation, justice and police to crisis management
and military security.®

Several of the specific contents of the EU’s toolbox are also
unique, particularly the emphasis on multilateralism and regional
cooperation, precisely because it is the export of the EU’s own model
of conflict prevention. Other aspects of the EU’s toolbox are not so
unusual, such as the mainstreaming of conflict prevention in devel-
opment aid. And, in many respects, the EU has been acquiring new
instruments in response to international trends. Certainly the move

" to acquire military instruments seems influenced by a new consensus
on the utility of military force for purposes other than territorial
defence, including conflict prevention and crisis management.

The EU’s civilian method of preventing conflict had been unique,
but, with the development of CESDP, it seems to be abandoning civil-
ian power in favour of the view that force is needed to back up diplo-
matic initiatives for successful conflict prevention. But there is a cost
of abandoning civilian power: the EU’s legitimacy and authority in
the area of conflict prevention stems in large part from its role as a
model for other regions. The strength of the civilian power image lies
in its challenge to the traditional reliance on military instruments and
in its attempt to ‘domesticate’ relations between states, both within
and outside the Union.® In this sense, the development of an EU mil-
itary dimension might diminish the civilian power image and thus the
unique contribution that the EU could make to conflict prevention.

8

The Fight against
International Crime

The objective of fighting international crime was proclaimed as early
as 1975, as the motivation for setting up the Trevi group, yet little of
substange resulted from the Trevi discussions. The ramiﬁc;tions of the
completion of the single European market and the end of the Cold
War thep prompted the member states to do more together to tackle
mternational crime, but the issue has risen up the EU’s agenda largely
since the October 1999 Tampere European Council, which was
dev_oted to discussing justice and home affairs (JHA). Furthermore

until the Council set priorities for external relations in the JHA ﬁelci

~in 2000,' the external dimension of JHA was even more limited than

the internal one. JHA issues n i i ’
Hons weith thont oL fsst ow figure more highly in the EU’s rela-
Amoqg the foreign policy objectives discussed in this book, the

ﬁght against international crime stands out because of the exte1,1t of
1ts mternal-external nexus: criminal activity takes place, and crimi-
nals cooperate, across national frontiers within the EU an,d across the
E:lU’s external borders. Steps taken to try to increase ‘internal’ secu-
rity are interconnected with steps taken to address ‘external’ crimi-
na]' threats.” Foreign policy and internal EU policy are intertwined
This can be seen vividly in the EU’s response to the 11 September-
2(_)01 terrorist attacks on the US:it consisted of agreements on an EUJ-
wide arrest warrant and common penalties for terrorist crimes, as well
as the use of more traditional diplomatic and economic foreigl,l policy
Insiruments. But the EU’s policy-making framework, divided into
three pillars, is ill-suited to cope with the external dimension of the
fight against international crime.

'S(_)rne ‘cross-pillarization’ is in progress. Member states’ diplomatic
Missions and Commission delegations in third countries are supposed



