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Conciliation Resources is an independent crganisation working with people in conflict-affected areas
to prevent violence and build peace. We take what we learn to decision-makers to improve
peacebuilding policies and practica worldwida. In recent years Conciliation Resources has stepped
up its engagament with EU parthers and policymakers, including through our active participation in
the network of European peacebuilding organisations, the European Peacebuilding Liaison Office
{EPLO).

In this paper we comment on the balance of competences between the UK and the EU in the area of
peacabuilding and conflict prevention. Please note that through BOND we have also conthbuted to
the report on deveicpmeant cooperation and humanitarian aid.

Q1. In what areas of global affairs does the EU add value or deliver impact or not on hehalf of
the UK?

We would argue that over the last ten years the EU's contricution to peacebuilding and conflict
prevention has increased significantly, and that this has brought added value and impact on behalf
of the UK, but that there is potential for the EU to do mare (see also questions 3 and 4),

The EU has significantly increased its focus on conflict prevention and peacebuilding. The related
policy framework has been strengthened and a wide range {non-)financial tools has been developed
to enable the EU to prevent conflict and build peace.

Moreover, the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty has helped improve coherence and capability in
the area of external action, including through the creation of the post of High Representative / Vice
President and the European External Action Service (EEAS) - and particularly its Division for Conflict
Prevantion, Peacebuiltding and Mediation Instruments, K2 - and the greater political and coordinating
rote of EU Delegations.

The thematic evaluation of EC' support to conflict prevention and peacebuilding in the period 2001-
2010 lists the EU's added valus as:

» [t atronger political neutrslity than that of Member States;

Its reliability {continued presence and capacity to establish long-term partnerships);

Its critical mass in terms of financial support,

Its ability to draw on a wide array of instruments;

Its long-tenm thematic experience in fields or sectors potentially impacting on conflict prevention
and peacebuilding; and

« lts credibility in terms of promoting demacracy, peace and human rights.

" WWhile the evaluation koks at EC support provided pra-Lisbon, it provides a good baseline for assessing the EU's
cantrbutions and affectiveness. Its findings and recarmmendations remain valid post-Lisbon.




The same evaluation concludes that the EU has been able to make ‘a positive contribution (..} to
peace consalidation, stabilisation, reconstruction and rehabilitation' and has at varigus occasions
been suceassfuf in ‘'mitigating the impact of the root causes of coanflict’.

While acknowledging the added value and impact of the EU in the area of peacebuilding and conflict
prevention, we would argue the EU could do more and LHetler. Inter alia, it should shift its focus from
response to prevention; better translate peolicy commitments into guidance for fisld staff, including
through clarfication of concepts such as peacebuilding snd conflict prevention; integrate conflict
analysis in all its external action, and develop integrated strategies. Furthermore, the review of the
EEAS and the Joint Communication and Council Conclusions on the Comprehensive Approach (see
Q3 offer the potential to further enhance the EU's peacebuilding impact. Howsver, as long as
Membar States continue to prieritise naticnal security cbjectives in peacebuilding snd visibility of
bilateral efforts over invastment in EU action, the EU's potential in this field will remain unfulfilled,
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Q2. What are the comparative advantages/disadvantages of working through the EU in the
area of peacebullding and conflict prevention, rather than the UK working Independently?

The comparative advantages of working through the EU in the area of peacebuilding and conflict

prevention includa:

« The Z¥ member countries carry greater political weaight and influence when acting together. As
the largest global trading bloc and biggest provider of development assistance the EU has
considerabls leverage. Jaint action is also important given the declining power of Eurcpe in
many areas of the world, with new actors (e.g. China, Brazil, India) 'competing’ for invelvernent in
peacabullding and conflict prevention,

s Evidence (WDR 2011) shows that effective support for peace and development requires united
action by extemal actors.

+ More efficient use of resources — the financial cnsis should give Memhber States additional
incentives to work through the EL) when it comes to engagement in third countries, as it offers
scope for reduced transaction costs from multipls projects, economies in human rescurces and
institutional infrastructure.

»  Less risk of duplication or counter-productive action by different Member States.

« The EU itself is a peace project and thus an example - and one could add has experience to
share.

+ Democratic and human rights values have been at the EU's core singe its inception. These
values help to distinguish it from other new actors and donors in the peacebuilding field and
provide some legitimacy 1o its actions.

« The EU is perceived as a norm-based actor less driven by a foreign policy agenda then Member
States, i.e. in certain contexts the EU can cperate precisely because it is not a3 Member State
with former colonial ties.

+ The EU is able to be active in cartain conflict-affacted areas whare the UK is not actively present
or ahble to act. The EU is represented through 140 EU Delegations and Offices arpund the world.




As for disadvantages, we would stress the tension belween the current focus on crisis response
within the EU and the EL's inability to react quickly to crisis situations due to the need to act by
consensus, Member States retain a significant role in the formation of Comman Foreign and Security
Policy, making it difficult far the EU as a whole to reach a common position of to advance where no
agreed line exists. This feature of EU decision-making argues for a stronger EU focus on [ong-term
upstraam conflict prevention and peacebuilding over crisis managemsent and response.

Q3. How effectlve is the EU at combining its forelgn, defence, economic and civil protection
pelicy instruments? What should it do differently?

The EU has had mixed results in combining its foreign, defence, economic and civil protection policy
instrurnents in relation to peacebuilding and conflict prevention,

Firstly, there is tensicn between political commitments {e.g. to peace and human rights) and
economic, political and security interests. Trade policy, for example, has not been an effective
instrument for advancing non-commercial policy objectives and there continues to be [ittle attention
to its potential impact (positive or negative) on i.e. conflict dynamics. {The racently concluded trade
agreement with Colombia is a 'good example’.}

Secondly, fragmentation and comgpetition across the EU - including at Brussels-level — continue
post-Lisbon. This is parlly because when the EEAS was established, several policy areas that are
part of the EU's external affairs family {e.g. trade, development, neighbourhood and enlargement
policies) were not included in the EEAS mandats. Consaguently, the EEAS has encountered
coordination challenges and has bean left to compete with Eurgpean Commission services on
several poccasions. Moreover, proliferation of actors has led to confusion inside and outside the ELL

There is an opportunity to address {some of) these shorcomings with the upcoming Joint
Communication and Council Conclusions on a Comprehensive Appraach to the full conflict cycle.
Rather than reiterating existing commitmeants — a pledge to an integrated approach was already
included in the Gothenburg Programme for Conflict Prevention and the Eurcpean Security Strategy
— the Comprehensive Approach should snable joint analysis and other forms of closer coordination
and cooperation by providing guidance on how this can be achieved. Inter alia it should help ensure
that peacebuilding and conflict analysis become centrat to the EU's approach to third countries. This
has not been the case generally speaking; see for axample the recently developed approach to the
MEMNA region. {The fact that the EEAS Division for Conflict Prevention, Peacebuilding and Mediation
Instruments was not adequately staffed can be considered as one reason why the MENA
communications from 2011 are weak from a peacebuilding perspective.)
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Q4. How effective are the EU's delivery mechanisms? Would any changes make them more
effective, and if so, which ones and why?

The EC thematic evaluation on psacebuilding and conflict prevention (referred to earlier} stresses
that the EU has become more committed fo peacebuilding and conflict prevention, but that this
pledge is not maiched by actual implementation. Key concepls 'have generally not been
appropriated at operafional level’ and are 'not always univocal and shared at strategic level', and the
approach to conflict analysis, conflict sensitivity and mainstreaming is also not systematised or
slructured.

Peacebuilding and conflict prevention are algo not fully integrated into the EU's external financing
instruments. We see the cumsnt revision of the EU's external financing instruments as an
oppoitunity 1o ensure thal peacebuilding and conflict prevention become sirategic objectives of EU
external action — as set out in the Lisbon Treaty. This would not only strengthen the coherence of the
EWU's overall approach to its cooperation with third countries but alse be in line with the
recommendation from the recent EC evaluation to further consolidate and develop support for
conflict prevention and pescebuilding. Furthermore, it would reflect the view expressed by 77% of
respondents to the 2011 public consultation on the next EU Multi-annua! Financial Framework that
the impact of the EU's sexternal a.ssnstance would be enhanced by investing in the EU's
peacebuilding and crisis preparedness ?

A simpiification of the tules and progedures for programming and delivery of EU assistance to
partner countries would make the EU's delivery mechanisms more effective. The current obstacles
to making EU funding instruments mors flexible come from Member States.

Furtharmare, it is weorth noting that 63% of EC funding for conflict prevention and peacebuilding has
gone to international organisations, the vast majority of that to UN agencies, including arcund 40%
of Instrument for Stability funding.? In a recent special report, the European Court of Auditors
criticisad the EC's decision to channel funds through the UN and the mechanisms in place to momtor
the use of the money.*

For more detailed analysis of the legislative proposals for the next set of EU extemal financing
instrumants and recommaendations, please ses EFLO's papar 'EU funding for peacebuilding: EPLO's
racommendations for reforming the ELU's external co-operation programmes’ (see below}).
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Q5. Would a different vision of EU and Member State competence in a particular area produce
mare effective policles? if so, how and why?

We believa that the EU has proved its competence in the eonflict prevention and peacebuilding fisld.
The different vision we would see is cne where the EU foruses more on long-term conflict
prevention, less on crisis response, and one in which EU Member States redirect more of their
national efferts through the EU to allow it to fulfil its potential in this field.

6. How might the natlonal Interest be served by action being taken in this field at a different
lavel — aither in addition or as an alternative to action at EU lavel?

Evidence (WDR 2011} shows that effective support for peace and development reguires united
acton by externzl actors. The EU is a tool for collective action at Eurcpean level. As Member States
are co-decision makers in all policy areas, and in soma even the only decision-makers, they shape
what the EU is daing. The UK, being a member of differsnt multilateral organisations, might want to
make it one of its objectives to ensure greater complementarity of action between the EU, the UN
and other multilaterals.

Q7. Are there any general points you wish to make, which are not captured above?

We do fee! there is a continued need and a place for funding for peacebuilding and conflict
prevention work by national governments. We benefit from strategic partnership funding
mechanisms with the UK Government, which asllow us fo respond flexibly to conflict situations, take
risks and innovate. Tha project-approach and structure of EU funding carries different benefits in
terms of scale ang length of commitment. So for us it is a question of defining the niche of each,

Given the EU's significant contribution to conflict prevention and peacebuilding, we also would like to
express our concerm over the fact that there is no explicit reference to peacebuilding in the foreign
policy call for evidence, and that conflict prevention is listed jointly with peacekeeping under the
heading of 'security and defence’. Yet the development cooperation and humanitarian ald call for
evidence defers {o the foreign policy report for coverage of the longer-term peacebuilding and
conflict pravention activities supported through the Instrument for Stabllity. Structured this way, there
is @ risk that the EU's competenca in the field of long-term conflict prevention and peacebuilding will
get inadequate coverage in responses 1o the call, We feel peacebuilding and conflict prevention
shouid have been explicitly and jointly mentioned under the heading of global issues.



