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RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT AND
THE EXTERNAL SECURITY POLICY OF
THE EUROPEAN UNION
This paper presents the overview of the Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine
implementation to the European Union Security and Defense policy. In
this context, the references on the notion of R2P in the EU documents are
traced. The article defines the main barriers for the effective and progressive
implementation of the mentioned doctrine. Special attention is paid to the
EU participation in the establishment of the internationalized criminal and
human rights tribunals as a form of R2P implementation.

INTRODUCTION
European Union security depends not only on the effective internal
measures that are planned to prevent terrorist attacks or any other threats.
The significant part of the security policy are the preventive mechanisms
(we can call them external part of the security policy) that aim to ensure
the world stability and peace. For the highly globalized countries and
sui generis formations, which in addition play the role of world power,
it is very important to take part in the maintaining of peace in the world.
Passive defense and security policy can lead to the splash of unanswered
threats. US realized this after the 9/11. Europe is in the process of recognizing this1. Unfortunately, starting and developing of active security
policy is connected with the tragedies. European states faced them in
London 2005, Madrid 2004, Burgas 2012, Donbas and Crimea 2014. All
these examples differs from each other but all are linked with the global
political problems outside EU.
Undertaking of preventive measures should have some international law form just to avert the chaos in international relations. In earlier
times states used different conceptions to prove their right for the preventive measures in order to ensure own security (self-defense, preemptory self-defense, collective self-defense, self-help etc.) One of the latest
doctrines that is highly accepted by the UN is a Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine. It is directly mentioned in the official EU documents
and is recognized as lawful mean for the maintenance of the obeisance
of international human rights standards and other preemptory norms of
international law. I recognize that thesis about human rights protection
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may sound in a way that Western superpowers are exporting their standards and rules to other countries to make them more predictable and
appeasable. However, in this point, I cannot but agree with the position
of the prominent Austrian philosopher and lawyer Hans Kelsen: “The attempts to substantiate the idea that states are permitted to behave as they
want support imperialism but not a sovereignty”1. In this connection,
I consider R2P more as an instrument for preventing imperialism and
permissiveness then an excuse for the sovereignty limiting.
In this paper, I would like to challenge how EU can implement R2P
doctrine. The first part will deal with the general explanation what is R2P
doctrine. The second part will be devoted to the issue of R2P doctrine
implementation to the EU defense and security policy. Finally, the third
one will consist of examination of possibility of the EU participation in
the creation and administration of the criminal and human rights tribunals ad hoc.
PART I.
RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT CONCEPT IN THE
INTERNATIONAL LAW
Responsibility to protect (R2P) doctrine in its consolidated form was
firstly formulated in the report of the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) in 20012. The report starts with
the analysis of state sovereignty
�����������������������������������������������������
as a defining principle of interstate relations and a foundation of the world order3. At the same time, the UN
Charter`s provisions about the actions which the UN Security Council
can undertake in situations of the “threat to the peace, a breach of the
peace or an act of aggression” are examined as ���������������������������
a state sovereignty limita4
tion statement. Authors of the report consider that sovereignty belongs
rather to peoples than to states.5 This formulation seems a modernized
and not extremely controversial modification of Scelle’s thoughts about
the state as an agent of the real subjects of international law – people6.
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In the Report the humanitarian intervention was considered as an effective and appropriate measure for the
�����������������������������������
protection of human life, freedom and dignity1. The legality of intervention is advocated despite the
ICJ design in Nicaragua v United States case, where it was stated that
“where human rights are protected by international conventions, that
protection takes the form of such arrangements for monitoring or ensuring the respect for human rights as are provided for in the conventions
themselves ... In any event ... the use of force could not be the appropriate method to monitor or ensure such respect”2. Among non-military
forms of intervention international economic and political sanctions and
international criminal prosecution figure in the ICISS report3.
On the base of the ICISS Report 2001, the Permanent Representative
of Canada in the UN issued the letter on 26 July 20024. Formulations
from the letter constitute more persuading than in 2001 Report evince of
the domination of military way of understanding of intervention5.
As Natalie Oman rightly notes, ICISS in its conclusions came to the
fact that R2P, while not yet an established principle of customary international law, is “crystallizing” as an “emerging guiding principle”6.
The fact that sovereignty cannot be the justifier of anti-human actions
is possible to find in the Aaland Island Case, Southwest Africa advisory
opinion, Western Sahara and Namibia cases7. In the letter of Canada’s
permanent representative in the UN it was mentioned that non-intervening in some particular situations (Rwanda) causes the same critics as intervention does8. If we accept this position, it is then possible to explain
why R2P notwithstanding its controversial character can be treated as an
emerging guiding principle of international law.
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R2P is not a pure doctrinal disquisition. After its formulating in 2001,
it was reaffirmed by the states practice and mentioned in several fundamental international documents. Thus, the final statement of UN’s 2005
World Summit and the Security Council Resolution number 1674 contains the direct acceptance of R2P principle1. The UN Secretary General
report concerning the implementation of the responsibility to protect (in
support of the South Sudan Permanent Representative to the UN Francis
M. Deng position) qualify sovereignty as an obligation2. The wording of
statute of African Union differs from the statute of the Organization of
African Union3. Recent document language maintains the non-indifference but not the non-interference4. This change of accents seems very
symbolic.
In the ICISS report the SC resolution as a ground for the military intervention was considered mandatory5. Still, nonmilitary types of intervention do not need some special justification from the SC6.
As we can see from the short analysis of state sovereignty doctrine,
the sovereignty of the state cannot be perceived as an absolute. That is
why protective intervention is not only theoretical and dead conception.
States responsibility to protect is connected with obligations under the
international treaties and especially with the erga omnes obligations. In
cases when some state enroach on human rights, violate other erga omnes
obligations, implementation of the R2P doctrine seems necessary. Applying of the doctrine raise the question of corporate veil and use of the
R2P in geopolitical purposes. SC sanctions for the military intervention
and consensus of the world community for the non-military measures are
the best today options for minimizing the allegations in improper use of
R2P. Certainly, the mentioned above accusations cannot but will arise.
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PART II.
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE R2P CONCEPT TO THE EU
DEFENSE AND SECURITY POLICY
The European Union is interested in implementation of the R2P
doctrine because of two main reasons: sharing the responsibility in
human rights protection and maintenance of peace all over the world;
personal interest in security ensuring and self-positioning as an influential
global political player. The second reason is obvious. As for the first
reason it is interesting to look at the Supreme Court of the Netherlands
judgment in the case of Muslims from Srebrenica. The Court ruled
that the Netherlands peacekeepers should share the responsibility for
the tragedy in Srebrenica in 1995 as far as they deported 300 Muslims
from the peacekeepers base and did not ensured their safety1. This case
illustrates that today we can speak not only about moral obligation, but
also about the emerging of legal obligation to help potential victims in
other countries exists.
In the beginning, I would like to touch the question of formal
incorporation of the R2P into EU official documents. This doctrine
can be traced in the following legal acts: the European Consensus on
Development; European Security Strategy; EU-Africa Joint Strategy
(First and Second Action Plans); EU Situation Room tasks; EU
Parliamentary Resolutions concerning the Darfur Crisis and Libya
Crisis. All these documents consist direct mentions of the R2P. They
proclaim deep understanding of the impossibility of staying by the
crimes of genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity; threats that
these crimes can cause for the world community in general and the EU
particularly. National legal acts of Germany, UK, Denmark, Norway and
France also contain references to the R2P.
According to the mentioned above documents, the EU understand
under the R2P the following measures or their complexes:•
strengthening of the regional and sub-regional organizations role in the
coordination of the donor support in the area of conflict prevention2;
• participation of UN peacekeepers in the protection of population
(even without the consent from the government3);
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•
•

cooperation with the International Criminal Court1;
imposing a travel bans and freezing the financial assets of
government members2;
• installation of no-fly zones3;
• conflict prevention and peace support activities4.
Such understanding of the R2P is adequate in comparison with
the international law documents that describe the doctrine. One more
important issue in the regard of R2P is the so-called early warning
instrument. In 2009, the UN General Secretary provided report on the
topic of early warning where he stated that this is the crucial analytic tool
for the identifying of fragile situations and risks associated with them5.
General Secretary noted that regional organizations (as far as sui generis
formations) should be involved to this process of early warning6. As for
the EU, its Situation Room can carry out the tasks of early warning7. It is
desirable to include the direct mention and description of early warning
to the Situation Room authorizing documents.
Summing up all mechanisms which international community can use
to realize the R2P doctrine it is possible to divide them into following
categories:
• early warning (as a not self-sufficient tool which may possible
early reaction and early engagement)8;
• political and economic measures (direct involvement by the
UN Secretary-General; fact-finding missions, friends groups,
eminent persons commissions; dialogue and mediation through
good offices; international appeals; non-official dialogues and
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problem-solving workshops; political sanctions; diplomatic
isolation; suspension of organization membership; travel and asset
restrictions on targeted persons; “naming and shaming”);
• economic measures (promises of new funding or investment or
favorable trade terms; trade and financial sanctions; withdrawal
of investment; withdrawal of international financial institutions
support; curtailment of aid and other assistance);
• legal measures (offers of mediation and arbitration; adjudication
through ad hoc tribunals, domestic trials using universal
jurisdiction or ICC; monitors to observe compliance with human
rights standards);
• military measures (stand-off reconnaissance; consensual
preventive deployment; the threat to use force)1.
In terms of the mechanisms nature, they can be contingently divide
into two groups: sanctions type and non-sanctions type mechanisms.
From the procedural and political point of view, the difference between
these two types is considerable. It was illustrated by Ukrainian crisis
that achieving of consensus on sanctions is very problematic as far as
all states first tries to observe their own interests. In fact, the clumsiness
of the EU in adoption of sanctions is its fee for not caring the name of
federation.
The right to undertake initiatives concerning sanctions lies with
any member state and with the High Representative of the Union for
Foreign Affairs and Security Policy (can act also with the support of the
European Commission). The Political and Security Committee discuss
the sanction proposal in details. The last step before the approval through
the Committee of Permanent Representatives II (COREPER II) and the
Council is the Foreign Relations Counsellors Working Group where the
representatives of EU member states negotiate the specific and concrete
terms of each restrictive measure2.
As Francesco Guimelli notices there are different types of targeted
sanctions. In some cases Council have only to inform European
Parliament while in others (fighting terrorism) Council and Parliament
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have to define the framework for administrative measures with regard to
capital movement1.
As we can see the sanctions adoption meets not only political
difficulties, but also procedural. In this regard, it is possible to single out
the situations, in which the political part of the question is not a primarily
important:
• situations in which other world powers are not involved;
• situations which are not connected with the substantial spending
of funds;
• situations which were the subject of consideration of the SC (with
the adoption of Resolution);
• situations where preemptory norms of international law were
severely broken and no one state contests this.
In other cases, the sanction adoption process will be additionally
complicated by the political perception. It is obvious that the big part
of world crisis where R2P can be used for their effective solution or
minimization of tensions do not correspond the mentioned above models.
Military intervention is the last measure for addressing possible grave
violations of human rights. Realization of the peacekeeping operations
cause a lot of critics. In the same time, absence of international political
will to organize the humanitarian intervention is criticized a lot to. The
examples of Rwanda (mainly) and Syria (in some regard) are the most
symbolic in this line. When the EU decides to realize R2P doctrine in
the form of humanitarian intervention, the question of staff for this goal
emerges. There are three main possibilities of mentioned staff formation:
forces of the EU member states, NATO forces and special ad hoc EU
units.
For the further study of this issue, I would like to turn to the examples
of R2P missions in the past. EU used the combined forces from member
states for the military operations in Chad and CAR. According to G.
Grevi and D. Helly, these were the examples when “once again the EU
could successfully project several thousand troops away from Europe
without NATO”2. The mandate for the missions consisted the notion of
civilians’ protection and in such way refers to the R2P doctrine.
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In the EU acts of reaction on Libya crisis, the R2P notion was used
for several times. However, its use concerned unmilitary measures.
When the SC Resolution on the no-fly zone installation became adopted,
the absence of EU consensus caused impossibility of join military EU
operations in Libya. In fact, Council adopted its decision concerning
the humanitarian aid and military operation on 1 April 2011. However,
the terms for attraction EU forces were formulated in such a way that
the mission was never started1. The EU participation in the military part
of the R2P realization consisted in military contingents from the EU
member states. The NATO led the operation after the request to do so
from the countries, which were realizing their own operations against
Libya.
As it has been shown, the EU R2P policy depends on a number of
political and technical preconditions. Political preconditions has internal
and external components. External one consist of global political
constraining factors. Internal component derive from the different foreign
policies of the EU member states. This lead to the delays in adoption
of common strategy and set of instruments for the stabilization of the
situations in problem regions. Technical preconditions are connected
with the complicated procedure of the common decision adoption on
sanctions or military intervention. This is the fee of the EU to be named
Union but not a federation.
In contemporary global misbalances where the EU took an active
military part, it actioned through the ad hoc military mission or through
the coordinated military contingent of member states or in the frames of
NATO forces. As far as the level of integration in the foreign policy in the
EU is not sufficiently high, it is not good time for creation the permanent
EU forces. It seems logical to come up to the creation of such forces
through the convergence of the state positions about R2P doctrine. By this
I mean the creation of comprehensive stepwise strategy2 of reacting on
the most severe human rights violations. The strategy should contain the
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detailed methodology and toolbox for early warning, the characteristics
of criteria’s for the severe human rights violation definition, mechanisms
of coordination with the UN, Guidebook for the military units about the
applied international humanitarian and human rights law etc1.
PART III.
EU PARTICIPATION IN THE CREATION
AND ADMINISTRATION OF CRIMINAL
AND HUMAN RIGHTS TRIBUNALS’ AD HOC
EU Parliament in the Resolution from 22 May 2008 on Darfur Crisis
referred to the R2P norm and strongly condemned Sudan’s failure to
cooperate with the ICC2. This is the only mention of the International
Criminal Court in the EU documents on R2P. In the same time, the EU is
one of the strongest and consecutive supporters of the idea of international
criminal justice. All its member states are signatories of the Rome Statute
1998. International agreements of the EU consist provisions with the
obligation for partners to ratify Rome Statute (for instance the Cotonou
Agreement3 with African states, Association Agreements with Ukraine,
Georgia and Moldova4).
The International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty
(ICISS) in its report names the creation of ad hoc criminal tribunals
and participation of the ICC in prosecution and acquisition of persons
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responsible for international crimes among the legal measures in
realization of the R2P1.
In the regard of the mentioned above, it seems perspective for
the EU to develop actively the legal direction of the R2P. Such legal
direction can be traced on the example of EULEX (the EU mission
to Kosovo) which is the first EU mission that together with the aim of
protecting civilians directed on the establishment of the rule of law
through the corpus of professional judges that was sent from the EU.
In April 2014, the EU representatives declared that it plans to create the
ad hoc international tribunal in Kosovo focusing exclusively on crimes
allegedly committed by Kosovo’s ethnic Albanian rebels during their
war with Serbia in 1998-1999 in the nearest future2. This tribunal can
become an effective mechanism for the realization of the R2P principle
by the EU. Every new international court costs a lot for their creators.
The model of internationalized courts established itself as a thrifty and
effective form for the internationally controlled justice. International
control means fairness, transparency and adequacy of justice but not the
latent attempt to create an empire. Human Rights Chamber for Bosnia
and Hercegovina – is a good Balkan example of mixed tribunal with the
attraction of national and foreign judges3.
International criminal tribunal for Kosovo possibly will become
the first EUs’ pen test in realization of R2P in such form. As far as this
method of influence on post-crisis region do not demand the fast reaction
and it is not as controversial as other R2P measures, it seems possible for
the EU to use it more actively.
CONCLUSION
In this paper I tried to show that state sovereignty cannot be understood
as a indulgency for unhuman actions. R2P doctrine describes sovereignty
as an obligation but not the right. This perception is very human-oriented
and similar to the theories of the sociologists of international law. The
EU mentioned the R2P in several its documents. Moreover, it used the
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conception of civilian protection for the mandate for several its missions
abroad. In the same time, the R2P doctrine is not included in a proper way
to the defense and security strategy of the EU. The military intervention
as a most strong measure for the protection of civilians is possible for
the EU. Nevertheless, the question rises about the forces that the EU can
use for military missions. It seems impossible to create in nearest future
the permanent EU forces. One of the most perspective ways of the R2P
implementation of the R2P for the EU is the creation and participation in
the international and mixed criminal tribunals.
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