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I. Introduction

The prevention of violent conflict, as an issue of international concern, is a
relatively new item on the agenda of multilateral forums. Discussion of the
concept of conflict prevention since the mid-1990s has focused on the desir-
ability and feasibility of international preventive action. In 2001, however, the
United Nations (UN) and the European Union (EU) attempted to move con-
flict prevention from concept to practice by charting new directions. In some-
what similar processes both the UN and the EU set out frameworks for the
principles of conflict prevention of their member states, reviewed existing
preventive tools within their organizations, recommended institutional changes
to improve and broaden the scope of these instruments, and proposed strate-
gies for intra- and inter-organizational coordination to facilitate the effective
implementation of prevention. The comprehensiveness of these reports, the
high level at which they were considered and the policies they can potentially
lead to mark a coming of age for conflict prevention as a norm in international
politics.

Section II of this chapter traces the rise of conflict prevention as an inter-
national priority issue. Section III examines the UN and EU reports on preven-
tion and the substance of their recommendations. In section IV two cases are
examined—West Africa and Zimbabwe—in which the UN and the EU have
attempted to adopt and implement some of the proposals for preventive action
contained in their respective documents. Section V addresses the effect of the
international response to the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 on the
future development of conflict prevention.

Appendix 2A reviews the multilateral peace missions of 2001 and contains a
comprehensive table of data on these missions.

II. The rise of conflict prevention

The release of major reports on conflict prevention by the UN and the EU in
2001 marked the culmination of efforts under way since the mid-1990s to
establish conflict prevention as a priority issue within the international com-
munity of states and in multilateral and non-state organizations.1 This has
come about for a number of related reasons.

1 United Nations, Prevention of armed conflict, Report of the Secretary-General, UN document
A/55/985, S/2001/574, 7 June 2001.



98    S EC UR ITY AND C ONF LIC TS ,  2 0 0 1

First, the end of the cold war changed perceptions about the incidence of
conflict. The termination of superpower rivalry increased awareness of the
prevalence of intra-state conflict around the world. Some such conflicts had
been seen as consequences of East–West confrontation, while others had been
‘contained’ by a mixture of superpower sponsorship and coercion.

Second, the reduction of East–West tension has provided a more conducive
climate for consideration of the causes of conflict. Within academic and
policy-making circles there has been a shift away from the study of the
dynamics of war to the wider cycle of conflict: the structural and short-term
causes of conflict, the conditions in which disputes become violent, the effects
of conflict on individuals and societies, the processes of conflict resolution and
the substance of peace-building. This new discourse was reflected at the UN
Millennium Summit in September 2000 when, for the first time, the Security
Council formally acknowledged economic, social, cultural and humanitarian
grievances as root causes of armed conflict.2

Conflict prevention can be defined as political, economic or military actions
taken by third parties to keep inter- or intra-state tensions and disputes from
escalating into violence. This definition includes action taken in post-conflict
situations to avoid a recurrence of violence, strengthen capabilities for peace-
ful resolution of disputes and alleviate the underlying problems producing
them.3 The breadth of this definition makes it an issue of wide potential
engagement: multilateral forums that previously had little engagement in
peace and security issues, such as the Group of Eight (G8), have begun to
address conflict prevention as a policy concern.4

Third, influential state and non-state actors have exerted concerted pressure
to put the issue on the international agenda. A range of peace- and
development-focused non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have lobbied
governments in Europe and North America to adopt more comprehensive
approaches to conflict and its prevention, the most influential of which was the
Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict.5 Its study on the causes
of conflict and the requirements of a functional system for prevention, led by
an eminent international board, provided a widely quoted assessment of the
costs of conflict. It estimated that the international community spent approx-
imately $200 billion on seven major military interventions in the 1990s and
calculated that preventive action in each case would have saved the inter-

2 United Nations Security Council Resolution 1318, 7 Sep. 2000; see also Dwan, R., ‘Armed conflict
prevention, management and resolution’, SIPRI Yearbook 2001: Armaments, Disarmament and
International Security (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 2001), pp. 70–77.

3 For a discussion of the concept of conflict prevention see Lund, M. S., Preventing Violent Conflicts:
A Strategy for Preventive Diplomacy (United States Institute of Peace Press: Washington, DC, 1996);
and Lund, M. and Rasamoelina, G. (eds), The Impact of Conflict Prevention Policy, Conflict Prevention
Network (CPN) Yearbook 1999/2000 (Nomos Verlag: Baden-Baden, 2000).

4 ‘G8 Roma initiatives on conflict prevention’, Conclusions of the meeting of the G8 Foreign Min-
isters, Rome, 18–19 July 2001, Attachment 2. For the members of the G-8 see the glossary in this vol-
ume.

5 Other leading NGOs active in promoting conflict prevention as a policy include the European Plat-
form for Conflict Prevention and Transformation, the Forum on Early Warning and Early Response, the
International Crisis Group, International Alert and Saferworld.
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national community almost $130 billion.6 The commitment of the UN Secre-
tariat to the cause of conflict prevention has helped raise the profile of such
reports. UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan assumed his position with a com-
mitment to move the UN from a ‘culture of reaction to a culture of preven-
tion’. Under his leadership the UN Secretariat has reformed its internal struc-
tures to incorporate conflict prevention as an area of interdepartmental concern
and taken external initiatives to develop partnerships with regional organiza-
tions, the private sector and civil society. This new approach has encouraged
critical examination of the UN’s own weaknesses, most notably in the publi-
cation of two reports on the consequences of the failure to adopt a preventive
approach in the conflicts in Srebrenica (Bosnia and Herzegovina) and
Rwanda.7

Annan’s success in orienting the UN towards prevention has hinged, ulti-
mately, on the support of the member states. States such as Canada, Denmark,
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and, increasingly, Japan and the UK have
undertaken a comprehensive review of the relationship between development,
governance and conflict. As a result, they have revised their national devel-
opment aid policies to give greater emphasis to the political context of aid
delivery.8 At the multilateral level, these states have driven the preventive
agenda in the forums in which they participate and have provided crucial
back-up to the initiatives of NGOs and international organizations to establish
conflict prevention as a norm in international relations.9 Sweden, for example,
made conflict prevention a key priority of its presidency of the EU in the
spring of 2001.10 Non-European regional organizations with a peace and
security mandate, such as the Organization of American States (OAS), the
Organization of African Unity (OAU)11 and the Economic Community of
West African States (ECOWAS), have also taken steps to develop institutional
capacity for conflict prevention, with the active encouragement of this inter-
national constituency. The EU, for example, has provided funds for the estab-
lishment in 1999 of the ECOWAS Mechanism for Conflict Prevention,

6 These figures are from the study commissioned by the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly
Conflict: Brown, M. and Rosecrance, R. (eds), The Costs of Conflict: Prevention and Cure in the Global
Arena (Rowman & Littlefield: Lanham, Md., 1999).

7 United Nations, Report of the Secretary-General pursuant to General Assembly Resolution 53/55
(1998), Srebrenica report, UN document A/54/549, 15 Nov. 1999; and United Nations, Report of the
independent inquiry into the actions of the United Nations during the 1994 genocide in Rwanda, UN
document S/1999/1257, 15 Dec. 1999.

8 Most national development policies had hitherto focused largely on economic development and
poverty reduction. The British Government has gone furthest in reorienting a substantial degree of its
development assistance activities around conflict prevention. For more information see the Foreign
Office Internet site, URL <http://www.fco.gov.uk/news/keythemepage.asp?pageid=254>.

9 Björkdahl, A., ‘Conflict prevention from a Nordic perspective: putting prevention into practice’,
International Peacekeeping, vol. 6, no. 3 (autumn 1999), pp. 54–72; and Dwan, R., ‘Institutionalising
mainstreaming—a paradox?’, eds L. van de Groor and M. Huber, Mainstreaming Conflict Prevention:
Concept and Practice, Conflict Prevention Network Yearbook 2000/01 (Nomos Verlag: Baden-Baden,
2002).

10  European Union, ‘Programme of the Swedish Presidency of the European Union, 1 January to
30 June 2001’, EU document SN5613/00, 14 Dec. 2000.

11 The OAU member states adopted the Constitutive Act of the African Union on 11 July 2000; it
entered into force on 26 May 2001, formally establishing the African Union (AU), with headquarters in
Addis Ababa. The AU will replace the OAU after a transitional period.
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Management, Resolution, Peacekeeping and Security, which includes regional
early-warning offices as well as intergovernmental bodies.12

The combined effect of these efforts has been to encourage the detailing of
the concept and practice of conflict prevention to facilitate a more concrete,
forceful set of policies and activities. If prevention was in the past seen as an
inoffensive concept to be used primarily as an interstate confidence-building
measure, today’s concept heralds a comprehensive new way of engaging in
international politics. In practice, this makes it a far more controversial idea
than its definition would suggest.

III. The UN and EU reports on conflict prevention in 2001

The active efforts of the conflict prevention constituency described in sec-
tion II help explain the fact that the UN Secretary-General’s report of 7 June
2001 was released just days before the European Council’s adoption of the
Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts at its meeting in
Gothenburg, Sweden, on 15–16 June. The UN Secretary-General’s report, the
EU Programme and the EU Commission’s Communication of 11 April 2001
all differentiate between long-term (structural) prevention, which addresses
the root causes of conflict, and short-term measures, which aim to prevent
existing disputes from becoming violent. Moreover, all three embrace a com-
prehensive approach to the root causes of conflict and advocate that the bulk
of international preventive effort be focused on long-term conflict prevention
with an emphasis on sustainable development. They share a similar perspec-
tive: that a wide range of political, economic, social and military tools exist to
address violent conflict and that both the UN and the EU are already engaged
in a wide range of either indirect or deliberate preventive activities. The
reports place emphasis on the need for greater coherence of current policies
and better coordination between instruments and actors at both the intra- and
the inter-institutional level. They represent, in essence, an attempt to create a
new conflict prevention framework within which all current and future
activities should take place.

The UN Secretary-General’s report

The UN Secretary-General’s report of 7 June 2001 was the result of the sec-
ond Security Council discussion of conflict prevention, in July 2000, and of
the decision to invite Kofi Annan to submit an analysis of and recommenda-
tions on the role of the UN system in prevention.13 The length of time taken to

12 Dwan, R., ‘Armed conflict prevention, management and resolution’, SIPRI Yearbook 2000:
Armaments,   Disarmament   and   International   Security   (Oxford   University   Press:  Oxford,  2000),
pp. 77–134; Dwan (note 2), pp. 82, 102–103; and Final Communiqué, EU–ECOWAS Ministerial Meet-
ing, 16 Oct. 2000, EU Press Release 12309/00 (Presse 390).

13 United Nations (note 1). Conflict prevention was formally addressed in a Security Council meeting
for the first time in a 2-day debate on 29–30 Nov. 1999.
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prepare the report and the fact that it was addressed to both the Security Coun-
cil and the General Assembly illustrated the UN Secretariat’s desire to avoid
the negative reaction provoked in the General Assembly by the 2000 Report of
the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations, known as the Brahimi Report
after Lakhdar Brahimi, chair of the high-level panel established by the
Secretary-General in March 2000.14 Many states felt that the Assembly had not
been adequately consulted in the preparation of the Secretary-General’s report
and that the finished product reflected primarily the views of Western states.
The report went out of its way not to offend states that, in some cases, may be
the most obvious candidates for international preventive action. The cautious
tone demonstrates that consensus on conflict prevention remains far from
universal.15 The document, in its essence, is a claim for the legitimacy of
conflict prevention as a focus of international concern.16

The Secretary-General’s report builds its case on the premise that the pri-
mary responsibility for conflict prevention rests with national governments
and that preventive action assists, rather than undermines, the national
sovereignty of member states. The report argues that the UN Charter
(Chapter 1, Article 2, paragraph 3) makes prevention an obligation for member
states and that placing it at the centre of the international system is  to bring
the UN back to its core mandate. It is the potential threat of conflict prevention
to the principle of non-interference in national affairs that makes the
implementation of the idea so controversial for many states and the greatest
obstacle to overcome among UN member states.

A key theme of the report is the link between conflict prevention and devel-
opment. It stresses that an investment in national and international efforts for
conflict prevention must be seen as a simultaneous investment in sustainable
development since the latter can best take place in an environment of sustain-
able peace. This emphasis is intended to meet the concerns of some develop-
ing states that fear that a Western-led focus on prevention may result in dimin-
ished and/or more conditional development assistance.17 It is also an argument
to convince sceptical donor countries that conflict prevention is a core compo-
nent of sustainable development assistance, even if the benefits of investing in
conflict prevention may not be immediately evident.

The key word in the Secretary-General’s review of the preventive role of the
principal bodies in the UN system is ‘coordination’. This not only is a conse-
quence of the multidimensional nature of conflict but also reflects the wide
range of existing preventive efforts already under way. The challenge is one of
mobilization of collective potential rather than of introducing new instruments

14 United Nations, Identical letters dated 21 Aug. 2000 from the Secretary-General to the President of
the General Assembly and the President of the Security Council, UN document A/55/305, S/2000/809,
21 Aug. 2000.

15 Dwan, R., ‘Consensus: a challenge for conflict prevention?’, SIPRI, Preventing Violent Conflict:
The Search for Political Will, Strategies and Effective Tools, Report of the Krusenberg Seminar, Sep.
2000.

16 This point is also noted by Griffin, M., ‘A stitch in time: making the case for conflict prevention’,
Security Dialogue, vol. 32, no. 4 (2001), pp. 481–96.

17 See the comments made during the General Assembly review of the Secretary-General’s report,
UN Press Release GA/9890, 12 July 2001.
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and resources. This perspective underscores the reality facing the Secretary-
General: that UN member states are unwilling to make a substantial financial
outlay in support of reinforced prevention.18

Despite these broad approaches, the report does make a number of specific
recommendations to improve UN preventive capacity. The Secretary-General
commits himself to submitting periodic regional and sub-regional reports on
conflict prevention to the Security Council and suggests that it establish an
informal working group to discuss prevention cases on a continuing basis. The
report also advocates increased dialogue on prevention between the Security
Council and the General Assembly and recommends the creation of an open-
ended group of states within the Assembly to facilitate this dialogue. It lauds
the increase in the number of Security Council fact-finding missions and rec-
ommends their use for short-term preventive purposes. The UN Secretariat
commits itself to more inter-agency technical assessment and confidence-
building missions as well as to the creation of prevention task forces for spe-
cific regions. Another undertaking is the establishment of an informal group of
eminent persons to advise the Secretary-General on prevention.

Internal institutional changes have been under way since 1998 to incorporate
a preventive focus into decision making and to increase coordination within
the UN system.19 The Department of Political Affairs (DPA) has been desig-
nated the focal point for UN prevention and has established an internal conflict
prevention team. It convenes the Executive Committee on Peace and Security,
which addresses system-wide preventive action. The Interdepartmental
Framework for Coordination was reoriented towards early-warning and pre-
ventive action in 1998. Its 14 members (which include UN agencies and the
World Bank) meet monthly to exchange information and assess potential con-
flict and complex emergencies. The UN staff also participate in training work-
shops on early warning and prevention in a course administered by the
International Labour Organization (ILO) International Training Centre in
Turin, Italy. Measures which have been recommended include the establish-
ment of a UN-wide unit for policy and analysis to improve the DPA’s capacity
to analyse and follow up on information received from desk officers as well as
a staff dedicated to conflict prevention within the Secretariat.20 The Secretary-
General’s report also recommends that conflict prevention activities be funded
from the regular UN budget rather than from the Trust Fund for Preventive
Action, which suffers from perennial financial shortfalls. This proposal rein-
forces the Secretary-General’s argument that, although the Secretariat and
agencies can do much to improve the UN’s preventive capacity, the UN will
fall far short of effective preventive action without the political will and active
commitment of the member states.

18 See the comments made during the Security Council’s consideration of the Secretary-General’s
report, UN Press Release SC/7081, 21 June 2001.

19 For more on conflict prevention mainstreaming see Björkdahl (note 9) and Dwan (note 9).
20 The creation of this unit was first proposed in the Brahimi Report but this proposal has so far not

received General Assembly support.
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Security Council and General Assembly reactions

The Security Council held a one-day open debate on 21 June 2001 to discuss
the Secretary-General’s report.21 Although the report was broadly welcomed,
the lack of discussion of its substantive proposals illustrated the continued
ambivalence of many member states towards conflict prevention. In such con-
texts, the breadth of the concept becomes a weakness, as the unfocused dis-
cussion demonstrated. It was not until 30 August that the Security Council
adopted a resolution on conflict prevention, cast in the most general of terms.22

Although the Security Council recognized the 10 principles proposed by the
Secretary-General to place prevention at the core of the UN system, it did not
adopt the substantive suggestions for an informal working group on prevention
or for increased cooperation with the General Assembly. Rather, the Council
expressed its willingness to give ‘prompt consideration’ to cases brought to its
attention by the Secretary-General or a member state and its commitment to
take ‘early and effective action’. To the extent that the tone and content of the
resolution almost mirrored the July 2000 statement of the President of the
Security Council,23 it must be seen as a disappointing outcome.

The General Assembly’s reaction was even more limited and testified to the
persistently controversial nature of active conflict prevention. Although mem-
ber states were mollified by the emphasis on the Assembly’s role in creating a
culture of prevention, the final resolution, adopted on 13 August 2001, did
nothing more than draw the attention of states, regional organizations and civil
society to the report and request them to consider its recommendations. It also
called on UN bodies to undertake a similar process and report their views to
the Assembly during its next (56th) session.24 The General Assembly’s han-
dling of the report on conflict prevention demonstrated that, for all its
expressed desire to play a more significant role, the Assembly is unable to
provide the coherence required for it to serve as a forum for substantive dis-
cussion or for collective action. This was amply illustrated in the debate on the
report on 12–13 July 2001, which degenerated into a spat between Israel,
Lebanon and Syria.25

The EU documents

The UN Secretary-General’s view that regional organizations can contribute to
conflict prevention in a number of specific ways would seem to be borne out
by the EU Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts.26 When consid-
ered along with the European Commission Communication on Conflict

21 United Nations Press Release (note 17).
22 United Nations Security Council Resolution 1366, 30 Aug. 2001.
23 United Nations, Statement by the President of the Security Council, UN document S/PRST/

2000/25, 20 July 2000.
24 United Nations, General Assembly Resolution 55/281, 13 Aug. 2001.
25 United Nations Press Release GA/9893, 13 July 2001.
26 European Union, EU Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts, endorsed by the

Gothenburg European Council, June 2001, available at URL <http://www.eu2001.se/static/eng/pdf/
violent.PDF>; and European Commission, Communication from the Commission on Conflict Pre-
vention, EU document COM (2001) 211, 11 Apr. 2001.
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Prevention, the EU programme represents a ground-breaking step in the col-
lective implementation of preventive action at the regional level and contrasts
markedly with the general, basic level of the UN debate.

The Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts

The elaboration of an EU agenda for conflict prevention was an innovation of
the Swedish Government when it held the EU presidency from January to June
2001. Sweden’s declaration of this goal well before assuming the presidency
and its commitment to steering the draft through the European Council were
important elements in the successful conclusion of an EU agreement at the
summit meeting in Gothenburg in June.27 The political ground had been set by
the European Council’s decision at its meeting in Cologne, Germany, in 1999
to develop the EU’s capacity to take decisions ‘on the full range of conflict
prevention and crisis management tasks defined in the Treaty on European
Union’ (the Petersberg tasks).28 Member states claimed that the international
community has a political and moral responsibility to act to avoid violent
conflicts, which the EU, itself a successful example of conflict prevention,
cannot ignore.

The Programme for the Prevention of Violent Conflicts represents a com-
mitment by the EU heads of state to establish conflict prevention as a priority
for EU external action. The specific elements include a broad consideration of
potential conflict issues at the outset of every presidency (i.e., every six
months) to identify priority areas and regions for EU preventive action. This is
intended to help set coherent preventive objectives and strategies for the EU,
the implementation of which is to be monitored by the Council of the
European Union. The EU heads of state, in marked contrast to the UN,
emphasized early warning and analysis, and assigned specific EU bodies
responsibility for the provision of regular information on potential conflict
situations through standardized formats and reporting methods. The
programme also commits the EU member states and the European Com-
mission to enhancing the EU’s short- and long-term conflict prevention tools
and stresses the need for ‘partnerships for prevention’ with the UN, regional
organizations and civil society. In this light it declares its intent to intensify
information exchange with other institutions and suggests that joint training
programmes in conflict prevention be developed for field and headquarters
personnel of the EU, the UN and the Organization for Security and
Co-operation in Europe (OSCE). Funding for training support would come
from the Commission: the programme makes no commitment to increase
funding for prevention policies. Member states are encouraged to develop
national action plans to increase their conflict prevention capacity and to assist
in bringing prevention into all the relevant EU institutions. The 15 EU member

27 See, e.g., Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, ‘Preventing violent conflict: Swedish policy for the
21st century’, Government Communication 2000/01:2, May 2001.

28 European Council, Declaration of the European Council on strengthening the common European
policy on security and defence, Cologne, 3–4 June 1999; see also Rotfeld, A. D., ‘Europe: the new
transatlantic agenda’, SIPRI Yearbook 2000 (note 12), pp. 196–98.
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states agreed that the first progress report on the implementation of the
programme should be submitted to the European Council in June 2002.

Although the programme is not a detailed document, it does provide a road
map for a comprehensive EU preventive approach. This was immediately evi-
dent when the subsequent Belgian presidency fulfilled the new commitment to
hold a broad discussion of priorities at the outset of each presidency. At the
meeting on 16 July 2001 the Council noted the intention of both the Com-
mission and the Council Secretariat, specifically the Policy Planning and Early
Warning Unit (Policy Unit), to present more detailed regional/sub-regional
reports on ongoing or emerging conflict issues to the EU’s Political and
Security Committee (PSC).29 The fact that the PSC meets on a weekly basis
makes it a more suitable forum for monitoring prevention policies than the
monthly meetings of foreign ministers in the General Affairs Council (GAC).

The Commission Communication on Conflict Prevention

The most comprehensive review of European Community policies and tools
related to prevention, together with substantive recommendations for future
EU conflict prevention policy, is contained in the Commission’s Communica-
tion on Conflict Prevention, presented in April 2001.30 This was a follow-up to
the joint paper on conflict prevention presented by the Commission and Javier
Solana, the Secretary General of the Council of the European Union and High
Representative for the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), to the
Nice meeting of the European Council in December 2000 and represented the
Commission’s contribution to the EU Programme.31 The Commission
addressed the wide range of external policies that fall under Community
competency, arguing that the main target of EU efforts should be long-term
prevention (defined as ‘projecting stability’).

As the world’s largest aid donor, the EU uses its development policy and
cooperation programmes as its most powerful preventive tools. The incorpora-
tion of preventive perspectives and the systematic coordination of Community
instruments to implement them are to be achieved through the elaboration of
Country Strategy Papers (CSPs) for each recipient of European Community
aid. These papers will use agreed indicators to analyse potential conflict
situations and, where conflict risk factors are identified, prevention measures
will be integrated into Community programmes. The Commission also noted
its intention to address more comprehensively in its support programmes
democratic governance issues such as electoral processes, parliamentary
activities, the rule of law and security sector reform.32 The increased use of
political dialogue, in which the EU engages with all partner countries, should
also be considered for more short-term preventive action. This, the Commis-

29 EU Press Release 10609/01 (Presse 282), 16 July 2001.
30 Communication from the Commission on Conflict Prevention (note 26).
31 European Union, Council of the European Union, Report by the Secretary General/High

Representative and the Commission containing practical recommendations for improving the coherence
and effectiveness of EU action in the field of conflict prevention, Nice, 7–9 Dec. 2000; and EU Press
Release IP/01/560, 11 Apr. 2001.

32 For a discussion of security sector reform see chapter 4 in this volume.
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sion underscored, requires that member states take a common political line on
the situation in question. A procedure for political dialogue with partner states
on contentious issues of concern to the EU, established in the 2000 Cotonou
Agreement, has already been put in place within the EU framework for
development assistance and trade relations with African, Caribbean and
Pacific (ACP) countries.33

Coordination among actors was a second key theme of the Commission
Communication, a sensitive issue within the complex governance structure of
the EU. At the intra-EU level, the Commission emphasized the need for
increased coordination with member states and its intention to exchange CSPs
with corresponding national documents (e.g., on bilateral development aid
programmes). A pilot system for information exchange has also been set up
between the Commission, the Council Policy Unit and member state desk offi-
cers for two areas—the Balkans and the African Great Lakes Region.
Increased cooperation on short-term preventive action between the Com-
mission and the CFSP structures in the Council Secretariat, especially the
High Representative, was also stressed. These include measures such as
regular reviews of potential conflict zones, including the establishment of
early-warning mechanisms, a coordinated approach to the use of political
dialogue and more use of EU Special Representatives. Coordination with other
international actors included proposals for integrating discussion on early-
warning and monitoring systems into the political dialogue with partner coun-
tries, structured dialogue with the UN on conflict prevention, the exchange of
documents, common staff training programmes in prevention with the OSCE
and the Council of Europe, and co-financing of the funding instruments of the
World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF).

Within the Commission, structures have been established to help implement
the new approach. The Directorate-General for External Relations created a
unit for conflict prevention, crisis management and African, Caribbean and
Pacific issues in late 2000; it is responsible for coordinating the Commission’s
prevention activities and liaising with the Council Secretariat on early-warning
and crisis prevention strategies. An Inter-service Quality Support Group has
also been established to review CSPs in order to ensure that cross-cutting
issues, such as prevention, are incorporated in them. Guides are also being
developed (e.g., a Conflict Prevention Handbook) to help desk officers in
identifying and developing projects with preventive measures. A Rapid Reac-
tion Mechanism has been set up to enable the release of funds for short-term
crisis reaction activities.34

The EU Programme for Prevention and the Commission’s Communication
point to the role a regional organization can play in activating conflict preven-
tion. The smaller membership size and common cultural/political perspectives

33 The Cotonou Agreement is a partnership agreement between the members of the African,
Caribbean and Pacific Group of States of the one part and the European Community and its member
states of the other part, signed in Cotonou, Benin, on 23 June 2000. The Cotonou Agreement is also
called the ACP–EC Partnership Agreement. EU document ACP/CE/EN, available at URL <http://
europa.eu.int/comm/development/cotonou/agreement_en.htm>.

34 European Commission Press Release IP/01/255, 26 Feb. 2001.
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of regional organizations facilitate consensus, which in turn can help states
take a common position on issues of preventive action. A regional organiza-
tion’s capacity for early warning and monitoring may be enriched by greater
knowledge of and contacts in its own neighbourhood. The high degree of inte-
gration in the EU may further facilitate information exchange and intelligence
sharing between member states on vulnerable situations. However, the EU is
an atypical regional organization in its wealth and other resources, degree of
integration and extra-regional reach. EU conflict prevention, therefore, is
unlikely to provide an easily adaptable model for other regional actors.

The EU’s new conflict prevention goals pose significant challenges to the
organization, whose external profile has often been less than the sum of its
parts. Its complex structure and multiple components provide serious obstacles
to either swift or effective action on a cross-cutting issue such as prevention.
Successful implementation depends on political leadership from the Council
and follow-up from successive EU presidencies, as well as the development of
active information and coordination frameworks between member states, the
Commission and the Council, to develop real policy coherence.35 It also
requires the commitment of financial resources. This latter issue was noted by
the European Parliament in its review of the Commission Communication,
which called for a wider political detbate in Europe and an increase in the
budget for external actions.36

IV. Prevention in practice: West Africa and Zimbabwe

The UN and EU documents were intended as guidance to move conflict pre-
vention from a rhetorical expression to a practical policy. In 2001 both organi-
zations made concrete efforts to implement some of the commitments outlined
in their respective reports. This section explores UN and EU preventive efforts
with regard to two areas of identified vulnerability: the threat of all-out
regional conflict in West Africa and the reality of domestic conflict in Zim-
babwe.37 In so doing, it illustrates some of the potential as well as the limita-
tions of international preventive action.

Regional conflict in West Africa

West Africa has experienced some of the most severe and sustained conflicts
in the post-cold war period, with devastating effects on national states and
populations. The current regional instability began in 1989 with civil war in
Liberia, a seven-year conflict that displaced 80 per cent of the 2.5 million
population.38 The conflict had spread to Sierra Leone by 1991, when rebels of

35 Dwan, R., ‘Conflict prevention and CFSP coherence’, ed. A. Missiroli, Coherence for European
Security Policy, Occasional Paper 27 (Western European Union, Institute for Security Studies: Brussels,
May 2001).

36 ‘News in brief’, European Security Review, no. 10 (Jan. 2002), p. 5.
37 For a discussion of these conflicts see chapter 1 in this volume.
38 United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA), UN Consolidated

Inter-Agency Appeal for West Africa 2001, 23 Mar. 2001, available at URL <http://www.reliefweb.int>.
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the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) began making incursions across the
Liberian border into Sierra Leone. The catastrophic consequences of the war in
Sierra Leone included the displacement of at least 70 per cent of the
4.5 million population. This war was declared ended only in January 2002.39

The influx of refugees into bordering Guinea led to serious political instability,
violence against refugees and rebel attacks in Guinea. Tensions between the
three countries of the Mano River Union (MRU)—Guinea, Liberia and Sierra
Leone—increased dramatically in the second half of 2000 with fighting along
the Guinean–Liberian and Guinean–Sierra Leonean borders.40 By early 2001
Guinean and Liberian troops had been deployed to their joint border and
fighting had spread across the border into Guinea.41 Liberia also faces growing
conflict within its borders as attacks by anti-government forces in northern
Lofa County mount. Economic growth in the MRU states has been non-
existent: Liberia and Sierra Leone lie, respectively, in 174th and 175th place
on the UN Human Development Index for 2000, and Guinea is ranked the
8th least developed country in the world.42

Neighbouring Côte d’Ivoire, currently the most stable and economically de-
veloped country in the West African region, has undergone a period of domes-
tic turbulence and increasing economic woes. Political tensions are also high
in Guinea-Bissau, while fighting between separatist rebels and the government
in the Cassamance Province of nearby Senegal threatens a peace agreement
signed in March 2001.43 With the possibility of complete regional implosion
looking increasingly likely, the UN and the EU put new emphasis on
prevention in West Africa in 2001. The sub-region (as it is described by the
UN) presents a real challenge for preventive efforts.

First, it has multiple, interconnected conflicts at a variety of different stages,
none of which can be addressed independently. Second, a wide variety of
international strategies are required simultaneously—pre- and post-conflict
prevention as well as conflict mediation, peacekeeping, conflict resolution and
peace-building. Third, there are many different regional and extra-regional
actors already involved in West Africa, making coordination a real challenge.
Fourth, the UN and the EU have both been engaged in West Africa for some

39 ‘The president’s speech’, BBC News Online, 18 Jan. 2002, available at URL <http://news.bbc.
co.uk/hi/english/world/>; see also Reno, W., ‘War and the failure of peacekeeping in Sierra Leone’,
SIPRI Yearbook 2001 (note 2), pp. 149–61.

40 ‘Guinea rounds up refugees’, BBC News Online, 11 Sep. 2000, available at URL <http://news.bbc.
co.uk/hi/english/world/>; and Seyni, B., ‘After Liberia, Sierra Leone, is Guinea next?’, Panafrican News
Agency (PANA), 20 Oct. 2000, available at URL <http://allafrica.com/ stories/20010200417.html>.

41 Agence France-Presse (AFP), 13 Jan. 2001, in ‘Guinea and Liberia reinforce troops near common
border’, Foreign Broadcasting Information Service–Daily Report, Sub-Saharan Africa (FBIS-AFR),
FBIS-AFR-2001-0113, 16 Jan. 2001.

42 UN OCHA (note 38); and UN Development Programme, Human Development Report 2001:
Making New Technologies Work for Human Development (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 2001).

43 Agence France-Presse (AFP), 23 Mar. 2001, in ‘Senegalese government, rebels sign second pact in
week’, FBIS-AFR-2001-0323, 26 Mar. 2001; and ‘Senegal deploys troops to Casamance’, BBC News
Online, 23 May 2001, available at URL <http://news.bbc.co.uk/hi/english/world>.
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time, but adopting a new preventive approach requires changes in established
policies and bureaucratic processes.

UN efforts

The need for an interlocking approach to the cycle of instability in West
Africa was clear to UN peacekeepers deployed in Sierra Leone and to humani-
tarian aid officials working in the region long before tensions among Guinea,
Liberia and Sierra Leone had reached a critical point.4 4  The UN Security
Council acknowledged the regional nature of the crisis following its mission to
Sierra Leone in October 2000.45 In December 2000 the Secretary-General
established an Inter-Agency Task Force on West Africa under the coordination
of the DPA. This task force, heralding the approach emphasized in the
Secretary-General’s report, was instructed to undertake a mission to take stock
of sub-regional priority needs in security, humanitarian affairs and develop-
ment, to consult with governments and ECOWAS on enhancing cooperation
with the UN, to make recommendations for a sub-regional strategy to help
address identified challenges and to propose how international support for
such a strategy could be mobilized. The mission included representatives from
the main UN agencies as well as a representative of ECOWAS. By the time
the task force undertook its mission to the region, on 7–27 March 2001, the
situation had deteriorated sufficiently to prompt it to warn of a possible
‘domino effect’ in the entire West African sub-region unless urgent political,
economic and social progress was made.46

Concern for regional stability was the basis of the imposition of Security
Council sanctions on Liberia on 7 March, effective from May 2001. Resolu-
tion 1343 bans the export of diamonds from Liberia and imposes an arms
embargo on the country as well as travel restrictions on senior officials of the
Liberian Government until Liberia ceases financial and military support to the
RUF and expels the RUF from its territory.47 The decision to impose sanctions
on the regime of President Charles Taylor was, in turn, the result of a report on
the violation of the ban on diamond exports from Sierra Leone, an inquiry that
convincingly demonstrated how Liberian involvement had prolonged and
intensified Sierra Leone’s war.48 A panel of experts was appointed by the
Secretary-General on 29 March to monitor violations of the sanctions as well
as Liberia’s compliance with Resolution 1343. Its first report recommended
the expansion of the arms embargo to state and non-state actors in all three

44 The Mano River Union was established among the 3 countries in 1973 with the aim of increasing
sub-regional economic integration.

45 United Nations, Report of the Security Council Mission to Sierra Leone, UN document S/2001/992,
16 Oct. 2000.

46 United Nations, ‘Towards a comprehensive approach to durable and sustainable solutions to
priority needs and challenges in West Africa’, Report of the inter-agency mission to West Africa, UN
document S/2001/434, 2 May 2001.

47 UN Security Council Resolution 1343, 7 Mar. 2001.
48 United Nations, Report of the Panel of Experts appointed pursuant to UN Security Council

Resolution 1306, UN document S/2000/1195, 20 Dec. 2000. For more on sanctions see chapter 5 in this
volume.



110    S EC UR ITY AND C ONF LIC TS ,  2 0 0 1

Niger

Libya

Also members of

Mano River Union

W
e
s
te
rn

S
a
h
a
ra

C
a
m
e
ro
o
n

Maur i tania

Cape

Verde

Senegal

Gambia

Guinea-

Bissau

G
uinea

Sierra Leone

Liberia

C�te
d'Ivoire

G
h
a
n
a

Mali

Benin

Bu
rk
in
a

Fa
so

Nigeria

Togo

Alger ia Libya

Figure 2.1. Map of West Africa: the 15 member states of ECOWAS

countries of the MRU.49 ECOWAS, which had objected to the imposition of
immediate sanctions and won the reprieve of two months for Liberia, also
established a monitoring mechanism to assess Liberia’s compliance with UN
sanctions. In April 2001 the mission travelled to Liberia with delegates of the
UN Sanctions Committee.50

West Africa came under Security Council consideration again on 14 May,
when the report of the March Inter-Agency Task Force mission to West Africa
was discussed.51 The mission proposed a number of concrete steps to imple-
ment a regional strategy for peace and security issues, the most controversial
of which was the expansion of the United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone
(UNAMSIL) to cover all three MRU countries. Such a step would require a
new mandate for UNAMSIL and was immediately rejected by the Security
Council. The report made additional recommendations that mirrored the strat-
egy marked out in the Secretary-General’s report. These include the estab-
lishment of a UN Office for West Africa, to be headed by a Special Represen-

49 United Nations, ‘Expert Panel on Liberia presents report to Security Council with proposals for
furthering peace in Mano River region’, UN Press Release SC/7196, 5 Nov. 2001.

50 ‘ECOWAS reiterates stance against immediate sanctions on Liberia’, ECOWAS Press Release,
18/2001, 16 Feb. 2001; and Final communiqué of the Extraordinary Summit of Heads of State and
Government of ECOWAS, Abuja, 11 Apr. 2001, URL <http://www.ecowas.int/sitecedeao/english/final-
com-11042001.htm>.

51 United Nations, Letter dated 30 Apr. 2001 from the Secretary-General addressed to the President of
the Security Council, UN document S/2001/434, 2 May 2001; and UN Press Release SC/7059, 14 May
2001.
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tative of the Secretary-General, the strengthening of the presence of the UN
Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) in the region,
proposals for integrated UN agency programmes that address all aspects of the
conflict as well as international donor conferences to mobilize financial
support for two vulnerable West African countries, Guinea and Guinea-
Bissau. On 26 November 2001 the Secretary-General informed the Security
Council of his intention to establish the proposed regional office in Dakar,
Senegal, from January 2002.52 Its mandate is to enhance the coherence of UN
activities in the region, to liaise with ECOWAS and other international actors,
and to carry out good-offices roles on behalf of the Secretary-General,
especially in the area of conflict prevention and peace-building.

The UN Security Council’s lack of enthusiasm for extending UNAMSIL’s
duties to monitoring the Sierra Leonean–Liberian–Guinean borders may be
comprehensible in the light of UNAMSIL’s past problems and ongoing diffi-
culties. However, it illustrates the general absence of will in the UN to under-
take preventive deployment and, more specifically, new peace operations in
Africa. It also reinforces the significance of ECOWAS as the UN’s main inter-
locutor for peace and security issues in West Africa. The UN takeover of the
former ECOWAS-led peace operation in Sierra Leone brought the two organi-
zations into close, if sometimes difficult, contact, although their cooperation in
Sierra Leone improved with the creation of the Coordinating Mechanism for
Sierra Leone in 2000 between ECOWAS, UNAMSIL and the Sierra Leone
Government.53 In the case of border tensions among the MRU countries,
ECOWAS continues to play the dominant mediating role. As early as
November 2000 the organization dispatched a technical mission to investigate
the border crises and, at its Bamako summit meeting one month later,
approved the deployment of a 1700-strong ECOWAS Monitoring Group
(ECOMOG) force along the common Guinean, Sierra Leonean and Liberian
borders.54 A mediation committee comprising the presidents of Mali, Nigeria
and Togo was subsequently set up to facilitate conflict resolution.55 Although
the three parties to the conflict approved the creation of the ECOMOG force
and although Niger, Nigeria, Mali and Senegal pledged troops, by the end of
2001 the peace operation had not yet been deployed. This is in part because
Guinea and Liberia refuse to sign the Status of Forces Agreement enabling
ECOMOG forces to be deployed on their territory, preferring to deal unilater-
ally with what they describe as insurgencies.56 Another factor, emphasized by
ECOWAS, is UN Security Council authorization and assistance for

52 United Nations, Letter dated 26 Nov. 2001 from the Secretary-General addressed to the President
of the Security Council, UN document S/2001/1128, 29 Nov. 2001.

53 Dwan, SIPRI Yearbook 2001 (note 2), pp. 82, 102–103; and Reno (note 39).
54 Panafrican News Agency (PANA), ‘ECOWAS moves to end border crises’, 15 Nov. 2000, URL

<http://allafrica.com/stories/printable/200011150254.html>; Final communiqué of the 24th Session of
the Authority of Heads of State and Government, Bamako, 15–16 Dec. 2000; and ECOWAS
Extraordinary Summit, Final communiqué (note 50).

55 ‘Committee of three presidents to mediate crisis in Mano River Union’, ECOWAS Press Release,
37/2001, 12 Apr. 2001.

56 Adeyemi, S., ‘Summit to tackle Mano River Union crises’, Panapress, 14 June 2001, URL <http://
62.210.150.98/lusaka/newslat.asp?code=eng005881&dte=14/06/01>.
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ECOMOG’s deployment.57 The UN Inter-Agency Task Force mission to West
Africa concluded its report with a recommendation for a West African integra-
tion framework, with ECOWAS at its centre. If ECOWAS is to play the cen-
tral role that the UN would like to see it play, especially in mediation, preven-
tive deployment and peacekeeping, then it will require substantial new
resources from and active partnership with the UN.

EU efforts

Since 1997 the EU has adopted a series of Common Positions on the conflicts
in Africa, including the 1998 Common Position on human rights, democratic
principles, the rule of law and good governance in Africa and, most recently,
the 14 May 2001 Common Position concerning conflict prevention, manage-
ment and resolution in Africa.58 These policy documents emphasize the role of
the EU as a supporter of African regional organizations’ peace efforts. How-
ever, the 2001 Common Position also commits the EU to develop a proactive,
integrated approach to conflict prevention and crisis management and to take
new steps to promote coordination with other actors in this field. The implica-
tion of this Common Position would be to give the EU an enhanced political
profile in the African continent beyond that of primarily a provider of substan-
tial humanitarian and development aid.

In West Africa, where the EU is the region’s leading development coopera-
tion and trade partner, a regional aid approach has been in place alongside
bilateral support programmes.59 This was given a new political framework in
June 2001, when the EU foreign ministers, in line with their new prevention
programme, identified West Africa as one of the regions where the EU would
increase its attention and seek priority cooperation with the UN in conflict
prevention, management and resolution issues.60 The outgoing Swedish presi-
dency offered to assist its Belgian successor in developing an EU policy on the
political and humanitarian crises in West Africa. In a step reflecting a recom-
mendation of the European Commission’s Communication, a Swedish diplo-
mat, Hans Dahlgren, was appointed the Special Representative of the Presi-
dency of the European Union to the countries of the MRU. His mandate is to
follow developments in the three countries with a view to proposing appro-
priate EU action, pursuing dialogue with the UN and ECOWAS to identify
coordinated measures to deal with the crises, encouraging dialogue between
the three MRU states, supporting the disarmament and demobilization process
in Sierra Leone, and maintaining contact with Liberia regarding its conformity
with UN sanctions.61 Dahlgren travelled to the MRU countries in October and

57 ECOWAS Extraordinary Summit, Final communiqué (note 50).
58 European Council, Common Positions of 2 June 1997 (97/356/CFSP), 25 May 1998 (98/350/CFSP)

and 14 May 2001 (2001/374/CFSP).
59 The 8th European Development Fund for the period ending in 2001 provided €228 million to West

Africa.
60 European Union, General Affairs Council (GAC) Press Release 9398/01 (Presse 226), 12 June

2001.
61 Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Press Release, 5 Oct. 2001; and Swedish Ministry for

Foreign Affairs, Email communication with Africa Desk, 30 Oct. 2001.
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December 2001 to pursue these tasks and will report to the EU Council in June
2002.

In his discussions with UN and ECOWAS officials in the region, the Special
Representative of the Presidency of the European Union noted the EU’s will-
ingness to provide more financial support for prevention and peace-building
initiatives.62 This has so far been borne out. In July 2001 the EU agreed a new
aid package to Liberia that included a €25 million programme for the resettle-
ment of refugees and internally displaced persons (IDPs). This was supple-
mented in October 2001 by a €5.1 million programme for refugees and IDPs
in Sierra Leone and Guinea.63 In line with the new commitment to political
dialogue with partner countries, the EU began consultations with Liberia in
November 2001 to discuss human rights, democratic principles and the rule of
law, making its position clear that the Liberian Government would have to
take concrete initiatives to comply with the terms of the Cotonou Agreement.
These negotiations are to continue and will shape the EU’s decisions on its
future aid to Liberia.64 During the year similar negotiations took place with
Côte d’Ivoire authorities, following the suspension of EU cooperation in
response to the government’s handling of the national elections held in 2000.
After three months of discussions the EU agreed to the gradual resumption of
aid to the country, with full cooperation dependent on a six-monthly review of
the situation.65 These actions illustrate that, although development aid will
remain the EU’s main tool for external relations, the Commission is deter-
mined to give it a new political–security dimension and make it more effective
in achieving EU policy goals.

Although the EU emphasizes coordination with the UN in conflict preven-
tion, it has made efforts to deepen relations with African regional organiza-
tions, particularly the OAU, its main interlocutor for issues relating to peace
and security. ECOWAS has become increasingly important to the EU, how-
ever, since relations between the two organizations were established in 1998.
The EU–ECOWAS ministerial meetings in October 2000 and 2001 symbol-
ized this new recognition.66 During these meetings, the EU foreign ministers
reiterated their commitment to continue providing assistance for the develop-
ment of the ECOWAS Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Management,
Resolution, Peacekeeping and Security. However, the 2001 ministerial meet-
ing was somewhat strained by the suspension of EU aid to Togo as a result of
government efforts to amend constitutional electoral procedures and to clamp
down on political opposition in that country. This illustrates one of the barriers

62 UN OCHA (note 38); and Integrated Regional Information Network for West Africa (IRIN-WA),
‘Sierra Leone: uphill struggle for disarmament in the east’, IRIN-WA weekly round-up 101, 1–7 Dec.
2001.

63 IRIN-WA, ‘Guinea–Sierra Leone: EC allocates euro 5.1 million in humanitarian aid’, 10 Oct. 2001,
available at URL <http://www.reliefweb.int>.

64 EU Press Release, 13789/01 (Presse 412), 9 Nov. 2001.
65 EU Press Release 10245/01 (Presse 267), 25 June 2001; and IRIN-WA, ‘Côte d’Ivoire: EU agrees

to gradual resumption of aid’, IRIN-WA weekly round-up 78, 23–29 June 2001.
66 Final Communiqué, EU–ECOWAS Ministerial Meeting, Abuja, 16 Oct. 2000; and Final Statement,

Second EU–ECOWAS Ministerial Meeting, Brussels, 12 Oct. 2001, EU Press Releases 12309/00 (Presse
390), 16 Oct. 2000 and 12884/01 (Presse 370), 16 Oct. 2001.
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to the development of an active partnership between ECOWAS and the EU in
long- and short-term prevention.

The impact of EU and UN preventive activity

It is impossible to draw causal connections between the activities of the UN
and the EU in West Africa and events on the ground during the course of
2001. Nevertheless, if conflict prevention is to become a policy reality for
international and regional organizations, then some assessment of the impact
of UN and EU activities in the region is desirable. By the end of 2001 West
Africa was still a region in turmoil, with one of the world’s most serious
humanitarian crises (in the MRU).67 Fighting between Liberian government
forces and armed dissidents in the north-west of the country surged in Decem-
ber 2001, causing further flights of refugees and more strain on relations with
Guinea and Sierra Leone.68 Nevertheless, war has not broken out between the
three MRU countries and the parties have been persuaded to back down from
some more inflammatory actions (e.g., Liberia’s expulsion of the Guinean and
Sierra Leonean ambassadors).69 The situation in Sierra Leone, on the other
hand, has stabilized, in large part because Liberia terminated its active support
to the RUF, as demanded by the UN Security Council. This has permitted
UNAMSIL to gradually expand its presence to almost all parts of the country,
including diamond-producing centres formerly under RUF control.70

UNAMSIL completed the disarmament of over 37 000 former combatants by
the end of 2001 and is providing assistance for the presidential and parliamen-
tary elections scheduled to take place in May 2002.71

UN and EU preventive actions in West Africa in 2001 were short-term and
reactive, coming late in the day to prevent a complete conflagration of the
region. The difficulty of swift reaction was particularly marked in the UN:
three months passed between the establishment of an Inter-Agency Task Force
and its dispatch to the region, and it took a further six weeks after the return of
the task force for its report to be considered in the Security Council. Subse-
quently, seven months passed before a UN Office for West Africa was estab-
lished. Moreover, UN Security Council discussions demonstrated how reluc-
tant the UN member states are to consider preventive deployment or further
peacekeeping commitments—at least as regards Africa. Nonetheless, the fact
that the UN and the EU maintained and intensified their focus on the region
was a significant development. UN sanctions against Liberia and Secretary-
General updates on UNAMSIL brought West Africa to the Security Council’s
attention on a regular basis.

67 ‘UNHCR get figures wrong in Guinea’, BBC News Online, 4 June 2001, available at URL
<http://news.bbc.co.uk/hi/english/world>.

68 UN Press Release SG/SM/8085, AFR/367, 21 Dec. 2001.
69 IRIN-WA, ‘Liberia: Government expels ambassadors, closes borders’, IRIN-WA weekly round-

up 64, 17–23 Mar. 2001, available at URL <http://www.reliefweb.int>; and ECOWAS Extraordinary
Summit, Final communiqué (note 50).

70 See appendix 2A.
71 United Nations, Twelfth Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Mission in Sierra

Leone, UN document S/2001/1195, 13 Dec. 2001.
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In contrast, the formal structure of the EU’s relations with external actors
provides for regular policy reviews at the ministerial and working levels. At
the same time, the way in which the EU took up West Africa in the second
half of 2001 demonstrates the significance of the EU presidency in setting pri-
orities for the Council’s agenda. Whether the Special Representative of the
Presidency to the region will play an active role in shaping EU policy on West
Africa depends on successive presidencies—and the EU Representative’s own
government—giving him the wherewithal to do so. Without some form of
political leadership from the Council, the substance of EU external relations in
Africa will remain development aid administered by the European Com-
mission.

Despite their last-minute nature, the UN and EU actions demonstrated the
organizations’ appreciation of the need to address the structural causes of
West Africa’s crises. The UN Inter-Agency Task Force mission provided a
comprehensive road map of the wide range of social, economic, humanitarian
and security problems that need to be tackled and demonstrated that its
specialized agencies, already on the ground, are the best placed actors to deal
with massive humanitarian emergencies. The design and provision of EU aid
illustrate that its comparative advantage lies in its regularity and its focus on
long-term capacity development. Another strength of EU development assis-
tance is its inclusion of mechanisms for political dialogue with the states con-
cerned. It enables the EU to traverse sovereignty-sensitive issues of internal
governance while keeping channels open with the particular government. The
UN’s coercive instruments—primarily sanctions—may be stronger, but the
EU has a wider and more scaled range of tools from which to choose.72

Ultimately, however, coordination has been the key to efforts to stem the
rising tide of conflict in West Africa. In 2001 the UN and the EU prioritized
relations with the region’s primary institutional actor, ECOWAS, and as a
result established a more coherent international voice than has previously been
heard in West Africa. Regular communication, formalized meetings, joint
missions in the region and financial support were important elements of this
approach and helped secure coordination with regard to the peace process in
Sierra Leone, sanctions on Liberia and mediation in the MRU crisis. The
renewed focus on ECOWAS as a partner is, undoubtedly, a reflection of the
lack of alternative partners in the region as well as of the Western reluctance
to become embroiled in its conflicts. However, it also reflects a heightened
awareness that regional strategies for prevention and crisis management are
needed and that sustainable peace is, ultimately, dependent on local actors.
ECOWAS remains a troubled regional organization, not just because of its
lack of an institutional capacity but also because the conflicts it is called on to
manage are those between and within its own members. All these countries
face significant social, political and economic domestic problems, not least
Nigeria, the leading power in the organization. Therefore, if ECOWAS is to
play the ambitious role envisaged for it, it will need a sustained, active

72 For a comprehensive discussion of sanctions see chapter 5 in this volume.
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partnership with, and assistance from, the UN and the EU. Regional preven-
tive strategies must be international in substance.

Civil conflict in Zimbabwe

Zimbabwe represents a contrasting, although no less challenging, case of inter-
national conflict prevention—an intra-state crisis that has not yet become a
violent conflict, in a country formerly seen as an African ‘success story’. Zim-
babwe has had a relatively good rate of development (117th on the UN Human
Development Index for 2000)73 and is acknowledged as a powerful actor in
sub-regional and African politics. Its current demise illustrates how develop-
ment is not exclusively progressive and points to the significance of bad gov-
ernance as a cause of conflict.

Zimbabwe has been in a political crisis since February 2000, when the gov-
ernment was defeated in a referendum on changing the constitution so as to
permit President Robert Mugabe to remain in office for an additional 10 years
with increased powers.74 This opened the possibility that Mugabe and his
Zimbabwe African National Union–Patriotic Front (ZANU–PF) Party might
lose power in the 2002 parliamentary elections for the first time since 1980,
when Zimbabwe gained independence. Mugabe seized on the long-standing
grievance of land reform to secure voter support. His regime, through inflam-
matory speeches, the overriding of Zimbabwean High Court rulings and the
passivity of the police authorities, facilitated the violent invasion of white-
owned farms by ZANU–PF supporters and war veterans. The fact that a new
political party, the Movement for Democratic Change (MDC), garnered
enough votes in the June 2001 elections to become the first serious opposition
to Mugabe’s regime, with power to block constitutional amendments, has con-
tinued to keep the redistribution of land ownership a central issue. Although
there is an agreed basis for resolving the issue between Zimbabwe and inter-
national donors, the most important of which is the UK, the former colonial
power in the country, Mugabe’s government has continued to champion rapid
land seizures and resettlement. The effect of this violence on the agriculturally
based economy has been catastrophic: Zimbabwe has been described as one of
the world’s fastest shrinking economies.75 By late 2001 this former food
exporter was importing grain from neighbouring South Africa, while a World
Food Programme (WFP) emergency intervention was under way to provide
food for an estimated 550 000 people in need.76 Over 70 000 people were
internally displaced during 2001 and an estimated 500 Zimbabwean refugees
crossed the South African border daily.77

73 UN Development Programme (note 42).
74 International Crisis Group (ICG), Zimbabwe in Crisis: Finding a Way Forward, Africa Report

no. 32 (ICG: Harare/Brussels, 13 July 2001).
75 Economist Intelligence Unit, Zimbabwe Country Report, June 2001.
76 Integrated Regional Information Network for Southern Africa (IRIN-SA), ‘Government to be sole

distributor of food aid’, IRIN-SA, 13 Nov. 2001.
77 Lamont, J., ‘Mugabe’s policies attacked by Mbeki’, Financial Times, 29 Nov. 2001, p. 9.
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As the March 2002 presidential election approached, the government’s dis-
regard for the rule of law turned into overt oppression. Zimbabwe’s only
independent daily newspaper was regularly charged for spurious criminal
offences and was twice bombed, and foreign news organizations faced
increasing restrictions.78 Mounting laws curbing freedom of speech and asso-
ciation accompanied violence and political intimidation against lawyers, jour-
nalists, trade unionists and political opposition figures. Zimbabwe displays
every classic sign of a country disintegrating into violence.

UN activities

The fact that the UN has remained almost mute on Zimbabwe’s political crisis
cogently demonstrates its limitations as an early-warning or preventive actor.
The sanctity of the sovereignty principle among member states rules out UN
engagement in domestic political affairs until a conflict has or is about to
spread beyond national borders. The only likely exception, as the intervention
in Kosovo partly illustrated, occurs in cases in which UN Security Council
members are sufficiently interested and united to take up a particular conflict.
UN aid agencies, including the WFP and the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), undertook missions to Zimbabwe in late 2001 to assess
the food and land reform situation in the country.79 In January 2002, for the
first time in over a year, Secretary-General Annan addressed the situation in
the country, noting his concern at the imposition of restrictive laws and sup-
porting the efforts of the sub-regional organization, the Southern African
Development Community (SADC), to facilitate free and fair elections in Zim-
babwe.80

EU activities

The EU, by contrast, has been engaged to an unprecedented degree in an
attempt to halt Zimbabwe’s international and domestic demise. This has been
influenced by its role as an aid donor—the EU provides €11.9 million annu-
ally to Zimbabwe—and the UK’s efforts to put Zimbabwe on the Council
agenda, particularly as bilateral relations between the two countries deteri-
orated. In February 2001 the EU warned Zimbabwe that its human rights
record threatened the continued provision of EU aid and one month later,
during a visit to Europe by President Mugabe, it initiated the political dialogue
procedure of the Cotonou Agreement. This effort to effect change in Mugabe’s
policies through negotiation yielded little result, forcing the Council to issue a
warning in May 2001 that it would review its approach to the crisis. On
25 June 2001 the EU foreign ministers spelled out the progress the EU

78 Human Rights Watch (HRW), Zimbabwe: Submission to the Commonwealth Ministerial Action
Group, 30 Jan. 2002, available at URL <http://www.hrw.org/africa/zimbabwe.php>.

79 ‘UN land team in Harare’, BBC News Online, 16 Nov. 2001, available at URL <http://news.bbc.
co.uk/hi/english/world>.

80 UN Press Release, SG/SM/8100 AFR/369, 15 Jan. 2002; and Barrow, G., ‘UN plays waiting game
with Zimbabwe’, BBC News Online, 29 Jan. 2002, available at URL <http://news.bbc.co.uk/hi/english/
world>.
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expected to take place in the next 60 days, including an end to the official
encouragement of political violence, an invitation to the EU to observe the
2002 elections, concrete action to protect media freedom, compliance with
judiciary decisions and an end to illegal farm occupations. If Zimbabwe failed
to comply, the Council warned, ‘appropriate measures’ would be taken.81

Despite the absence of any sign of progress over the summer, the EU did not
impose any punitive policies against Zimbabwe after its 60-day deadline had
expired. Although there was speculation that economic sanctions would be
imposed, political dialogue consultations dragged on until the end of October
2001, when the EU warned Mugabe that he had one last chance to take steps
towards the restoration of the rule of law and free and fair elections. The threat
was explicit this time: failure would result in the imposition of sanctions at the
end of January 2002.82 On 11 January 2002 a meeting was held in Brussels
between a high-level Zimbabwean delegation and the EU at which another
stiff warning of EU action was given and another round of assurances pro-
vided by the Zimbabwean representatives.83 Although the EU acknowledged
the futility of pursuing the political dialogue procedure further, the EU foreign
ministers pulled back from imposing any kind of sanction at their meeting on
28 January 2002. Instead, they pressed Mugabe to permit EU observers into
the country ahead of the March elections and noted their concern at the
9 January 2002 threat by the head of the Zimbabwean armed forces that the
military would not accept the outcome of the presidential election if it did not
agree with the result.84 Meanwhile, according to the influential NGO Human
Rights Watch, ‘the atmosphere of intimidation has been so intense that the
presidential elections . . . cannot be free and fair’,85 while Amnesty
International reported that, between late December 2001 and early January
2002, 10 people were killed by ‘state-sponsored militia’.86

The evident lack of impact of EU actions on the Zimbabwean Government’s
activities throughout 2001 is a consequence of a number of factors central to
conflict prevention policies. First and foremost, the EU has been internally
divided on how to approach Zimbabwe’s political crisis and what combination
of policies should be applied. Some EU states, notably the UK, have cut bilat-
eral aid substantially and others, such as Denmark and Sweden, have frozen all
assistance to the country. France, in contrast, significantly increased its aid to
Zimbabwe in 2001.87 As a result, repeated EU threats have had little coercive
power because the likelihood of actual punitive action has been weak.

81 European Union, General Affairs Council, GAC Conclusions, EU Press Release 10228/01 (Presse
250), 25 June 2001.

82 European Union, General Affairs Council, GAC Conclusions, EU Press Release 1329/01 (Presse
390), 29 Oct. 2001.

83 Dempsey, J., ‘Scant hopes for EU talks on Zimbabwe’, Financial Times, 11 Jan. 2002, p. 6; and
ICG, All Bark and No Bite? The International Response to Zimbabwe’s Crisis, Africa Report no. 40
(ICG: Harare/Brussels, 25 Jan. 2002).

84 European Union, General Affairs Council, GAC Conclusions, EU Press Release 5636/02 (Presse
16), 28 Jan. 2002.

85 HRW (note 78).
86 Amnesty International, Memorandum to SADC Heads of State, 11 Jan. 2002.
87 Cook, R., Statements made on the Commonwealth Monitoring Action Group Mission to Zim-
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One of the main reasons behind this lack of unity among the 15 EU member
states is the link between Zimbabwe and the ongoing conflict in the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC).88 Since its intervention on the side
of the DRC Government in 1998, Zimbabwe has been a key actor in inter-
national negotiations to end that conflict. The interest of Belgium and France
in securing peace in the African Great Lakes Region has made them keen to
forge a cooperative, rather than a combative, relationship with Mugabe. The
Zimbabwean President’s visit to both countries in March 2001, in parallel with
the start of the EU’s tough line in the political dialogue, demonstrated how
much the credibility of an international threat depends on the unity with which
it is delivered. Such unity is much harder to achieve when the target of the
threat is a significant international actor.

Another main reason behind the EU’s wavering line lies in the problematic
nature of sanctions.89 Almost all EU member states agree that a halt to devel-
opment aid and the imposition of economic sanctions would adversely affect
Zimbabwe’s citizens rather than the political elite responsible for the crisis.
Zimbabwe’s opposition party, the MDC, as well as the country’s neighbours
signalled that economic sanctions would be dangerous for the situation in the
country.90 However, Mugabe’s domestic opponents, along with human rights
groups, have called for targeted sanctions against the regime in the form of
travel bans and a freeze of the assets of senior officials.91 The EU foreign
ministers concluded that even the imposition of limited sanctions could
prompt Mugabe to prevent foreign observation of the March 2002 presidential
election and exploit the sanctions for his own political gain.

The lack of unity and coordination between the international and regional
organizations involved with Zimbabwe—the EU, the Commonwealth of
Nations, the OAU and the SADC—is the third main reason for the failure of
EU action to prevent the deepening crisis. One element of this is the general
sensitivity of African–European relations. President Mugabe has proved adept
at manoeuvring European warnings to his own advantage by playing on colo-
nial legacies and making the most of Zimbabwe’s standing in African politics.
At the July 2001 OAU summit meeting,92 he sought and gained the support of
other African leaders for his land resettlement programme. The OAU Council
of Ministers stressed the UK’s responsibility, as the former colonial power,
and rebuked it for allegedly trying to mobilize the countries of Europe and
North America against Zimbabwe.93 The sensitivity of land issues among

15 May 2001, available at URL <http://www.afrol.com/News2001/zim022_eu_sanctions.htm>; and
European Parliament Joint Resolution B5-0549, 0554, 0571, 0581, 0582 and 0592.2001, 6 Sep. 2001.

88 Seybolt, T., ‘The war in the Democratic Republic of Congo’, SIPRI Yearbook 2000 (note 12),
pp. 59–75.

89 For a more comprehensive discussion of sanctions see chapter 5 in this volume.
90 Dempsey, J. et al., ‘EU to hold back on Zimbabwe sanctions’, Financial Times, 28 Jan. 2002, p. 5.
91 IRIN-SA, ‘Zimbabwe: EU to consider economic sanctions’, IRIN-SA Country stories: Zimbabwe,
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92 This was the last summit meeting of the OAU. See note 11.
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many African states, along with the OAU’s emphasis on the sovereignty prin-
ciple, rules out the OAU as a partner for EU preventive action in Zimbabwe.
Belatedly, the EU turned to the Commonwealth of Nations and the SADC in
an attempt to coordinate international efforts.94

The Commonwealth of Nations,95 under British pressure, has attempted to
engage in the crisis and coordinate its actions with those of the EU. It is within
this forum that negotiations between the UK and Zimbabwe over the funding
and administration of land reform have taken place. Its mixed geographical
membership has helped avoid a north–south cleavage on the issue. On
7 September 2001 a special Commonwealth meeting in Abuja, Nigeria,
adopted the Abuja Agreement, by which the UK would provide financial
assistance (£36 million) in exchange for Zimbabwe’s implementation of land
reform. In return, Zimbabwe agreed to end illegal occupations of land, to
restore the rule of law and to work with the UNDP in the implementation of
land reform.96 However, even before questions could be raised as to how the
Abuja Agreement would be implemented, there were reports of new farm
seizures.

The Commonwealth’s weakness as a preventive actor lies in its lack of polit-
ical and economic tools. For example, the deal it brokered between the UK
and Zimbabwe did not include any provisions as to actions to be taken if
Mugabe failed to abide by the agreement. The postponement of the Common-
wealth summit meeting in October 2001 merely cemented this lack of follow-
up power.97 A Commonwealth Committee delegation visited Zimbabwe in
October 2001 to review progress on the agreement but was itself divided on
whether the fundamental issue was land reform or the rule of law.98 Mugabe
continued to prevaricate over the Commonwealth Secretary-General’s request
to send a mission to the country. He was comfortable in the knowledge that
the next summit meeting, scheduled for March 2002, would take place too late
to put insurmountable pressure on him before the election. Zimbabwe’s
suspension from the organization, the Commonwealth’s most powerful
coercive weapon, had no consensus among the member states.99

The SADC,100 the EU’s potentially most valuable partner in the region, has
been the most reluctant of all organizations to become involved in the prob-
lems of one of its members. Despite international exhortations that it should
play an active regional role, South Africa, the organization’s leading power,

94 European Union, General Affairs Council, ‘EU foreign ministers declared their support for SADC
and Commonwealth efforts in Zimbabwe in October 2001’, GAC Press Release 13291/01 (Presse 390),
29–30 Oct. 2001.
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97 ‘Zimbabwe: the pressure builds’, The Economist, 15 Sep. 2001, pp. 41–42. The Commonwealth
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maintained a low-key diplomatic approach towards neighbouring Zimbabwe
until August 2001, when the SADC summit meeting agreed to establish a
ministerial task force to address Zimbabwe’s land crisis.101 SADC heads of
state travelled to Harare, Zimbabwe, in early September and held an extraor-
dinary summit meeting there to underscore their support for the Abuja
Agreement. A committee was set up to monitor developments and is sched-
uled to meet every few weeks to assess progress.102 Concern over regional and
domestic stability has shaped the SADC states’ actions towards Zimbabwe.
South Africa, in particular, was reluctant to become involved in the debate
about Zimbabwean land reform precisely because it faces its own land reset-
tlement problems. Nor were southern African states keen to provoke active
opposition movements that could influence their own domestic politics.
Finally, the countries neighbouring on Zimbabwe, such as Mozambique, are
heavily dependent on it for food exports, markets and even aid. The fact that
continued repression and instability in Zimbabwe now threaten the economic
and political climate of the entire region is the motivation for SADC action
since September 2001.103 Although the tone of the states neighbouring on Zim-
babwe has become considerably more critical, by the start of 2002 regional
and international actors were still some distance from each other in terms of
coordinating a united approach to the country. In the absence of international
coordination and regional political leadership, external preventive efforts have
little effect.

V. Prevention after 11 September 2001

The international environment in which the UN and EU conflict prevention
reports were presented in June 2001 was fundamentally changed by the terror-
ist attacks on the USA three months later. The shock generated by the attacks
and the responses that have followed them carry serious repercussions for the
international adoption and practice of conflict prevention.

The most immediate consequence is distraction. By virtue of their broad
nature, the UN and EU Council programmes were intended to start, rather than
to conclude, greater consideration of conflict prevention at the international,
regional and national levels. Their release just prior to the start of the summer
vacation period in Europe and North America gave little opportunity for this
process to get under way before September. The attacks of 11 September cata-
pulted international attention onto the threat of global terrorism and this atten-
tion has been glued fast by the subsequent US-led intervention in Afghanistan.
Every UN-recognized international and regional organization issued a decla-
ration against terrorism in the wake of the attacks, and the subject has been on
every multilateral agenda, for example, the agendas of subsequent EU–

101 Summit of Heads of State and Government of SADC, Blantyre, Malawi, 6–4 Aug. 2001.
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ECOWAS and EU–OAU meetings.104 Conflict prevention, as a new subject on
the international agenda and one that is non-time-specific and broad in scope,
has little chance of maintaining significant political attention. This is particu-
larly true in cases in which it has not yet been institutionalized in the structures
and systems of an international organization or national government. Political
leadership, in such situations, is central to successful follow-up. By the end of
2001 the prospect of such leadership looked doubtful in both the UN and, to a
lesser extent, the EU.

Approaches to the threat of terrorism have the potential to incorporate much
of the central tenets of conflict prevention. Issues such as the root causes of
terrorism, structural and short-term approaches to its prevention, the broad
range of state and non-state actors involved, and the multiple tools required to
address terrorist threats are precisely the issues with which conflict prevention
research and policy making have grappled over the past decade. Initially, it
seemed that international organizations and states might incorporate the pre-
ventive framework into their approach to terrorism. For instance, the European
Council, at its extraordinary meeting on 21 September 2001, declared that the
fight against terrorism required the EU to ‘play a greater part in the efforts of
the international community to prevent and stabilize regional conflicts’.
Efforts to address the threat would be ‘all the more effective’ if they were
based on ‘an in-depth political dialogue with those countries and regions of the
world in which terrorism comes into being’.105 The UN Security Council’s
third resolution in the aftermath of the attacks similarly acknowledged that the
fight against international terrorism required a sustained, comprehensive
approach that addressed regional conflicts and ‘the full range of global issues,
including development issues’.106 US Secretary of State Colin Powell, speak-
ing in support of this resolution, promised that the war against terrorism would
be fought ‘with increased support for democracy programmes, judicial reform,
conflict resolution, poverty alleviation, economic reform and health and edu-
cation programmes’.107

However, the subsequent global effort against terrorism has moved away
from a preventive focus and is now characterized as a ‘war against terror-
ism’.108 In this narrower approach, the preventive concept is severely circum-
scribed. Prevention of terrorism, as currently practised, consists of measures
taken to stop international terrorism, cut off the financial, political and military
sources of terrorist support and, where possible, apprehend terrorists before

104 See, e.g., Africa–Europe Ministerial Conference, Joint Declaration on Terrorism, Brussels, 11 Oct.
2001; OSCE Bucharest Plan of Action for Combating Terrorism, MC(9).DEC/1, 4 Dec. 2001; and
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105  European Council, Conclusions and plan of action of the extraordinary European Council meeting
on 21 Sep. 2001, EU document SN 140/01.
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they commit acts of terror.109 Although this approach employs a broad range of
instruments, it is coercive and short-term in character. It is in origin and prac-
tice distinct from the concept of conflict prevention that was elaborated over
the past decade and reflected in the UN and EU documents of 2001. Indeed,
the current approach to the prevention of terrorism risks undermining the
entire notion of conflict prevention.

It does this in a number of direct and indirect ways. First, although inter-
national cooperation against terrorism embraces a wide range of military and
non-military instruments, the attacks on Afghanistan have inevitably focused
attention on the military elements and given vent to the idea of a global mili-
tary engagement against terrorism. Important as this may be, there is some risk
that the prioritization of military relations between states will undermine the
important progress forged in the post-cold war world in broadening inter-
national affairs so as to take greater account of non-military issues and the
legitimate engagement of non-state actors. Second, the war against terrorism
has led to the forging of new relationships between states that were formerly at
odds with each other.110 In many cases, these differences centred on the
domestic policies of a state. Improved regional and international cooperation
on shared threats may indeed contribute to stability and peace. However, the
extent to which states such as Pakistan, Sudan or Tajikistan are called upon to
assist in the fight against terrorism may constrain the international com-
munity’s willingness to engage with these countries on such sensitive
questions as governance and human rights. Indeed, for a number of states, the
discourse on the war against terrorism is providing a means for legitimating a
more aggressive approach to domestic and regional dissent.111 The global
effort against international terrorism marks the appearance of a new paradigm
in international politics. It is important that it does not undermine the norms
that have so recently been established.
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