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ABSTRACT

This thesis focuses on a particular aspect of the international role of the European
Union (EU), examining the evolution of EU conflict prevention policy in the post-
Cold War period. In recent years the EU has extended its range of external relations
policies, and conflict prevention has emerged as a prominent objective on the agenda,
particularly as the Union faced political and economic instability on its borders. After

introducing conflict prevention and analysing the EU’s external relations and the post-

Cold War security context, the thesis examines the EU’s institutional set-up for
conflict prevention. The incremental development and institutional structure of the EU
renders the formulation and implementation of conflict prevention by the EU a
particular challenge. The thesis then proceeds to an investigation of EU cooperation
and conflict prevention policy coordination with the security organisations identified
as the EU’s key partners: the United Nations (UN), the Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO).
While post-Cold War conflict prevention requires a multilateral approach, the
proliferation of European security organisations and the increasing overlap in their
objectives makes policy coordination between the EU and other organisations

particularly important.

It 1s concluded that the EU faces fundamental internal coordination problems and
Institutional divisions in its elaboration of conflict prevention policy. Conflict
prevention is underdeveloped by the EU and is in danger of being marginalised in
favour of shorter-term crisis management. Furthermore, internal coordination
problems have a detrimental impact on the organisation’s ability to cooperate
externally with other security organisations. EU external priorities in conflict
prevention focus on cooperation in crisis management with the UN and NATO, and
fail to capitalise on the advantages of cooperation with the OSCE. The failure of the
EU to fully adopt conflict prevention as an external relations priority and to
coordinate its activities with other organisations could have implications for future

stability in, and on the borders of, the EU.

KEY WORDS: EXTERNAL RELATIONS, POLICY COORDINATION, EUROPEAN SECURITY



Brothers, away from this Europe of graves:

Let us climb together towards the land
Where we will be men among men.

If I’m not for myself, who will be for me?
If not this way, how? If not now, when?

Primo Levi
‘Song of the Partisan’ If Not Now, When?

Never forget:
we walk on hell,
gazing at flowers.

Issa Kobayashi (tr. Lucien Stryk)
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction: The Evolution of European Union Conflict Prevention
Policy

1.1 Introduction

In the past fifteen years, the EU has been transformed from a tentative international
actor to a major player in pan-European security politics, as illustrated by the current
extent of EU external action designed to promote peace and prevent violent conflict.
This thesis examines the evolution of the European Union’s (EU)' conflict prevention
policy during this period of rapid change both in the EU 1tself and 1n the European

security context in which 1t operates.

This introductory chapter aims to provide a working definition of conflict prevention,
a summary of the role of theory in the thesis, and a thesis outline. In further chapters,
conflict prevention is discussed in the Cold War and post-Cold War context, the
procedures and institutions of EU external relations are outlined, and the post-Cold
War European security context is discussed. Proposing that the development of
conflict prevention has been a particular challenge for EU policy coordination and
coherence, the thesis then provides a critical analysts of the internal institutional

development of EU conflict prevention. A further challenge for the EU has been the

development of a clear, demarcated role for itself in this policy sphere in a Europe of
multiple actors and overlapping organisational agendas. Identifying inter-
organisational policy coordination as an important factor in pan-European conflict
prevention, the thesis then examines EU cooperation with the other three key
organisations active in pan-European conflict prevention: the United Nations (UN),
the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO). Conclusions are drawn regarding the EU’s
record in conflict prevention to date, the prospects for EU external policy coordination

for conflict prevention, and the future of the practice of conflict prevention.

! The European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was created in 1951, and the European Economic
Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Commission (Euratom) in 1957. The
organisations ran in parallel until 1967 when a Treaty merging the institutions came into effect. After

this, the organisation was generally known as the European Community (EC), becoming the European
Union (EU) in 1993.



1.2 Defining Conflict Prevention
Conflict prevention has been widely adopted by the EU, international organisations
and governments, yet it has remained a nebulous concept because of definitional

difficulties compounded by its potentially wide-ranging nature.

Conflict prevention requires the identification of the causes of conflict, and entails
attempts to address these causes before the outbreak of violence. Most definitions of
conflict prevention do not imply that conflict per se is undesirable: only that the

resolution of conflict through violence 1s destructive and does not lead to viable and

lasting solutions (Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 1999; Wallensteen 2002). As a
concept, conflict prevention can be understood at various levels of analysis, whether

at the personal, group or community level, or at a national or international level, and
applied before, during and after a violent conflict erupts. In this study, conflict
prevention is analysed at the international level, examining how the concept is applied

by the European Union as an external security policy.

Conflict prevention has taken on a particular contemporary meaning that nevertheless
has several variations and is subject to dispute. In general terms, conflict prevention in
the international arena is taken to refer to any attempt by third parties to prevent the
outbreak of violent conflict. Definitions tend to vary with regard to what actions are
included in conflict prevention, with some analysts focusing entirely on the period
before the outbreak of violence (e.g. Zartman 2001), and others adopting a broad
definition, inclusive of strategies to prevent conflict escalation and/or recurrence (e.g.
Carnegie Commission 1997). This study adopts a broad definition of conflict
prevention: 1t is defined as a multi-faceted process ranging from long-term or
structural policy to project stability, to short-term operational policy (preventive
diplomacy and civilian or military crisis management) to resolve crises and prevent
further escalation. It also refers to attempts to stop the recurrence of violence in
conflict zones. It 1s primarily, although not exclusively, concerned with the period
before the outbreak of war. For the purposes of this analysis, the practice of conflict
prevention 1s divided into three stages: structural or long-term; early warning and
analysis; and operational (see below, pp. 81-83). This categorisation is necessary to

bring order and structure to the investigation, although it is not intended to suggest

that conflicts follow linear patterns requiring structural policy, followed by early



warning and analysis then crisis management. Conflicts may require policy from all
three ‘stages’ simultaneously, or move between categories. This categorisation of
conflict prevention is used as an ordering device in the chapters examining EU

conflict prevention, and EU cooperation in conflict prevention with the UN, the

OSCE and NATO.

The value of conflict prevention as a policy is undermined by a simplification of its
complexity. Yet since the policy, at least in this study, is categorised as embracing a
wide number of concerns, it requires a high degree of internal and external
organisational policy coordination for credible implementation. The utility of the

categorisation adopted will be considered in the concluding chapter.

1.3 The Role of Theory: A Framework for Analysis

This thesis does not approach the evidence from a particular theoretical perspective.
Rather, the thesis is informed by contemporary conceptual debates in European Union
integration/foreign policy-making, International Relations theory and Peace Research.
The research presented is discussed in the context of theory in the early part of the

thesis, and the concluding chapter returns to these debates.

The dynamics of European integration have consistently defied traditional
interpretation and no general theory on EU foreign policy-making has been developed
(Smith, S. 2000: 3, Smith, K. E. 2004: 12). International Relations theory, long stuck
In the neo-realist/neo-liberal institutionalist cul-de-sac, has been challenged in recent
years by ‘reflectivist’ approaches focusing less on the behaviour of states, and more
on non-state actors and the impact of cultures, norms and identities (Wendt 1992;
Katzenstein 1996). Peace Research has traditionally emphasised alternative
interpretations and solutions to conflict, and places institutions at the core of conflict
prevention (Boulding 1992; Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 1999). These
debates are discussed in the context of post-Cold War European security and

International organisations in chapter 4.

While this thesis does not adopt the tenets of one particular theory, it does, by
necessity, make some assumptions about the political world. The study draws loosely

on concepts of cooperation established in neo-liberal institutionalist literature and on



neo-liberal/ constructivist concepts of the autonomy and behaviour of international
organisations. Studies in cooperation tend to focus on why state actors cooperate 1n
institutions at the regional or international level (Keohane 1984; Keohane and
Axelrod 1985). Similarly, and drawing on the same economic theories, liberal
intergovernmentalism seeks to explain EU Member State policy coordination in terms
of preferences and bargaining, advancing ideas developed in the neo-functionalist
sphere (Moravcsik 1993). Cooperation in these studies is framed in terms of state-
state and/or state-institution interaction. The thesis draws on definitions of
cooperation established in this literature, contending that cooperation occurs as a

result of potential or actual discord between [organisational rather than state] actors,
leading to a process of policy coordination (Keohane 1984: 51). It is contended that

cooperation between organisational actors was sought to offset the actual or potential
discord created by parallel and overlapping conflict prevention policies and operations

in the post-Cold War era.

In examining internal and external organisational policy coordination, it is assumed
that international organisations have an institutional life of their own, with distinct
Institutional characters and priorities (Barnett and Finnemore 1999: 699). It is not
assumed, as in neo-realist interpretations of international relations, that organisations
ex1st solely to serve the interests of their members (Mearsheimer 1995;Waltz 1979).
As established in the neo-liberal institutionalist tradition, it is contended that
institutions do ‘matter’, and that international organisations play an important role in
establishing and upholding international values and commitments (Keohane 1989).
However, it is not assumed that organisations are actors entirely independent of their
members. Rather, a middle ground is explored in which it is accepted that states often

constrain organisations, yet cannot entirely control institutional processes (Barnett and
Finnemore 1999: 699).

The common link between neo-liberal institutionalists and neo-realists is the
assumption that international organisations exist to serve the interests of states. In
making this assumption, analysts tend to pay little attention to the impact of internal
organisational politics on the behaviour and impact of organisations (Barnett and

Finnemore 1999: 706). Moreover, scholars of international organisation have tended

to pay less attention to the impact of international organisations on world politics in



general, and their limitations in tackling global problems in particular (Gallarot1 1991:
185; Bamett and Finnemore 1999: 715). In establishing the relative autonomy,
influence (and limitations) of organisational actors, as recognised in sociological and
constructivist approaches to international organisations (Checkel 1999; Barnett and
Finnemore 1999) we create a framework in which to examine the internal institutions
of the EU in the planning and application of conflict prevention policy. Organisations,
like states, are bureaucracies, with their own internal cultures and practices subject to
the kind of ‘bureaucratic politics’ and ‘organisational processes’ explored by Graham

Allison (1972) in reference to the US government. There is likely therefore to be
internal organisational competition and inefficiency because of conflict over material

resources, and differences in organisational cultures.

The establishment of conflict prevention as an area for cooperation between the EU

and other organisations involves a complex interplay between states, organisational
personnel and other interested parties, such as non-governmental organtsations
(NGOs). While this study focuses to a large part on the internal institutional workings
of the EU, EU cooperation with other European security organisations brings in the
impact of external pressures on the evolution of EU conflict prevention policy: to
what extent was EU policy progress driven by the activities of, and increasingly
necessary cooperation with, the UN, OSCE and NATO? Conflict prevention 1s an
Interesting area of internal and inter-institutional cooperation because the institutional
logic of policy coordination for conflict prevention often fails to result in concerted
and coordinated action. Why is this the case? Despite the adoption of the language of
conflict prevention by every organisation featured in this study, policy coordination is
not extensive. Evidently, this is the result of the complexity of the policy itself, and of
the difficult theatres where it is practiced. Yet it is also the result of bureaucratic
cultures and politics: intra-EU and inter-institutional conflict, ambition, competition,
incoherence and confuston. The thesis considers the impact of these factors on the
evolution of EU conflict prevention and EU external cooperation for conflict
prevention, probing the conflict and cooperation at the heart of the politics of

European security.



1.4 Thesis Outline
The chapters of the thesis are outlined below together with their primary objectives
and the questions they address. Figure 1.1 illustrates the thesis structure in a flow

diagram.

1.4.1 Chapter 2: Conflict Prevention in Contemporary Perspective
This chapter aims to introduce conflict prevention as idea and practice in the post-

Second World War context. The chapter addresses the following questions:

e How was conflict prevention developed and practiced 1n the context of the
Cold War?
 How has conflict prevention progressed in the post-Cold War era, and what

are the problems associated with the implementation of conflict prevention

policy?

1.4.2 Chapter 3: The External Relations of the European Union

The objective of this chapter is to outline the EU’s external relations institutions and
procedures that form the basis of the EU’s conflict prevention policy. Since EU
conflict prevention relies on policy deriving from both the intergovernmental CFSP

‘pillar’ and the supranational EC “pillar’, we focus in particular on the legacy of the

EU’s divided external relations system.

 What are the origins of EU foreign policy and development cooperation?

 How did the EU’s role in external relations develop in the post-Cold War

period, and what are the key institutions?

1.4.3 Chapter 4: Post-Cold War European Security and Conflict Prevention
This chapter examines the context of the development of EU conflict prevention,

exploring the policy as a post-Cold War security strategy.

e What are the features of the post-Cold War European security environment, and
where does the EU fit in?

e How does conflict prevention concur with the EU’s new security role?

e Why is policy coordination important for post-Cold War conflict prevention?



1.4.4 Chapter 5: The EU’s Conflict Prevention Policy
Focusing in detail on the EU’s institutional development of conflict development, this

chapter outlines and analyses the policies that comprise EU conflict prevention.

e How has conflict prevention policy developed in the EU context?

e Do internal institutional coordination problems impact on EU conflict prevention?

1.4.5 Chapters 6, 7 and 8: The EU and the United Nations (UN); The EU and
the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE); The EU and

the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO)
Having established that the OSCE, UN and NATO are the EU’s institutional partners

in conflict prevention in the post-Cold War era; that together they make up the post-
Cold War security architecture; and that policy coordination between the EU and the
other organisations is a key factor in EU conflict prevention, these three chapters

examine the developing dialogue and policy coordination between the EU and the
UN, OSCE and NATO in the conflict prevention field. Each chapter addresses the

same research questions:

¢ How has the EU’s relationship with the UN, OSCE and NATO developed?

e What is the extent of conflict prevention policy coordination between the EU and
the UN, OSCE and NATOQO?

 What is the impact of internal EU coordination on external coordination with the
UN, OSCE and NATO?

Chapter 9: Conclusions

Chapter 9 summarises the main findings of the thesis, assessing the evolution of EU

conflict prevention and the development of external coordination in conflict

prevention policy with the UN, OSCE and NATO. The chapter addresses the

following questions:

e What are the prospects for EU conflict prevention?

e How far does EU — UN, OSCE and NATO coordination contribute to, or detract

from, the practice of conflict prevention?



e What are the definitional and conceptual implications of the thesis’ findings?

e Having caught the attention of pan-European security organisations, what 1s the

future of conflict prevention as a security strategy?
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CHAPTER 2

Conflict Prevention in Contemporary Perspective

2.1 Introduction

This chapter discusses conflict prevention in contemporary perspective: we first
explore conflict prevention in the context of the Cold War, charting 1ts development
as theory and practice. Conflict prevention in the post-Cold War period 1s examined 1n
detail in the context of the European Union (EU) in the rest of this thesis. This chapter
focuses secondly, therefore, on the more general problems of post-Cold War conflict

prevention policy elaboration and implementation that were to impact on the EU’s

adoption of conflict prevention as an external policy objective.

The prevention of war has been a central objective of international relations
throughout history, and is closely linked to the history of international organisation in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Claude 1971; Hinsley 1963). For the purposes
of this thesis, conflict prevention is examined as a concept and practice in
International politics in the post-1945 period: its rise to prominence in the post-Cold
War era cannot be understood without reference to this formative period. Section 2.2

examines conflict prevention during the Cold War period. The prevention of conflict

during the Cold War was firstly associated with the avoidance of war between the US
and the USSR. The prevention of war became the concern of diplomats and
strategists, who developed theories of deterrence and crisis management in order to
prevent recourse to the nuclear trigger. We examine this debate, and argue that this
rather narrow definition of, and approach to, conflict led to the birth of alternative

views 1n the fields of Conflict and Peace Research.

Conflict prevention during the Cold War is also associated with the development of
Innovative instruments to prevent violent conflict within the UN system. While the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) pioneered conflict prevention through
economic integration, the UN developed instruments for applied conflict prevention in

its groundbreaking approach to the problem of inter- and intra-state conflict. The Cold
War superpower confrontation hampered the UN’s efforts: both the US and the USSR

possessed a veto in the UN Security Council and interfered in inter-state and regional
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conflicts outside Europe. Nevertheless, the UN’s development of peacekeeping and
preventive diplomacy laid the ground for the adoption of conflict prevention by other
international organisations in the post-Cold War period, as well as the further

advancement of conflict prevention in the UN.

Strategies for conflict prevention rose to prominence in the post-Cold War era as a
number of new violent conflicts broke out in Europe and Africa. This renewed interest
in conflict prevention can be explained by drawing on various factors, including
improved international cooperation in the UN Security Council, a broadening of the
concept of security, and the increased prevalence of intra-state conflict. The post-Cold
War security context will be discussed in detail in chapter 4. Section 2.3 examines
some of the problems associated with turning conflict prevention theory, as developed
during and after the Cold War, into practice. The post-Cold War debate on conflict
patterns and conflict prevention terminology is examined. Finally, we address the

practical and normative difficulties associated with the implementation of conflict

prevention policy.

2.2 Conflict Prevention during the Cold War

Conflict prevention during the Cold War can be associated with, firstly, the overriding
need to prevent conflict between the US and the USSR (Wallensteen 2002: 214), and
secondly, the development of strategies to prevent conflict, or its escalation, by the
UN (Claude 1971: 312). The two processes were, of course, closely linked: the period
1s a good illustration of Claude’s contention that “international organisation affects

international politics, but it is even more affected by international politics” (Claude
1971: vi1).

2.2.1 The prevention of superpower conflict

Hostility between the USSR and the US had been simmenng since the Russian
Revolution of 1917, and the ideological and geographical divisions of the Cold War
were visible by the final months of the Second World War (Cox 1990: 26). Despite
the emergence of the US as the most powerful military and economic power in the
world, fear of further Communist territorial expansion and ideological infiltration set

the scene for 40 years of mutual distrust and competition. The onset of nuclear nvalry

in the 1950s made the prevention of conflict between the superpowers even more
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essential. With Europe divided into rival spheres of influence, the potential for and
likely impact of conflict in Europe was considerable and would have been
devastating. The Third World and Asia, however, became the theatre for most Cold
War conflict as the superpowers intervened in regional and internal wars on the

periphery (McMahon 2003: 56). Local conflicts during the Cold War period therefore

often had an inter-state element: strategic/ideological rivalry between the superpowers
led to attempts to control governments in third countries — for example, in Hungary
and Czechoslovakia in the 1950s and 1960s, and in Central and South America in the
1970s and 1980s (Wallensteen 2002: 87). Conflict prevention as an objective of
superpower foreign policy and strategy must be distinguished from conflict
prevention as an approach to the problem of conflict and the pursuit of peace. This

section links these two developments: the narrow debate about security exemplified
by superpower crisis management acted as a catalyst for the emergence of alternative
approaches in the US and Europe. Conflict prevention, as understood in the context of
Peace and Conflict Research?, developed partly as a reaction to the arms race and
superpower crisis management, and was the subject of more popular and academic

Interest in the climate of détente and with the eventual demise of superpower rivalry

(Rogers and Ramsbotham 1999; 742; Dunn 1991: 56; Salmon and Alkadari 1992:
123).

Theories related to the creation of international peace developed in the context of
international organisation, such as disarmament, collective security, and the peaceful
settlement of disputes were coloured by the Cold War. Collective security, originally
envisaged as a shared commitment to world order, and underlined by the indivisibility
of peace (Claude 1971: 247), became more associated with military alliances and
deterrence, symbolised by the overwhelming military power of two opposing military
alliances (NATO and the Warsaw Pact). Arms control as a means of war prevention
emerged with renewed vigour, but a series of US-USSR strategic arms limitation
treaties (SALT) in the 1970s, while politically significant, did not halt the arms race
(McMahon 2003: 128). The build up of conventional and nuclear forces was seen as

relevant to the prevention of US/USSR conflict. Reduction of nuclear forces did not

2 Pioneered in the 1940s and advancing in the 1950s and 60s with the establishment of the Journal of

Conflict Resolution at the University of Michigan in 1957 and the Journal of Peace Research in 1964
(Rogers and Ramsbotham 1999: 743).
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come about until the late 1980s (Dorman and Treacher 1995: 16). The superpowers
largely managed their own Cold War crises, with the UN being either bypassed (e.g.
the Cuban Missile crisis in 1962) or manipulated by the superpowers in the settlement
of disputes (e.g. the Congo in the 1960s). Since no real attempts were made to reduce
tensions until the 1960s, the prevention of conflict was initially narrowly associated
with superpower ‘crisis management,’ the foreign policy catchphrase of the Cold War.

As Wallensteen has contended, “prevention was connected to imminent crisis’ (2002:
272).

Strategies for the avoidance of nuclear war as a result of superpower confrontation

concerned a wide range of diplomats, academics and practitioners. Academics 1n the

emerging International Relations field, particularly foreign policy analysts and those
of the Strategic Studies school, were concerned with the control of superpower crises,
and the prevention of nuclear war, developing theories on deterrence, crisis
management and limited war (Strachey 1962; Brodie 1970; Williams 1976).
Traditional concepts of strategy shifted from the pursuit of national objectives through
war, to the careful extension of influence and power without resorting to war (Garnett
1975). War, according to some, was an inevitable feature of the international system,
but the advent of nuclear weapons rendered the resort to war “unacceptable™
(Strachey 1962: 3). Crisis management was the key tactic in averting the escalation of
conflict between the superpowers - particularly after the apparently successful
defusing of the 1962 Cuban Missile crisis, when the US and USSR clashed over the
Installation of Soviet nuclear weapons in Cuba. While the objective was to prevent
conflict, it was a short-term strategy, paying scant attention to the causes of the crisis
In question. A cynical interpretation of the technique was concerned with how to
extract maximum gain from a crisis situation, using tactics such as brinksmanship and
coercive bargaining (Schelling 1960). Questioning of such tactics prompted the
development of alternative perspectives on crisis management, particularly after
reassessments of the Cuban Missile Crisis resulted in doubts being expressed over the
risk posed by the incident. Analysts of the Behavioural School emphasised the impact
of stress and threat perception in crisis situations, challenging the contention that

crisis situations could be so carefully controlled and manipulated (Hermann 1972,;

Lebow 1981). Nevertheless, the superpowers did develop crisis management
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conventions, including a direct line of communication, in order to avoid

misunderstandings that could lead to war.

The idea of crisis or conflict prevention rather than crisis management gained ground
In the climate of détente, which led to more prospects of cooperation between the
superpowers (Salmon and Alkadari 1992). The prevalence of crisis management as a
tactic for preventing the outbreak of war reflected the fact that underlying causes of
conflicts were more often than not ignored. The UN Charter was interpreted narrowly
during the Cold War, with little focus on the domestic sources of conflict and threats

coming from within states (MacFarlane 2002: 35). This was recognised by UK Prime
Minister Tony Blair in a speech made in Chicago in 1999 during the Kosovo crisis:

“twenty years ago we would not have been fighting in Kosovo. We would have turned

953

our backs on it.”” The norm of non-interference during the Cold War, however, suited

the superpowers (who nevertheless abused it) and the growing number of newly
Independent ex-colonial states. There was, however, a concurrent growth of normative

Interest in the “international dimension of human rights,” within the UN and in

academia (MacFarlane 2002: 34).

A wider approach to conflict and its sources emerged in the expanding academic

fields of Conflict Resolution and Peace Research. These disciplines drew on the
earlier themes and research methods of analysts such as Quincy Wright (whose 4
Study of War was first published in 1942) and Lewis Richardson (who compiled the
dStatistics of Deadly Quarrels, published posthumously in 1960). Central to these
fields was the rejection of nuclear weapons and deterrence as a way of preventing war
(Dunn 1991: 63). Drawing on the ideas proposed by Richardson and Wright, peace
researchers were striving for a “policy for peace, not defence”(Boulding 1990: 47).
Kenneth Boulding, founder of the Journal of Conflict Resolution in 1957 and the
Center for Research on Conflict Resolution at the University of Michigan in 1959,
was an early advocate of conflict prevention through the development of research and

early warning systems (Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 1999: 43).

3 “The Blair Doctrine’ http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/international/jan-june99/blair doctrine4-
23.html. Page 3. Accessed 18/04/05.
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In Europe, Johan Galtung founded a research unit on conflict and peace at the
University of Oslo (now PRIO, the International Peace Research Institute) in 1960,
and the Journal of Peace Research in 1964. Both American and European variants
widened the scope of conflict studies by including concerns over human rights,
Justice, equality and ecology as contributing to conflict — whether inter- or intra-state.
Galtung’s work in particular widened the scope of peace research beyond the
immediate prevention of war. He was concerned with violence in general — at the state
level (‘structural’ violence) and on an ideological level (‘cultural’ violence). The
concept of structural violence identified problems in state structures and systems as
precipitating violence in individuals, while cultural violence is, for example,
nationalist, or religious aspects of culture used to justify direct or structural forms of
violence (Galtung 1990). The key distinction is the difference between positive and
negative peace; the former being classified as the removal of structural and cultural
violence, while the latter as merely the removal of direct violence — the immediate
cessation of hostilities (Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 1999: 43). These 1deas
were developed by practitioners and academics, and gained credence with the rise of
the anti-nuclear peace movement in the 1970s and 1980s (Burton and Dukes 1990).
Nevertheless, Burton’s (1984) assertion that change in the international system and in
the domestic structure of states was needed to tackle the root causes of inter and intra-
state conflict, was not widely welcomed, nor accepted. The rise of conflict prevention
as a policy rather than just an idea would have to wait until the fundamental changes
that came with the end of the Cold War in the late 1980s. A further dimension of
conflict prevention, which we turn to next, was conflict prevention as a technique in
the context of the United Nations. If Cold War conflict prevention was more often
than not associated with superpower military and nuclear defence, then the UN was
instrumental in developing conflict prevention as grounds for international

Intervention.

2.2.2 Conflict prevention and the United Nations
The United Nations was stifled by the superpower clash and veto in the Security

Council, but “the realities of international politics did not prevent UN involvement in

the affairs of dozens of countries across the world” (Simons 1994:106). According to
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the Uppsala Data Proj ect’, the number of violent armed conflicts rose steadily
throughout the Cold War period with a peak in the late 1960s, probably as a result of
decolonisation (Gleditsch et al. 2002: 620). There was therefore no shortage of violent
conflicts to concern the UN in the decades following the end of the Second World
War. Intra-state conflict has been the most common form of warfare since the late
1950s (Gleditsch et al. 2002: 623). The removal of colonial rule by European powers
in the 1950s and 1960s led to internal instability and competition between nval
factions in some of the newly independent African countries. The other notable arena
for intra-state conflict during the period was Central and Southern America, with civil

wars in Colombia and Guatemala, and state violence and terror in Chile, Bolivia and
Argentina. The major inter-state wars of the period (the Korean war in the 1950s, the

Vietnam war” in the 1960s and the Iran-Iraq war in the 1980s) each resulted in more
than a million battle deaths (Gleditsch et al. 2002: 623), while a series of smaller, but

no less intractable inter-state conflicts broke out in the Middle East and Asia.

The UN Charter, based on the post-war balance of power, and limited 1n 1ts

mechanisms, was not primarily designed to prevent the outbreak of all conflict, nor
did the UN have expertise in conflict resolution. The rather narrow interpretation of
threats to international peace and security that was prevalent both within the UN and
in the governments of its members meant that conflict prevention, particularly in the
case of civil wars, was not a prime interest of the UN (Mack and Furlong 2004: 59).
According to John Burton®, of the delegates at the UN foundation conference in San
Francisco in 1945, “few...had any clear ideas on the handling of conflict situations
outside the traditional law-and-order and power framework...The goal was to prevent
aggression of the German, Italian and Japanese type. Few were educated to ask why
this aggression had occurred, what were the background circumstances, and were
there problems that could have been solved” (Burton 1986: 43-44).

It is certainly the case that conflict prevention featured on the agenda of the UN only

after the restraints of the Cold War were removed, (Mack and Furlong 2004: 60) and

* The Uppsala Conflict Data Project is based in the Department of Peace and Conflict Research at
Uppsala University.

> The Vietnam war was also intra-state.

® John Burton attended the conference as part of the Australian delegation, and later became one of the
founder-figures of the Peace and Conflict Research fields (Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 1999:
45).
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arguably after the UN had adopted conflict prevention and resolution techniques
developed by academics and practitioners. Nevertheless, key developments within the
organisation were important in establishing a foothold for international organisation in
conflict that was to be further developed in the post-Cold War period. The most
important UN innovations in this regard were preventive diplomacy and
peacekeeping. Preventive diplomacy was developed by the second UN Secretary
General Dag Hammarskjold as a strategy for intervening to prevent the outbreak or
the escalation of violent conflict, either betweenf or within states (Hampson 2002:
139). The strategy was developed particularly as a way of making the UN relevant in
the Cold War struggle; intervention was considered in areas either outside of, or
marginal to, superpower spheres of influence, and “was designed to forestall the
competitive intrusion of rival power blocs into that area” (Claude 1971: 313).
Preventive diplomacy in the UN entailed action by the Secretary-General and the
Security Council, including mediation, fact-finding missions, good offices and
economic assistance (Lund 1996: 33). It was further developed and extended in the
post-Cold War era by the UN, particularly after its revival by Secretary-General
Boutros Boutros Ghali in his 1992 Agenda For Peace (UN 1992). In the 1960s,
however, preventive diplomacy was most often interpreted as a synonym for

peacekeeping, which became the most visible preventive tactic (Claude 1971: 314).

Neither preventive diplomacy nor peacekeeping featured in the UN Charter, but were
developed as a result of the UN’s operational experience (Claude 1971: 312). The UN

had sent personnel into conflict situations before preventive diplomacy became a

familiar term — notably by sending a UN mediator to Israel in 1948’: a controversial

UN military observer group, then a military force under US command to Korea"® in

1950; and a UN emergency force to Egypt (Suez) after the illegal invasion by France,
Israel and the UK in 1956. The latter was the UN’s first peacekeeping experience

(Simons 1994: 123). The UN’s first complex law and order peacekeeping mission

" Count Folke Bernadotte, president of the Swedish Red Cross, along with a UN observer, were
assassinated by Zionists 4 month later (Simons 1994: 108).

¥ Korea, subject to Japanese occupation during the Second World War, was occupied by the
superpowers after the defeat of Japan in 1945. When North Korean troops invaded South Korea in
1950, the US, fearing the establishment of a communist regime, defended South Korea, and became
embroiled in a conflict with North Korean and Chinese forces. Korea was partitioned in 1953. The UN
was largely kept out of the subsequent conflict in Vietnam.
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(ONUC)’ was dispatched to the Congo'®, Central Africa, in 1960, in response to a
request for assistance from the new government after independence was gained from
~ Belgium. With no preparation for self-government having taken place, Belgium then
Intervened militarily and was asked to leave by the UN Security Council. The key
objective of UN intervention was to prevent civil war, and also to prevent intervention
by the superpowers (Claude 1971: 319; MacFarlane 2002: 43). Difficulties with
agreeing on and maintaining a mandate for intervention in a civil war situation soon
arose: a problem that the UN faced forty years later in the former Yugoslavia. The
Impact of the 20,000 strong UN force (operating from 1960-1964) in establishing
stability was marginal in light of the internal chaos and external disagreements
(particularly the USSR’s withdrawal of support of the operation): at best the UN
prevented the conflict from escalating into a major superpower confrontation (Claude
1971: 326-327). It terms of the size of the operation, only the force sent to Cyprus in
the 1964 was comparable during the Cold War period (Claude 1971: 316). However,
peacekeeping became firmly established as a UN competence as a result of this early
action and experience. Conflict in the Middle East continued through the 1960s, 70s
and 80s, and the UN gained further experience in trying to ensure Israeli withdrawal
from areas of Lebanon, Syria and Jordan. As the Cold War came to an end,

peacekeeping was increasingly fundamental in the organisation’s response to conflict
(Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 1999: 141).

2.3 Conflict Prevention and the Post-Cold War Era

The concept of conflict prevention gained support in Europe and the US in the 1970s
and 1980s, partly as a result of developments 1n international politics, and partly as a
result of advances made in the fields of Conflict and Peace Research. The concept
gained greater attention as the Cold war drew to a close and international cooperation
improved. The persistence of old conflicts, the difficulties of conflict resolution in
peace processes, and the outbreak of a number of new conflicts across the world all

contributed to the new appeal of conflict prevention.

? A UN emergency force (UNEF)was sent to the Egypt-Israeli border in 1956 in response to the attack
on Egypt by Israel, France and the UK.

' The Congo (formerly Belgian Congo) was renamed Zaire in 1971, then became the Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC) in 1997 (Smith, D. 2003: 90).
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The first question to address in looking at post-Cold War conflict prevention 1s what

~ was the nature of the conflict that international actors were trying to prevent? Conflict
fpatterns after the Cold War are outlined and analysed. The contemporary period has

~ seenan explosion of terms related to the prevention, management and resolution of

violent conflict, of which conflict prevention is but one. However, there 1s no

“consensus on terms and meanings. We examine the terminological debate. Finally, the

array of practical and analytical difficulties with conflict prevention related to conflict

prediction, motivating preventive intervention, and proving policy success are

explored. Normative problems concerning assumptions on root causes and the ethics

- ofintervention have led to criticism of conflict prevention ethos, and discrepancies

: 5’ between the intention of conflict prevention policy and the likely outcomes of the

- policy paths followed.

2.3.1 Conflict after the Cold War

The perception that the nature and frequency of violent conflict had changed in the
post-Cold War period was widespread (Carnegie Commission 1997: 25; SIPRI-
UNESCO 1998: 13; Cahill 2000; XIII; Wallensteen 2002: 26; Kaldor 2001: 1). As the
Cold War ended and the USSR disintegrated, conflict broke out in Yugoslavia and in
Georgia, Moldova and the Nagorno-Karabakh territory between Azerbaijan and
Armenia in the former Soviet Union. In Africa, Somalia was disintegrating, violence
in Rwanda was escalating and civil war raged on in Sudan. Classical inter-state war
had practically disappeared (SIPRI-UNESCO 1998: 13). Instead, the international
community faced a number of complex, intra-state or regional conflicts, characterised
by the targeting and expulsion of civilians, and resulting in acute refugee and
humanitarian emergencies (Carnegie Commission 1997: xvii). These ‘new wars’ were
a distinctive kind of organised, political violence 1n a globalised era (Kaldor 2001: 1-
2). Some realist analysts lamented the end of Cold War stability, and predicted an
upward trend in conflict within and between communities (Mearshiemer 1990;

Huntington 1991).

In terms of the frequency of conflict, the pessimism of realist commentators was
overplayed: while conflict trends show an increase in conflict frequency at the

beginning of the post-Cold War era, data shows an overall global reduction in armed
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conflict from 1989 to 1997 (Wallensteen 2002: 26; Wallensteen and Sollenberg
2001:630; Smith, D. 2001: 2)."

However, European and American analysts were responding to the return of violent
conflict to Europe in particular, which “account[ed] for two-thirds of the increase 1n

the annual incidence of war in the early 1990s” (Smith, D. 2001: 3). Intra-state
conflict was prevalent, but this was a trend that dated back to well before the end of
the Cold War (Wallensteen 2002: 76; Booth 1998: 43). Post-Cold War conflicts were,
however, characterised by their complexity in terms of the number of actors involved
in conflicts (Wallensteen and Sollenberg 2001: 633). The interdependency of securnity
between regional states, or regional ‘security complexes’ (Buzan 1991: 190), 1s well
1llustrated in Sub-Saharan Africa and the Balkans. The proliferation of state and non-
state actors in post-Cold War conflicts add a further layer of complexity to mediation
and prevention efforts (Wallensteen and Sollenberg 1998: 633). There 1s also a trend
In intra-state conflict of rapid escalation to full-blown war, which makes crisis
prediction more difficult, and reduces the time available for international

organisations or other parties to act (Wallensteen and Sollenberg 2000: 640).
Lederach (1997: 9) wamned of the growing willingness of non-state actors to take up
arms in the pursuit of political and social goals. Rapid escalation and the proliferation
of small arms (a particular problem in South Eastern Europe and parts of the former

Soviet Union) bring further difficult challenges for conflict prevention.

The continued trend of intra-state conflict, and more importantly, the recognition that
intra-state conflict could be a threat to international peace and secunty, led to calls for
greater international attempts to intervene earlier to prevent armed conflict,
accelerating greater interest in conflict prevention techniques (Miall, Ramsbotham
and Woodhouse 1999: 109; Wallensteen 2002: 27). However, tackling the roots of a
violent conflict requires an understanding of conflict causes and, where there are
multiple actors involved, a consensus on these causes. During the Cold War, research
on conflict causes tended to focus on inter-state, not intra-state conflict (Smith, D.

2001: 5). Theories on the causes of intra-state conflict in particular were therefore

'! The Uppsala Conflict Data Project defines armed conflict as “a contested incompatibility that
concerns government or territory or both where the use of armed force between two parties results in at

least 25 battle-related deaths. Of these two parties, at least one is the government of a state” (Gleditsch
et al. 2002: 618-619).
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underdeveloped and highly contested in the post-Cold War period. Intra-state conflict
was frequently explained as a result of the removal of restraints imposed by the Cold
War bipolar system, especially by neo-realist commentators (Mearshiemer 1990;
Huntington 1991). Certainly this is one explanatory factor, but a rather narrow one.
The causes of conflict are more likely to be complex and multiple. For example, the
disintegration of Yugoslavia into rival ethnic groups may have been facilitated by the
removal of the Soviet threat, but equally the political and economic crisis leading to
Slovenian and Croatian succession had its origins in the 1980s (Woodward 1995).
Those that rejected Huntington’s ‘clash of civilizations’ (1991) thesis and
Mearsheimer’s (1990) pessimism and nostalgia for the stability of the Cold War era
predicted an upward trend in conflict proliferation as the result of population growth,

environmental degradation, and the growing disparity in wealth and resources

between the countries of the Northern and Southern hemispheres (Rogers and Dando
1992; Hansen 2000).

The trend to label many of the intra-state wars of the period as ‘ethnic’ is not always
helpful, and can mask fundamental causes of conflict by failing to identify the
politicisation of ethnicity (Smith, D. 2001: 6). Conflict between groups is not
necessarily rooted in ethnicity: intra-state war is more likely to be rooted in issues of
political legitimacy and/or poor economic conditions (Smith, D. 2001: 7). ‘Identity
politics’, a term used by Kaldor (2001) to refer to “movements which mobilise around
ethnic, racial or religious identity for the purpose of claiming state power” (2001: 76),
1s a better label to attach to such conflicts. Concern over ethnic/identity-based
violence may provide a catalyst for conflict prevention efforts. Yet despite the
publicity of ‘ethnic’ conflict in the post-Cold War years, it remains the case that the
majority of the most ethnically diverse countries in the world are not at war (Smith, D.
2003: 16). Very little is known about the factors that trigger ethnic conflict when it
does occur (Brown 2001: 218). Being too hasty to identify ethnicity as a root cause of
conflict can certainly hamper attempts to prevent and manage conflict (Lederach
1997: 8). Susan Woodward (2000: 153) 1dentifies ‘Balkan determinism’ as a key error

in American and European analyses of the conflict in Former Yugoslavia. Lamenting
that international mediation could not overcome historic ethnic enmity, diplomats

missed the opportunity to prevent further escalation of the political crisis in 1990.
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The causes of conflict are notoriously subjective (Smith, D. 2001; 2003), as are, to a

E lesser extent, empirical trends, which, by necessity, require subjective choices about

- definitions, categorisation and inclusion of evidence (see Gleditsch et al. 2002: 625-
626). Nevertheless, renewed interest and research on conflict in the 1990s has
undoubtedly contributed to the rise of and interest in conflict prevention. The outbreak
of complex crises on the edge of the EU, characterised by the targeting of civilians,
rapid escalation, regional security complexes and the proliferation of small arms has
called for a response from European security organisations. The EU in particular can
be accused of raising unrealistic expectations that it could respond to such conflicts

(Hill 1993). Nevertheless, the prevention of further conflict has gained support in the
EU, the UN and the OSCE in particular, as the basis of this response. This consensus,

however, was not matched by a consensus on terms and meanings.

2.3.2 Problems with prevention: terminological confusion

The first problem with prevention addressed is the confusing number of terms

associated with conflict and its prevention and management.

We have seen a move from the use of war more to the widespread use of conflict 1n
the post-Cold War period, although this was common before then in UN parlance,
(Miall 1992: 37) signifying a dispute not necessarily between states (symmetric
disputes between actors of parity) but between varied and/or unequal actors
(asymmetric disputes, such as revolts or civil war) (Miall, Ramsbotham and
Woodhouse 1999: 12). This concurs with a widening of the nature of violent clashes
and number of actors involved in conflict, a trend visible since the end of the Second
World War. The term conflict therefore denotes more general human activity, and
comes about “when two people wish to carry out acts which are mutually
inconsistent” (Nicholson 1970: 2). This 1s a general rule, and while referring to
personal individual conflict, can be applied equally to international or intra-state
conflicts. Conflict is not always violent and is not necessarily undesirable in itself
(Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 1999: 96). Further qualification 1s necessary —
hence the use of violent or armed conflict. Violent conflict between two or more

parties changes a normal non-violent conflict (e.g. between a union and an employer)
into a situation where negotiation is more difficult, since at the inception of violent

conflict or war, both sides want victory, not compromise (Nicholson 1970: 4). Armed
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conflict is similar, but specifically denotes the use of weaponry. Deadly conflict, a
term adopted by the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, refers to
the bloody and intractable disputes of the 1990s, characterised by mass violence and
genocide, the victims mostly civilian. This can be seen as an updating of Lewis

Richardson’s deadly quarrels.

This classification of conflict seems clear enough, but conflict prevention 1s more
problematic, and confusion over terminology when referring to conflict prevention
and other related terms continues unabated. Following on from Burton’s pedantic
invention of provention (1990: 233) to signify true structural conflict prevention,
commentators have used coercive prevention, preventive statecraft (Jentleson 2000: 5;
2001: 249) as well as the more popular preventive diplomacy (Lund 1996: 4; Cahill
2000: XIV, Jentleson 2000b: 3) as generally meaning conflict prevention. Coercive

prevention simply denotes the use or threat of military force as part of a preventive
strategy (Jentleson 2000: 5), while preventive statecraft 1s an extended preventive
diplomacy practiced by the state (Jentleson 2001: 249). The proliferation of terms
(especially by the same commentator) has been unnecessary, especially since conflict
prevention can (as this thesis asserts), incorporate long-term strategies, as well as
shorter-term military measures. A clearer definition of conflict prevention (broadly
adopted in this thesis — see chapter 1) featured 1n the Carmmegie Commission’s Report,

Preventing Deadly Conflict (1997). Operational prevention covers strategies in the

face of conflict, while structural prevention covers strategies to address the root

causes of conflict (Carnegie Commission 1997: x1x).

Preventive diplomacy has advanced from its Cold War definition, but is still subject to
dispute. According to Zartman, preventive diplomacy can mean anything “from broad
structural measures to remove grievances to crisis diplomacy to bring conflict to an
end” (Zartman 2001: 139). In the early 1990s, preventive diplomacy was a widely
used term, particularly after it was revived and extended in UN Secretary General
Boutros-Ghali’s 1992 Agenda for Peace, the blueprint for the UN response to the new

international security context.'* This definition significantly extended the Cold War

'? “Preventive diplomacy is action to prevent disputes from arising between parties, to prevent existing
disputes from escalating into conflicts and to limit the spread of the latter when they occur.” An Agenda
for Peace (UN 1992).

23



o st S SRR Rt /s

#+
%F

3

e Y

i -’#iﬂ‘: A1 :"ﬂﬁ'

F L]
i

A LN ”'/{@u Wy !
TR AT
!}}frﬂﬂ’“ﬁ .ﬁf':ﬁf:r I,.Jff" 2

”:/i'
4
J'!!J-

Jt?

'Tﬁ?}

‘ ﬁ)»n 4

Ao § e
S Rld Bodadh cdas ottt i d aat § E AR F A T s dan | PRI RY P IJ';H" PP I S T TRERW SR TIY BE )
. 1

i

s b AT T

/e

‘po il 4 il
; I l"u

wls dideabe add dumade Fed ity di 4
I

N
,

4
!
ot gr o s ; ¢ T i N /
o ¥ f.f el d Mide b OB i Jirut

f'ﬂ' Yr -;

- a
TR FIX BTN AT TR VO SRV RN A S Py S
s i
! 4 P

f 4
¢ ! y r N
e At bkl fid! u.rnmf ¢ didvasbo i el B2 By e o i il G rad i i i L G w8 s

meaning of preventive diplomacy: it aimed to prevent all types of violent conflict; it

‘envisaged preventive diplomacy being carried out by all parts of the UN system, not
3 o just the Secretary-General and Security Council; and it introduced new instruments

- such as preventive deployment and early warning (Lund 1996: 34). The extension of

the concept indicated a sea change in the UN’s approach to violent conflict, and

reflected a new era of cooperation in the Security Council. UN peacekeeping costs

-Increased twelve-fold to nearly $3, 000 million between 1986 and 1993 (Boutros-
| | Ghali 2000: 190): clearly new instruments were required to address violent conflicts

" before the need for UN peacekeeping, particularly in the case of complex intra-state

conflicts. By the end of the twentieth century, conflict prevention was popular

| parlance in the UN, incorporating preventive diplomacy strategies, but also bringing

~ in strategies to address root causes of conflict (Mack and Furlong 2004: 60).

The term peacebuilding has been classified as being effectively the same as structural

~ conflict prevention (Wallensteen 2002: 286). Nevertheless, 1t has post-conflict

- connotations and has been defined by others as action in the aftermath of conflict

(SIPRI-UNESCO 1998: 39; UN 1992: 15). However, Boutros-Ghali later refined the
UN definition to make a distinction between preventive peacebuilding and post-
conflict peacebuilding, emphasising that while the strategies are applied at different
stages of conflict, they amount to the same variety of institutional, economic, and

social activities (Boutros-Ghali 2000: 193). This illustrates the difficulty in

establishing clear terminological classification of conflict resolution terms.
Peacebuilding is the same process as long-term conflict prevention to stop the
recurrence of conflict, and is effectively the same as structural prevention in conflict-
prone areas, whether pre- or post-conflict. So while the different phases of conflict
require different approaches, these phases cannot be kept separate, and a particular

conflict can move back and forward between stages (Chayes and Chayes 1996: 6).

While analysts have invented and reworked terms in an attempt to spell out what they
mean, the overall effect of this has been confusion rather than clarification.
Definitions seem to be widely variable, and there is no clear consensus on meanings.
International organisations notoriously use vague definitions in order to reach a

necessary consensus and satisfy all members’ interpretations of a phrase or term used.

This tendency is visible in the EU, as well as the UN and the OSCE; clearly it is not
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‘politically expedient for the advancement and clarification of conflict prevention

“(Cohen 1999). Terms are often used interchangeably and without qualification.

‘Unfortunately, this does not provide the concept with a coherent and comprehensible

- focus.

~ These definitional problems reflect the complexity of conflict, which, as argued

‘above, is greater in the post-Cold War period. It is often difficult to apply patterns and

“processes to situations that are vastly different, with different causal variables, and
- multiple actors. This is why debates about conflict prevention are often intertwined
- with theories of conflict in general, particularly in the post-Cold War period (see
~ above). Deeper problems with the concept concern normative and practical setbacks

- to preventive policy application.

- 2.4.3 Problems with prevention: prediction, motivation, and proving policy
SUCCesSS
- Confusion over the barrage of terms which accompany any discussion of conflict

~ prevention is an obvious obstacle to effective analysis, understanding and policy-

making. However, there are more fundamental problems with the concept that act as

greater impediments. The first of these concerns problems with predicting conflict,

motivating actors, and establishing that conflict prevention can actually work.

Predicting conflict at the early stages is notoriously difficult, particularly in the case
of internal war (Wallensteen 2002: 276). Establishing the likelihood of escalation to
violence is complex and can lead to false alarms. Outside actors may not want to
obstruct constructive change, or fear that intervention could increase rather than
decrease tensions (Wallensteen 2002: 276). The lack of media and other interest in
successfully defused conflict' reinforces the perception that since scholars failed to
predict events such as the break-up of the Soviet Union, there is little chance of
successful conflict prediction in domestic cases. Such views are typified by Stedman
(1995), who argues that the track record in prediction is not a basis for optimism, and

that policy-makers do not have crystal balls (Stedman 1995: 16). The trend of rapid

" For example, the disputes between Slovakia and Hungary (1993-1997) over the Hungarian minority

in Slovakia and a hydroelectric plant on the Danube; UN mediation of the governmental dispute in
Burundi (1994-1997); and the UN preventive deployment in Macedonia (1993-1999) (Wallensteen
2002).
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escalation to violence, as already mentioned, means that early prediction may be even
“more crucial in post-Cold War crises, and thus “early warning systems focusing on
| signs of impending conflicts are still most valuable” (Wallensteen and Sollenberg

2000: 640).

Unfortunately, the sophistication of early waming systems does not make up for the

. lack of will or motivation to act. Another major problem with conflict prevention

- concerns the mobilisation of outside actors when there is no pressing need to

~ intervene or immediate threat to international security (Lund 1996: 27-28). Post-Cold

. War threats to international security are complex and diffuse, and the persistence of

some realist mindsets in governments and international organisations leads to a
reluctance to reconsider international norms on non-interference and sovereignty, and

a lack of interest in far-flung conflict in regions of little strategic interest (Lund 1996:
28; Jentleson 2000b: 5). The US Clinton administration in the 1990s did place greater
emphasis on a preventive approach to foreign policy (Lund 1996: 5-6), and by 1999
UK Prime Minister Tony Blair was outlining a new ‘doctrine of the international
community’, based on the recognition that “national interest 1s to a significant extent
governed by international collaboration.”'* Nevertheless, this type of rhetoric of
Intervention for peaceful purposes is often undermined by the selectivity of the trend,
as well as the ulterior motives of powerful states that often lie, or are perceived to lie,

beneath it (see below).

In any case, there is still significant resistance to the conflict prevention approach. It is
berated by its critics as costly, risky, and potentially counter-productive (Stedman
1995). Supporters, on the other hand, argue for the realism of conflict prevention,
asserting that the costs of prevention are overestimated, and the assessment of what
constitutes interests is too narrow (Jentleson 2000b; Wallensteen 2002). This assertion
1s supported by the high costs to the international community of reconstruction in
South Eastern Europe, and the ramifications of, for example, US support of distant
terrorist movements that later become a threat to American security. National

priorities tend to be based on short-term domestic political gains rather than long-term

4 Speech by Tony Blair to Chicago International Forum, April 22, 1999. ‘The Blair Doctrine’

http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/international/jan-june99/blair doctrine4-23.html. Page 4. Accessed
18/04/05.
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commitments to international peace. This observation is neither novel, (cf. Burton

1990, who argued for domestic solutions to international conflict) nor easily changed,

however.

The cost of prevention is nonetheless disputed, since at the early stages of conflict
prevention the financial commitment necessary is often hard to estimate. A lack of

International agreement on how to act often leads to a ‘wait and see’ approach
(Wallensteen 2002: 276). However, logically the cost of military intervention in most
cases far outweighs the cost of early prevention (Lund 1996; Brown and Rosecrance
1999; Griffin 2001). The real problem goes back to mobilisation. Decision-making
processes 1n governments and international organisations are not conducive to conflict
prevention, as argued above. While lack of action is often attributed to political will,
some analysts place budget over will in explaining the lack of prionty given to
conflict prevention policy (Evans 2001; Ouellette 2002). The definitional problems
discussed do not make conflict prevention an attractive option for policy-makers, nor
does the wide nature of the concept translate into policy of “chewable chunks” with
identifiable exit strategies (Ouellette 2002: 72). Governments face the same problem
as international organisations: that of planning long-term policy with yearly budgets,

and balancing urgent affairs with less pressing but equally important matters.

Even if the cost analysis supports early action, the problem of when to intervene
remains. As we have seen, there is often no motivation to act early on in a conflict
situation, and there is the fear that intervention may exacerbate tensions. The idea of a
ripe moment for resolution, when intervention 1s deemed to have a high chance of
success, could be helpful for outside actors (Zartman 1989; 2001). This moment
usually comes at a stage after the outbreak of violence, when the actors involved reach
a point where further violence will not aid their cause. It is therefore more concerned
with conflict resolution, rather than earlier conflict prevention. It would be ludicrous
to suggest a conflict preventive technique that sits back to allow for the parties to
reach a “mutual, hurting stalemate” (Zartman 1989: 272). Nevertheless, since conflict
prevention may be attempted at various stages of a conflict cycle, it could be
important for identifying fruitful mediation moments in situations of recurring

violence and unstable peace. On the other hand, the concept of ripeness has been

criticised as too simplistic (Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 1999:163), and could
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discourage policy-makers from attempting earlier mediation, allowing for conflict

~ escalation. These contesting views complicate decision-making processes, once again

making early intervention, and therefore conflict prevention, an unattractive option for

policy-makers.

Another fundamental problem with prevention, which is closely linked both to the

. failure to mobilise third parties to act, and to the difficulty in predicting conflict

| €scalation, is proving that conflict prevention policy has been a success. If success
can’t be proven, and therefore precedents established, how can we gauge whether a
- conflict is likely to become violent, or persuade governments and organisations to

practice conflict prevention? It is difficult to prove that preventive action, rather than
other factors, stopped the outbreak of a violent conflict (Wallensteen 2002: 279).

Perhaps internal dynamics in a domestic conflict changed, or the parties involved
decided to resolve the conflict themselves. A preventive approach also assumes that

the parties want to resolve the dispute; if not, then perhaps no amount of preventive
policy will halt impending violence (Wallensteen 2002: 277). These problems do not
undermine conflict preventive efforts, but make policy choices and the prediction of

policy outcomes a complex undertaking.

2.3.4 Problems with prevention: competing assumptions about causation
Conflict prevention policy has to be based on assumptions about the causes of war

and the conditions for peace. False interpretation of the causes of conflict can lead to
Ineffective conflict prevention policies. While there seems to be a vague consensus
that poverty, lack of resources, and problems of governance and political legitimacy
lead to instability (Smith, D. 2001; Levy 2001; Wallensteen 2002), there is much
debate about how much these difficulties contribute to the outbreak of conflict, and
how they should be tackled. So while a general consensus on the desirability of
Preventing violent conflict exists, there is a lack of consensus on the conditions that

Cause this conflict (Dwan 2001: 9; Levy 2001: 56). This makes the application of

Structural conflict prevention difficult to qualify and motivate.

Identifying root causes is therefore highly normative, and it is in this policy-making
stage that the international consensus on conflict prevention begins to show cracks.

While there is a wide belief in the notion of democratic peace, this is largely a
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: - (Wallensteen 2002:278). The problems in establishing links between poverty, politics
- and conflict have already been mentioned. Indicators for structural conflict prevention

. that are too general only have limited effect. By the turn of the twenty-first century,
-the UN and the EU were adopting regional and country-specific strategies in order to

 improve their response to complex root causes of conflict (see chapters 5 and 6).

Long-term conflict preventive approaches are closely linked to development policy.

The extent to which this type of policy tackles root causes of conflict is again highly
debatable (Stokke 1997; Addison 2000; Wallensteen 2002). The linkage between

“development and security is a post-Cold War phenomenon that remains relatively

underdeveloped (Barth Eide and Ronnfeldt 1998: 153). Political conditionality in

- terms of democratic practice and human rights is now common in EU trade and aid

.=+ . policies, and can do much to encourage stability in developing or transitional

countries. However, this can be paradoxical in effect. Countries in the most need of

help, for instance, fail to receive EU and other financial help because their

- governments don’t meet the stringent conditions on democracy and human rights
¢ (Stedman 1995: 19).

- Economic conditionality is equally questionable in the promotion of longer-term

stability. There is no guarantee that the enforcement of neo-liberal ideals (i.e. the free
market, and economic development divorced from state control) by international
organisations and financial institutions will promote stability and peace in developing
countries (Dickson 2000; Thomas and Reader 2001; Sens 2004: 147). This leaves
International organisations and governments open to the charge of projecting Western
models sanctioned by international financial institutions such as the International

Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank, rather than projecting stability (Stiglitz
2002).
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2.3.5 Problems with prevention: the ethics of intervention

Problems of legitimacy and the ethics of intervention remain a stumbling block for the
_ promotion of conflict prevention, particularly in intra-state conflict. The interpretation

- of sovereignty became the “key normative challenge of the 1990s” (MacFarlane 2002:

51). In what circumstances is it legitimate for the UN or other actors to intervene in

‘the internal affairs of a state to prevent conflict? The norms of sovereignty and non-

- interference may have been questioned by analysts and politicians in Europe and the

US in cases of human rights abuses in particular, but they are guarded by governments

- . and enshrined in the UN Charter. Developing countries such as India, Pakistan,

Algeria and Egypt are suspicious of the principle of prevention, seeing it as an excuse

for external interference (Griffin 2001: 486). Similarly, some third world countries

~equate short-term preventive diplomacy with Western intervention (Swedish Institute
- of International Affairs 2000: 23). The legitimacy of intervention, whether structural
- - Inthe form of conditional development aid, or direct in the form of civilian or military

. intervention, is a fundamental problem for conflict prevention.

During the Cold War, the UN’s room to intervene was limited, and when it did
Intervene in a preventive capacity, it was generally invited. Of course, intervention
was used by both superpowers to enhance their strategic positions, and they were not
significantly held back by normative considerations (MacFarlance 2002: 45). Post-
Cold War intervention changed in form and content - unilateralism gave way (to some
extent) to multilateralism'?, raising the legitimacy stakes (MacFarlane 2002: 51) and
heralding a period of new interventionism (Mayall 1996: 3). Motives and outcomes in
post-Cold War interventions have been increasingly scrutinised and called into
question. The military intervention in Kosovo by NATO in 1999 was not only
criticised for triggering the humanitarian disaster it claimed to be preventing, but has
been labelled as the beginning of a Western trend of neo-imperialistic disregard of
International law (Chomsky 1999: 11). The selective nature of this trend is morally
questionable. The rise of a new principle of acceptable limited intervention has been

suggested in light of the Kosovo crisis in particular (Ortega 2001: 29). While strict

'> MacFarlane (2002) argues that the early post-Cold War trend in multilateralism may give way to a

new trend of US unilateralism if the US administration fails to get multilateralist authorisation for
Interventions under the ‘War on Terror’ rubric (MacFarlane 2002: 83).
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- conditions, such as a humanitarian catastrophe and the exhaustion of diplomatic

efforts must be met before collective military intervention is acceptable, the emerging

principle presents a wide interpretation of the UN Charter that does not contradict its

~ tenets (Ortega 2001). Ortega’s suggestions were echoed in the conclusions of the

- International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty. In 2000, in the wake

- of the unauthorised intervention in Kosovo by NATO, UN Secretary-General Kofi

Annan called for the international community to forge a consensus on the right of

- humanitarian intervention, and an international commission duly reported its findings
H ; in a report entitled The Responsibility to Protect in December 2001. The Committee
-, concluded that “state sovereignty implies responsibility” and that the international

= community should have the right of humanitarian intervention “where a population is

suffering serious harm” (The Responsibility to Protect, UN 2001b: I1X). However,
clearly states are reluctant to curtail their options by establishing unambiguous rules
on intervention. Despite the Committee’s clear consensus and recommendations,
many UN member states would prefer its conclusions to be quietly buried; indeed, the
recent interventions in Afghanistan in 2001 and Iraq in 2003 show the continued lack
of international consensus. They also weaken the case for conflict prevention

Interventions by associating them with unsanctioned pre-emption.

The decision to intervene is fraught with ethical difficulties. Initially, it could be
unethical to intervene too early, and therefore prevent necessary change, or equally
unethical to intervene too late, allowing for the escalation of violence and the loss of
civilian life (Wallensteen 2002: 279). In deciding to intervene, there is always a moral
question to ask, and there will always be those who disagree with the action taken or
question the final consequénces (Wallensteen 2002: 279). Post-Cold War
Interventions to prevent or manage violent conflict have been hampered by problems
of impartiality.'® Neutrality is crucial if outside intervention is to help create a viable
peace. Yet this can be particularly difficult for outside parties to maintain or achieve
In internal war situations, and international organisations can be open to the charge of

favouring one group over another (Miall, Ramsbotham and Woodhouse 1999: 146).

' See Ali (2000) (ed.) for a critique of the 1999 NATO Kosovo intervention, for example.
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The consequences of intervention in violent conflict can be unpredictable. While
outside actors may be able to stop the violence, the long-term viability of
internationally imposed peace is dubious. Even after a cease-fire or peace agreement,
unless international intervention addresses the underlying causes of conflict, violent
conflict in Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia, as well as in Chechnya can be said to have
been suspended rather than ended (Smith, D. 2001: 3). Peacebuilding projects have
continued in Bosnia since the internationally-brokered 1995 Dayton Peace
Agreement, but outside assistance has failed to lead to a significant reconstruction of
community relations between the divided groups (Chandler 1999). In Kosovo, conflict
between the Kosovar Albanians and the Serb population will simmer until the roots of

the conflict (the political status of the province) is adequately addressed. Clearly
peace cannot be imposed from outside: its maintenance “has to be primarily the task

of former adversaries supported by external assistance” (Jeong 2003: 301)."
International organisations, like the EU in the context of the Cotonou Agreement with
the ACP countries,'® have increasingly recognised this. In a phrase borrowed from the
informal diplomacy practiced by non-governmental organisations (NGOs) (‘track-two
diplomacy’), the ‘ownership’ principle, stating that peace is the ultimate responsibility
of the community itself, is stressed when promoting conflict prevention or
peacebuilding. Nevertheless, the trade policy that is often at the heart of projects
sponsored by the EU, the World Bank and the IMF undermines the ownership
principle by removing national and local government control over social and
economic policy. Enforced rapid privatisation and trade liberalisation in developing
countries, for example, can result in a dearth of previously government-administered
services and greater poverty and unemployment (Stiglitz 2002: 55). Again, the ethics

of such practice reflects a gap between rhetoric and the true ramifications of policy.

These examples serve to illustrate the lack of international consensus on how conflict
prevention should be carried out (Griffin 2001; UN 2001). The UN Secretary-General,
Kofi Annan in his Report Prevention of Armed Conflict (UN 2001) reported that while

the majority of UN Security Council members expressed overall support for conflict

' Emphasis added.

'* The 2000 Cotonou Agreement replaced the EU-ACP preferential trade agreement known as the
Lomé Convention. In the new agreement, “the principle of trade liberalization has effectively replaced

that of non-reciprocal privileged access... [signaling]... a paradigmatic shift in the focus and direction
of EU-ACP relations” (Holland 2002: 219).
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J: prevention, most had different views about the priorities for action. There is little
| indication that these opinions have changed in recent years. UN member states’ VIEWS
- on conflict prevention did not feature prominently in the 2004 Report of the High-
level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change (4 more secure world: our shared
- responsibilities), although the states’ ‘responsibility to protect’ was cited as an
“emerging norm” which, if reneged, justifies UN intervention to prevent intra-state
- violence (UN 2004: 57). Despite evidence of shifting norms pertaining to
~ Intervention, the vague nature of the consensus on conflict prevention still hides the
varied views on international norms and priorities, and hampers practical policy
. application (Dwan 2001: 10). Paradoxically, consensus can be seen as a liability as

. :'; well as a strength for conflict prevention (Dwan 2000: 9). All actors trying to carry

i out conflict prevention policy planning and application face these problems.

- 2.4 Conclusion

This chapter has examined conflict prevention in contemporary perspective,
identifying the prevention of superpower conflict and conflict prevention by the UN
as key Cold War precursors to post-Cold War conflict prevention. Reaction against
the superpower nuclear confrontation and associated management strategies
contributed to the emergence of conflict prevention theory in the Peace Research and
Conflict Resolution fields, and these ideas gained credence as public opinion in
Europe and America increasingly turned against the policies of nuclear deterrence and
Crisis management pursued by the superpowers. Developments in Peace and Conflict
Research laid the foundations for an expansion of interest in conflict prevention in the
post-Cold War era. The UN and its Secretary-Generals pioneered conflict prevention,
In the guise of preventive diplomacy and peacekeeping, as a policy of multilateral
Intervention. Both concepts were firmly established as UN competences during the
Cold War period, enabling their further development as conflict prevention strategies

In the post-Cold War years.

The problems associated with the implementation of post-Cold War conflict
prevention were then outlined. The upheavals of the early post-Cold War period
brought complex conflicts back onto the European continent. Conflict prevention

emerged as an approach to violent conflict in the new climate of cooperation, but

debates about the changing nature of conflict, trends in intra-state conflict, regional
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complexity and arms proliferation, were to render post-Cold War conflicts difficult to
- prevent. Definitional difficulties did not help to make conflict prevention an

~ identifiable and applicable policy. Additionally, gaining acceptance for a policy with
Inherent difficulties of policy prediction, actor motivation, legitimacy, and
demonstrating policy success was to be a challenge for the EU and other actors. Yet
the EU’s place in the emerging security environment of the post-Cold War period (see

Chapter 4) would accelerate the organisation’s policy responses, conflict prevention in

-7 Pparticular, onto center stage.
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CHAPTER 33

The External Relations of the European Union

:3-1 Introduction

This chapter charts the origins and development of European Union (EU) external
jfelations from the beginning of the European integration project in the 1950s, to the
development of external relations policy and rudimentary foreign policy with

~ European Political Cooperation (EPC) in the 1970s and 1980s, and finally to the

| ‘Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) and the European Security and Defence
| Policy (ESDP) in the 1990s. European Union foreign policy is a post-Cold War
phenomenon, but has a legacy of at least two decades in the CFSP’s precursor, EPC.
From the early 1970s, the EU practiced diplomacy and gained an international voice
through Member State foreign policy cooperation. In terms of development policy,
EU trade and aid relations with third countries date back to the beginning of the

Union, and originate in EU Member State relations with former colonies.

In order to understand the context of post-Cold War EU conflict prevention, we
therefore examine the history and development of EU external relations, focusing in

particular on the EU’s early aptitude for external stability projection through EPC and
- development policy. The problem of EU external relations coherence and

“ coordination, identified as a particular issue for EU conflict prevention because of its
Cross-pillar nature, is introduced and explained in terms of the incremental

development of EU external relations responsibilities and the different procedures and

divisions between the two main EU institutions: the European Commission and the
Council of the EU.

3.2 The Origins of EU External Relations

3.2.1 The European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)

The European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), the precursor to today’s European
Union, was one of a number of regional and international institutions established after

the end of the Second World War in response to the growing complexities of

twentieth century government (Robertson 1973: 1). The ECSC was born out of the

need for institutionalised relations between European states to allow for post-war
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economic construction. Post-war plans for a united and peaceful Europe promoted by
the European movement, (a disparate collection of individuals and groups that
supported the idea of European unity (Dinan 1994: 11)) led initially to the creation of
the Organisation for European Economic Cooperation (OEEC) in 1947 to administer
US-donated Marshall Plan aid, and the Council of Europe in 1949, an
intergovernmental forum that fell short of the mark for supporters of a federal Europe

(Smith, H. 2002: 39; Nugent 1999: 13).

The impetus for more substantial European integration came from France — arguably
the country most at risk from the prospect of unfettered German economic and
military revival. French politicians and diplomats Jean Monnet and Robert Schuman
were the central figures in the planning of the ECSC, ratified in 1952. The signatories
(France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Belgium and

Luxembourg) established a supranational High Authority, with Monnet as president.

Monnet’s insistence on shared sovereignty proved to be the stumbling block for
British participation, but made the organisation the unique and sometimes

controversial body its successor still is today.

The increasingly clear division between Western and Eastern Europe as the Cold War
bi-polar system took shape provided a further impetus for Western European
economic integration (Dinan 1994:16). However, Cold War Europe had developed, by
the mid-1950s, not only a geographical division, but a separation between economic
and defence/foreign policy - the latter being overseen by the United States in the West
and the USSR in the East (Smith, H. 2002: 39). While both Schuman and Monnet saw
economic cooperation as just the beginning of the European project, further plans for
political cooperation were stifled by the international climate and by the real
disagreements between the Member States over the pace and form of integration
(Nugent 1999: 21). Plans for a European Defence Community and a European
Political Community foundered in the 1950s, but proposals to expand the remit of the
ECSC were accepted by the six original signatories, leading to the creation of the
European Economic Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Community
(Euratom) in 1957. These institutions ran in parallel until 1967 when a merger Treaty

came into effect. After this, the organisation was generally known as the European

Community (EC), and eventually the EU.
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~ The institutional skeleton of the current EU was put in place, with a Commission,
-Council of Ministers, a Court of Justice and a small (as yet unelected) parliamentary
" assembly. The agreement to create a common market, with the removal of internal
~trade restrictions, a common external tariff, and dialogue on a common agriculture

-and transport policy, became the focus of European integration.

- 3.2.2 The origins of development policy
International institutional initiatives in development policy are a post-1945
phenomena, generally associated with the United Nations system (Luard 1977: 240).

- The EU, however, is a major contributor of development aid, and this legacy dates

~ back to the origins of the Union.

- Economic integration in Westermn Europe had external implications for third countries,
particularly those that had colonial ties to ECSC/EC Member States (generally known
. as the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries). As a result, associate status

- for overseas dependencies, (on the insistence of the French government) was granted
In the 1957 Treaty of Rome establishing the EEC (Holland 2002: 26; Smith, H. 2002:
183). This special relationship brought dependencies under the same economic rules
as EEC Member States, discriminating against other developing countries, and
creating a special EEC assistance fund, the European Development Fund (EDF) (Feld
- 1983: 105; Holland 2002: 26). The rules were reviewed 1n the 1960s as dependencies
began to achieve independence, leading to the first of many conventions (Yaoundé
conventions, later the Lomé conventions and now the Cotonou agreement) governing
the relationship between the EEC and the former colonies (Holland 2002: 27). The
privileges were extended to include ex-colonies and overseas territories of new EEC
Member States - notably those connected to the United Kingdom after the first

enlargement 1n 1973. Development cooperation was gradually extended to non-

associated developing countries, with Asia and Latin America receiving assistance
from 1976 (Smith, H. 2002: 207; 218).

Until the end of the Cold War, EU connections with developing countries were
generally confined to trade and development issues, and primarily the remit of the

European Commission (Smith, H. 2002: 221). Security issues in developing regions,

apart from the few incidences of EPC engagement (see below), came to the fore in the
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post-Cold War period as the EU expanded its international vision. Development
- cooperation was increasingly politicised by being linked to CFSP objectives, and
a featuring political conditionality clauses. From the origins of EU development
~ cooperation, to today’s advanced EU development and humanitarian provisions, the
EU has been subject to criticism both for perpetuating colonial dependency and for
not achieving stated development objectives (Holland 2002: 27; Smith, H. 2002: 195).
However, the EU’s role in development cooperation was to form a key element of its

. post-Cold War conflict prevention policy.

; 3.2.3 European Political Cooperation
~European Political Cooperation (EPC) was established with the Luxembourg Report

0f 1970, but has its origins in decades of debate about the form, function and

- - advantages of creating a European political community (Nuttall 1992: 30).

Initiatives during the 1950s and 1960s to create a European Defence Community and
- European Political Community stumbled, firstly because the French Assembly failed
to ratify them, and then secondly because President de Gaulle opposed any further
Supranational integration (Allen and Wallace 1982: 22). His attempt to instigate
regular meetings of Foreign Ministers raised fears among other EEC members that
national cooperation would undermine the Community and jeopardise the NATO

- alliance (Allen and Wallace 1982: 22-23). Defence 1ssues were therefore to remain

- predominantly the domain of NATO, established in 1949, and the Western European
Union (WEU), an organisation of states that had signed the Brussels Pact in 1948
(UK, France, Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg), an alliance against
Germany. Established in 1955, the WEU incorporated a mutual defence agreement

and prepared the ground for wider discussions on defence cooperation.

The breakthrough for political cooperation was to come afier President de Gaulle
stepped down as French President in 1969. By this time, the EEC was under
Increasing pressure to act politically as well as economically. De Gaulle’s successor,
Pompidou, adopted a more flexible approach which allowed for progress in political
Cooperation and the accession of the UK to the EEC, blocked by de Gaulle on two

Previous occasions (Nuttall 1992: 47). Decisions made by Member States at a

conference in The Hague in 1969 were confirmed in the 1970 Luxembourg Report,
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which established European Political Cooperation (EPC). EPC was to entail regular
Intergovernmental contact and dialogue between Foreign Ministers of the Member
States; it remained divorced from the Community both to satisfy the French
requirement for intergovernmentalism, and to allay the Dutch fear that
Institutionalisation of Heads of Government meetings would undermine Community
Institutions (Nuttall 1992: 48). The officials from Member State foreign ministries
that drafted the report became the Political Committee, the main EPC body, meeting

four times a year initially to prepare the meetings of the Foreign Ministers. The bi-

annual Ministerial Meetings were to be chaired by the Foreign Minister of the state
holding the Presidency of the Community (Nuttall 1992: 54). The Copenhagen Report
of 1973 allowed the Political Committee to meet as often as was necessary, and

formalised the role of Working Groups in the elaboration of EPC (Nuttall 1992: 76).
The London Report of 1981 further extended EPC by outlining the “Troika’
procedure, (by which the Presidency would be assisted in political cooperation duties
by officials from the preceding and succeeding presidencies), by creating a crisis
procedure to allow the Political Committee to convene within 48 hours, and by finally
fully associating the European Commission with EPC procedures (Nuttall 1992: 179-
180). The Single European Act of 1986 brought EPC into the same legal and

Institutional framework as the EC, “paving the way ultimately to a single Treaty [the

TEU]” (Nuttall 1992: 248). By this time, EPC had more than 20 Working Groups and
was establishing a dedicated Secretariat (Nuttall 1992: 17). Institutional proliferation

and complexity established EPC as a unique type of intergovernmental process before
- the inauguration of the CFSP (Bonvicini 1988: 52). Its development is doubly

significant since the TEU did not fundamentally change the form and character of

political cooperation.

As Nuttall contends, the association of EPC with the Community framework was not
a foregone conclusion in the negotiations running up to the SEA (1992: 248).
However, the acceptance that the EC and the EPC were part of the same project did
not lead to a rationalisation of external relations procedures. Synergy may have been
Increasingly sought between economic and political policy, but parallel procedures
made this a complex task, especially since Member States were reluctant for

Community involvement in EPC for different reasons (either because they feared
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supranational contamination of EPC, or intergovernmental contamination of the
Community) (Nuttall 1992: 260).

3.2.4 EPC: an aptitude for preventive diplomacy?

EPC in the 1970s gave the EC a voice in international affairs when Member States
could agree, and, by the 1980s was practicing “quiet, long-term, preventive
diplomacy” in the context of East-West relations, the Middle East and Southern
Europe (Hill 1992: 136). EPC was better known for reacting to situations and crises as
they happened (Allen 1982: 69). However, longer-term considerations were
Increasingly prominent as EPC decisions became more closely linked to Community

j competences. EC economic clout was more and more employed 1n support of EPC

decisions (e.g. sanctions), and the economic implications of foreign policy decisions

. were recognised (Bovinici 1988: 62).

. Political cooperation in the early 1970s focused on issues with a direct impact on

Western Europe: the Middle East and the development of the Conference for Secunty
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) (Nuttall 1992: 56). The CSCE process reflected a
more cooperative turn in East-West European relations 1n the climate of détente,
Cspecially in tandem with the West German government’s policy of recognition and
reconciliation towards East Germany. The pan-European conference gave EC

~ Member States the opportunity, through EPC, to develop a collective European

N position outside the Atlantic Alliance (Nuttall 1992: 57). The scope of the CSCE

- Negotiations, inclusive of economics, science, technology and the environment,

required the involvement of the Community, and therefore early contact and a degree
of coordination between the parallel EPC-Community procedures (Von Groll 1982:
61). Close cooperation between Member States not only advanced the cause and
procedures of EPC, but led to a leadership role for the EC in the CSCE which

enhanced its international status, and which tested inter-pillar coordination and

Coherence (see below) (Von Groll 1982: 68). EC coordinated initiatives to establish a
Cooperative relationship between Eastern and Western Europe, through the CSCE

Process and other initiatives, can arguably be seen as preventive diplomacy, and a

forerunner of the conflict prevention role that the EU was to adopt in the 1990s.
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- The EC, through EPC, established dialogue with the group of Arab States 1n the
‘Middle East known as the ‘Arab League’ in 1973-74 (‘Euro-Arab Dialogue).

f_ :iDialo gue with the EC was sought by the Arab League in the aftermath of the Yom

| ;Kippur war (during which Egypt and Syria tried, and failed to regain territory

B -occupied by Israel) and the oil-producing states’ subsequent oil embargo and massive
| 1 “price increase aimed at states supporting Israel (Allen 1982: 69). EC Member States’
~ views on the Middle East were traditionally divergent, and, in 1973 complicated by
: the different treatment they received from the oil-producing states (the UK and France

- were unaffected, some states had their oil supply reduced, and the Netherlands, like
the US, suffered a total oil embargo) (Allen 1982: 70; Nuttall 1992: 94). Controversy

“over the ol crisis, conflict in the Middle East, and the US negative reaction to EPC
negotiation with the Arab League (as well as continued Member State disagreements)

: meant that these issues were ruled out by Member States as topics for discussion in

- EC-Arab League dialogue (Allen 1982: 72). While discussion was narrow in scope,

* this situation opened the door for the involvement of the European Commission in the

dialogue, thereby facilitating EPC-Community cooperation (Allen 1982: 74). EC

Eefforts to develop a political role in the Middle East continued to falter under US and

Israeli resistance and Member State divergences (Smith, H. 2002: 168), and this

situation did not change fundamentally in the post-Cold War era.

- EPC was generally reactive to crises in Southemn Europe (Portugal, Spain and Greece)
-in the first half of the 1970s, but extended aid to post-revolutionary Portugal to help
promote democracy and made diplomatic démarches to Cyprus to encourage a
political settlement between Greece and Turkey (Van Praag 1982). It gained valuable
experience in traditional diplomacy during these crises, generally regarded as an
‘uninstitutionalised’ environment when compared to EPC progress in the context of
the CSCE, the UN, or Euro-Arab dialogue (Van Praag 1982: 104). Additionally,

-~ enlargement to Spain, Portugal and Greece in the 1980s had a conflict prevention

e " dimension that foreshadowed the EU’s post-Cold War relationship with the

- ‘transitional states in Central and Eastern Europe.

- . Chns Hill recognised the EC’s conflict prevention potential when he argued that “its

. comparative advantage is in the long-term effort to change the environments out of

*° _ which crises tend to spring — so as to inoculate against them” (1992:146). However,
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the EU’s potential in conflict prevention was constrained by the Cold War system,
and by a lack of shared ex