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1 INTRODUCTION

According to the UN Secretary-General, the world is currently facing the highest
number of violent conflicts since the Second World War.! The crises in Ukraine,
Israel, and the Occupied Palestinian Territory (OPT), together with ongoing
conflicts across Africa and the Middle East, reveal a highly unstable international
landscape marked by a growing number of situations that involve, inter alia, the
commission of international core crimes.? The Statute of the International
Criminal Court underlines that international core crimes, including genocide, war
crimes, and crimes against humanity, constitute the most serious and heinous
forms of violations of human rights. These atrocities threaten the peace, security
and well-being of the world.® Therefore, when States fail in their duty to protect
their own citizens, the international community is expected to act fast and
decisively.

Two decades after the endorsement of the Responsibility to Protect (R2P)
by the United Nations and its Member States, the promise of halting and
preventing atrocity crimes remains unfulfilled. While both recent and longstanding
debates have largely focused on the legal issues linked with the R2P reactive
realm,* it is equally important to focus on the legal and practical implications of
its preventive engagement—arguably the single most important element of the
Responsibility to Protect.° Among the regional organisations committed to
addressing mass atrocity crimes worldwide, the European Union (EU) possesses
the greatest potential to fully operationalise the Responsibility to Protect,
particularly through conflict prevention.® In this regard, the Common Foreign and
Security Policy (CFSP) has a wide array of tools at its disposal to prevent core
international crimes in third States.

Against this backdrop, the aim of this contribution is twofold. First, it
intends to assess the EU’s implementation of the R2P preventive dimension
through its CFSP atrocity-prevention tools. This includes a critical assessment of
their main strengths and weaknesses, along with recommendations to address

! Report of the Secretary-General, ‘Strengthening of the coordination of emergency humanitarian
assistance of the United Nations’ (2023) UN Doc A/78/73-E/2023/61.

2 See Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, ‘Populations at Risk’ (GlobalR2P, 15 July
2025) <https://www.globalr2p.org/publications/populations-at-risk-july-2025/>.

3 See the preamble of the Rome Statute. Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court (adopted
17 July 1998, entered into force 1 July 2002) 2187 UNTS 3.

4 Carlo Focarelli, ‘The Responsibility to Protect Doctrine and Humanitarian Intervention: Too
Many Ambiguities for a Working Doctrine’ (2008) 13(2) Journal of Conflict & Security Law 191;
Hannah Yiu, ‘Jus Cogens, the Veto and the Responsibility to Protect: A New Perspective’ (2009)
7 New Zealand Yearbook of International Law 207; Hitoshi Nasu, ‘The UN Security Council’s
Responsibility and the “Responsibility to Protect”” (2011) 15 Max Planck Yearbook of United
Nations Law 377; Anne Peters, ‘The Security Council’s Responsibility to Protect’ (2011) 8
International Organizations Law Review 15; Patrick M Butchard, The responsibility to protect and
the failures of the United nations Security Council (Hart 2020).

5 Alex J Bellamy and Edward C Luck, The Responsibility to Protect: From Promise to Practice
(Polity Press 2018) 140.

6 Gareth Evans, The Responsibility to Protect: Ending Mass Atrocity Crimes Once and For All
(Brookings Institute Press 2008) 183-184.
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existing gaps. Second, this study critically examines the existence of due diligence
obligations aimed at preventing serious jus cogens violations, by clarifying
whether they apply to the EU and what role the EU plays in shaping their content
and fostering their effectiveness. Following an evaluation of the EU’s current
practice in this field, the study will examine whether these obligations of conduct
translate into concrete and proactive measures.

2 THE AFFIRMATION OF THE RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT
WITHIN THE EU FRAMEWORK

The international community’s failure to tackle international core crimes,’
together with the debate over NATO’s intervention in Kosovo,® prompted States
to develop a new framework for preventing and halting mass atrocities: the
Responsibility to Protect. The International Commission on Intervention and State
Sovereignty (ICISS) first introduced R2P in 2001.° Four years later, in occasion
of the World Summit, the United Nations and its Member States committed to
upholding this doctrine.X® Crucially, while emphasising the States’ primary
responsibility to protect their populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic
cleansing and crimes against humanity, they agreed on the international
community’s subsidiary role in taking collective action when States manifestly fail
to protect their populations from the commission of the above-mentioned crimes.!

As the 2009 UN Secretary-General’s Report underlines, the Responsibility
to Protect, which scholars have examined in-depth over the past two decades,*
relies on three interconnected pillars: the responsibility of each State to protect its
populations (Pillar 1); the responsibility of the international community to assist
States in protecting their populations (Pillar Il); and the responsibility of the
international community to protect when a State is manifestly failing to protect its
populations (Pillar 111).2* This Three-Pillar approach underscores the equal
importance of each pillar, which together sustain the whole “edifice” of the
Responsibility to Protect.!* Since its adoption, the UN Security Council has

" Report of the Secretary General, ‘We the Peoples: The Role of the United Nations in the Twenty-
First Century’ (2000) UN Doc A/54/2000, para 217.

8 Defined as ‘illegal but legitimate’. Independent International Commission on Kosovo, The
Kosovo Report: Conflict, International Response, Lessons Learned (OUP 2000) 4.

9 ICISS, The Responsibility to Protect (14 August 2002) UN Doc A/57/303, Annex.

10 UNGA, ‘World Summit Outcome’ (24 October 2005) UN Doc A/RES/60/1, paras 138-139.

1 ibid.

12 See, inter alia, Carsten Stahn, ‘Responsibility to Protect: Political Rhetoric or Emerging Legal
Norm?’ (2007) 101 AJIL 99; James Pattison, Humanitarian intervention and the responsibility to
protect: who should intervene? (OUP 2010); Alex J Bellamy, Sara E Davies and Luke Glanville
(eds), The responsibility to protect and international law (Nijhoff 2011); Anne Orford,
International Authority and the Responsibility to Protect (CUP 2011); Jared Genser and Irwin
Cotler, The responsibility to protect : the promise of stopping mass atrocities in our time (OUP
2012); Peter Hilpold (ed), Responsibility to Protect (R2P): A New Paradigm of International Law?
(Nijhoff 2014); Susan Breau, The Responsibility to Protect in International Law: An Emerging
Paradigm Shift (Routledge 2016).

13 UNGA, ‘Implementing the Responsibility to Protect: Report of the Secretary-General® (12
January 2009) UN Doc A/63/677.

14 ibid 9-10, para 12.
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invoked the Responsibility to Protect in more than 95 resolutions.*® The current
geopolitical scenario further underscores the relevance of this topic, which
requires States and international organisations to play a crucial role in ensuring its
effective implementation.

The European Union has been a staunch supporter of the Responsibility to
Protect since its inception. Even before the UN’s endorsement of the
Responsibility to Protect, the EU actively promoted efforts in tackling
international core crimes.'® In fact, the 2001 Presidency Conclusions of the
Gothenburg European Council and 2003 European Security Strategy emphasised
the importance of conflict prevention and crisis management tasks—aspects which
are at the heart of the Responsibility to Protect.*” Following the World Summit
Outcome, the EU continued to advocate R2P in subsequent UN debates. For
instance, during the 2009 discussions following the Implementing the
Responsibility to Protect Report, Sweden’s representative, speaking on behalf of
the European Union, reiterated the EU’s full support and need to ensure an
effective implementation of the Responsibility to Protect.'® As usually happens,
several non-EU members States also joined the EU’s position.?® Internally, the
Council of the European Union, the European Parliament, and the European
Commission supported the Responsibility to Protect through two key joint
declarations: the 2006 European Consensus on Development and the 2008
European Consensus on Humanitarian Aid.?° These documents underscored the
three main EU institutions’ commitment to advancing the Responsibility to Protect
under the outcomes of the World Summit,?* with a concrete focus on conflict
prevention.?? Over the past decade, the European Union has strengthened its
support to R2P. The 2016 EU Global Strategy underlines the EU’s continued

15 Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, ‘What is R2P?’ <https://www.globalr2p.org/>.
16 David Carment, Sean Winchester and Joe Landry, ‘The Role of Regional Organizations’ in Alex
Bellamy and Tim Dunne (eds), The Oxford Handbook of the Responsibility to Protect (OUP 2016)
335, 344.

7 Presidency Conclusions, Gothenburg European Council, 15 and 16 June 2001, SN 200/1/01 REV
1, paras 47-54. Council of the European Union, ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World - European
Security Strategy’ (Consilium Europa, 12 December 2003) <https://www.consilium.europa.eu/
media/30823/gc7809568enc.pdf>.

18 UNGA (63rd Session) 97th Plenary Meeting (23 July 2009) UN Doc A/63/PV.97, 3-6.

19 Concerning Armenia, see UNGA (63rd Session) 100th Plenary Meeting (28 July 2009) UN Doc
A/63/PV.100, 14; Concerning Bosnia and Herzegovina, see UNGA (63rd Session) 97th Plenary
Meeting (23 July 2009) UN Doc A/63/PV.97, 15-16; Concerning Georgia, see UNGA (63rd
Session) 101th Plenary Meeting (28 July 2009) UN Doc A/63/PV.101, 7; Concerning the Republic
of Moldova, see UNGA (63rd Session) 97th Plenary Meeting (23 July 2009) UN Doc A/63/PV.97,
5; Concerning Turkey, see UNGA (63rd Session) 99th Plenary Meeting (24 July 2009) UN Doc
A/63/PV.99, 21.

20 Joint statement by the Council and the representatives of the governments of the member States
meeting within the Council, the European Parliament and the Commission on European Union
Development Policy: ‘The European Consensus’ (24 February 2006) OJ C 46, 1-19, para 37. Joint
Statement by the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the Member States
meeting within the Council, the European Parliament and the European Commission (30 January
2008) OJ C 25, 1-12, para 17.

2L Geert de Baere, ‘The EU and the Responsibility to Protect’ in Bart Van Vooren, Steven
Blockmans and Jan Wouters (eds), The EU’s Role in Global Governance (OUP 2013) 95, 102.

22 The European Consensus (n 20) para 37; de Baere (n 21) 102.
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engagement in advancing R2P alongside international humanitarian law,
international human rights law, and international criminal law.?® The 2017
Strategic Approach to Resilience in the EU’s External Action and the New
European Consensus on Development (NECD)?* highlight the importance of
prevention, fostering the EU’s role in promoting early detection and prevention of
atrocities.”® On the same path, the European Commission’s 2021-2027 multi-
annual indicative programme on Peace, Stability and Conflict Prevention further
consolidates the EU’s role in advancing the R2P preventive pillar.?®

The European Union has also reaffirmed its support to the Responsibility
to Protect in international fora, particularly through statements delivered before
the UN General Assembly.?” Since the 2005 World Summit Outcome, the EU has
consistently promoted R2P as a core element of its foreign and security policy.?®
The statement delivered in June 2025 by the Deputy Head of the EU Delegation
to the UN during the 79" Session of the General Assembly further confirms this
view. In that occasion, she stressed:

R2P continues to be a key principle for our national and international efforts
to prevent atrocities, and has helped to protect people across the world from
unconscionable suffering. [...] When prevention fails, we need to make
every effort to ensure that the perpetrators of atrocity crimes are held
accountable. In this context, the EU reaffirms its unwavering support for the
international criminal justice system, particularly to the International
Criminal Court.?®

B EEAS, ‘Shared Vision, Common Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the European
Union’s Foreign and Security Policy’ (EEAS, June 2016) <https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/
default/files/eugs_review_web_0.pdf>.

24 European Commission, Joint Communication to the European Parliament and the Council, ‘A
Strategic Approach to Resilience in the EU’s External Action’ (7 June 2017) JOIN(2017) 21 final.
European Commission: Directorate-General for International Cooperation and Development, The
new European consensus on development - ‘our world, our dignity, our future’, Publications
Office, 2017, para 66.

% ihid.

% European Commission, Multiannual Indicative Programme 2021-2027, ‘Thematic Programme
on Peace, Stability and Conflict Prevention’ 14 <https://international-partnerships.ec.europa.eu/
system/files/2022-01/mip-2021-c2021-8985-peace-stability-conflict-prevention-annex_en.pdf>.
27 For further information, see Carmela Pérez-Bernardez, ‘Respuestas del sistema diplomatico ante
el Servicio Europeo de Accion Exterior (SEAE): el caso de la Union Europea en la Asamblea
General de las Naciones Unidas’ (2011) 44 Cuadernos Europeos de Deusto 111.

2 UNGA (73rd Session) 93rd Plenary Meeting (27 June 2019) UN Doc A/73/PV.93, 4; UNGA
(75th Session) 64th Plenary Meeting (17 May 2021) UN Doc A/75/PV.64, 7; UNGA (77th
Session) 83rd Plenary Meeting (26 June 2023) UN Doc A/77/PV .83, 4.

29 EU statement on behalf of the European Union and its Member States, ‘Responsibility to Protect
and the Prevention of genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity’ (EEAS,
25 June 2025) <https://www.eeas.europa.eu/delegations/un-new-york/eu-statement-un-general-
assembly-responsibility-protect-and-prevention-genocide-war-crimes-ethnic-0_en>.
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Accordingly, the abovementioned EU political statements and strategy
documents, often seen as indicators of “norm acceptance”,*® consolidate the
Union’s commitment to the Responsibility to Protect,®* placing particular
emphasis on the implementation of its preventive dimension.

3 IMPLEMENTING THE RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT UNDER
THE COMMON FOREIGN AND SECURITY POLICY: AFOCUSONITS
PREVENTIVE ENGAGEMENT

The UN Secretary-General’s report on the Responsibility to Protect consistently
underlines the crucial role of regional organisations in ensuring its effective
implementation.®> Among these, the European Union stands out as the regional
organisation that holds the greatest potential to fully operationalise the
Responsibility to Protect, particularly through conflict prevention.®®* While the
implementation of R2P starts internally, the EU—unlike other organisations®—
places greater emphasis on its external policies.® This focus reflects the fact that,
although increasingly under pressure, Member States are required to adhere
strictly to the Union’s core values—democracy, the rule of law, and respect for
human rights—as a fundamental condition of membership. Moreover, the Union’s
internal stability reinforces its credibility as an external actor.3®

With the entry into force of the Lisbon Treaty, the promotion of the
Union’s values in its external relations—including respect for human rights and
international law—acquired treaty foundation, as envisaged in Articles 3(5) and
21 of the Treaty on European Union (TEU). Therefore, since R2P rests on the
promotion and protection of fundamental rights and values, the EU’s external
action provides an appropriate framework for advancing its implementation in
third countries that are unable or unwilling to halt and prevent the commission of
gross human rights violations.

Among the tools at the EU’s disposal, the Common Foreign and Security
Policy constitutes a central pillar of the EU’s efforts to implement the
Responsibility to Protect. It enables the EU to adopt both preventive and coercive

30 Chiara de Franco, Christoph Meyer and Karen E Smith, ‘Europe and the European Union’ in
Alex Bellamy, Tim Dunne (eds), The Oxford Handbook of the Responsibility to Protect (OUP
2016) 395.

3L ¢f Stefan Kadelbach, ‘The European Union’s Responsibility to Protect’ in Peter Hilpold (ed),
The Responsibility to Protect (R2P). A New Paradigm of International Law? (Brill | Nijhoff 2015)
237.

32 UNSC, Report of the Secretary-General, ‘The role of regional and subregional arrangements in
implementing the responsibility to protect’ (28 June 2011) UN Doc A/65/877-S/2011/393.

33 Gareth Evans, The Responsibility to Protect: Ending Mass Atrocity Crimes Once and For All
(Brookings Institute Press 2008) 183-184.

34 Such as the African Union. Constitutive Act of the African Union (adopted 11 July 2000, entered
into force 26 May 2001), art. 4(h).

3 De Franco, Meyer and Smith (n 30) 396.

3% Scholars argue that the EU’s internal stability is arguably at stake due to its reluctance to
implement the procedure enshrined in art. 7 TEU, which applies when there is “[...] the existence
of a serious and persistent breach by a Member State of the values referred to in Article 2”. cf Elin
Hellquist, ‘Ostracism and the EU’s contradictory approach to sanctions at home and abroad’ (2018)
25(4) Contemporary Politics 393.
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measures within a comprehensive approach to crisis management, covering all
phases from early engagement to post-conflict stabilisation. When it comes to
CFSP, it is worth recalling that, even though with the Lisbon Treaty the CFSP
became “part and parcel of the EU legal order” it still retains a strong
intergovernmental character. Decisions in this area generally require unanimity,®
and remain primarily in the hands of the European Council and the Council, the
two main institutions shaping this sector. Acting in accordance with the principles
and objectives enshrined in the treaties, CFSP measures can significantly
contribute to the operationalisation of the Responsibility to Protect, mainly
through the use of soft law instruments. These tools, typically employed in this
domain, have gained growing importance under both international and EU law,*
and can influence various aspects of the CFSP, including—directly or indirectly—
issues related to R2P.

As the ICISS pointed out, the Responsibility to Protect comprises three
main elements: the Responsibility to Prevent; the Responsibility to React, and the
Responsibility to Rebuild.*® Among these, the preventive dimension deserves
particular attention, as it represents the most important component of R2P.*! In the
same vein, as discussed above, the European Union places primary emphasis on
preventive engagement. Following the “narrow but deep” approach,* it employs
a broad range of tools to advance R2P effectively, particularly within the CFSP
framework.

Given the importance that the EU places on conflict prevention, it has
progressively developed a set of tools to pursue this objective in its external
relations. Amongst these, the EU Conflict Early Warning System (EWS) is worthy
of note. Fully operational since 2014, it serves as a *[...] robust, evidence-based
risk management tool that identifies, assesses and helps prioritize situations at
risks of violent conflict for non-EU countries”.** Although the EWS is not a

37 Opinion of Advocate General Wahl (7 April 2016) in Case C-455/14 P, ECLI:EU:C:2016:212,
para 46.

3 Treaty on European Union (29 July 1992) OJ C 191, 1-112 (hereinafter TEU), art. 24 TEU.

39 For further information see, inter alia, Ivan Smyth, ‘The Use of Soft Law Instruments in the
European Union’s External Relations. A Delicate Balance between Pragmatisim, Transparency
and Democratic Oversight’ in Stephan Marquardt and Steven Blockmans (eds), The European
Union’s Contribution to International Peace and Security. Liber Amicorum in honour of Gert-Jan
van Hegelsom (Brill | Nijhoff 2023) 68.

401CISS (n 9) Annex, XI.

41 Bellamy and Luck (n 5) 140.

42 According to this criterion, the material scope of the Responsibility to Protect is limited to the
crimes of genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity, and ethnic cleansing. At the same time,
it envisions a broad range of tools that States and International Organizations can employ to prevent
and halt such mass atrocity crimes. See Jennifer Welsh, ‘The “Narrow but Deep Approach” to
Implementing the Responsibility to Protect: Reassessing the Focus on International Crimes’ in
Sheri P Rosenberg, Tibi Galis and Alex Zucker (eds), Reconstructing Atrocity Prevention (CUP
2015) 81.

43 Sofia Palli, Early Warning Systems as a Conflict Prevention Tool: Recommendations for the
Arab Region (23 May 2017) E/ESCWA/ECRI/2017/WP.3, 20.

4 European Commission, Joint Staff Working Document, ‘Conflict Early Warning System:
Obijectives, Process and Guidance for Implementation - 2020° (10 March 2021) SWD(2021) 59
final, 3.
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predictive tool, it takes into account structural factors and indicators,*® which often
correlate with potential conflict scenarios. In this way, the EU Conflict EWS can
serve as an effective tool for identifying and mitigating conflict risks.*®

The Early Warning System comprises various steps. After an initial phase
of risk scanning, the first component, Prioritisation, identifies early warning
priorities to guide resource allocation and political engagement. The second,
Shared assessment, brings together geographic and thematic experts to conduct a
joint assessment and define preventive or peacebuilding options. The final
component, Monitoring, evaluates the actions taken and their impact on reducing
conflict risks in priority countries. Over time, the EU has refined the system to
strengthen the link between early warning and early action.*” A recent addition,
Follow-up, allows experts to visit the country concerned, review findings, update
risk assessments, and assess how effectively preventive measures have been
implemented.*®

However, one should note that the EWS analytical assessment does not
automatically translate into preventive action. Rather, it provides policy
recommendations whose implementation ultimately depends on political
endorsement by the Council of the European Union through the adoption of CFSP
acts. This institutional “translation gap” between risk identification and political
decision-making stands as a major constraint of the EU Conflict EWS and
inevitably raises questions about its practical effectiveness. As a matter of fact,
measures such as preventive deployment, coercive instruments, or accelerated
funding remain contingent upon political consensus among EU member States.

Despite the efforts in bridging the gap between early warning and early
action, the EU continues to privilege reactive over structural preventive
engagement.*® For instance, when it comes to funding, it is worth highlighting that
most of the funding labelled as preventive does not go into actual prevention, but
into managing acute crises. This approach is at stake with the logic of structural
long-term preventive engagement, which requires sustained investment in

4 Such as the Global Conflict Risk Index. For further information, see European Commission,
‘Global Conflict Risk Index’, (Disaster Risk Management Knowledge Centre, 2026)
<https://drmkc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/initiatives-services/global-conflict-risk-index#documents/1435/
list>. See also European Commission: Joint Research Centre, Guy Schvitz, Christina Corbane,
Marie Sophie Van Damme, loannis Galariotis et al, The Global Conflict Risk Index 2022 - Revised
data and methods (2022) Publications Office of the European Union.

46 Edward Newman and Cristina G Stefan, ‘Normative Power Europe? The EU’s Embrace of the
Responsibility to Protect in a Transitional International Order’ (2020) 58(2) JCMS 472, 479.

47 See, inter alia, European Commission, Joint Staff Working Document, ‘Conflict Early Warning
System: Objectives, Process and Guidance for Implementation’ (14 January 2016) SWD(2016) 3
final; European Commission, Joint Staff Working Document, ‘Conflict Early Warning System:
Objectives, Process and Guidance for Implementation - 2017° (27 July 2017) SWD(2017) 282
final; European Commission, Joint Staff Working Document, ‘Conflict Early Warning System:
Obijectives, Process and Guidance for Implementation - 2020° (10 March 2021) SWD(2021) 59
final.

48 Conflict Early Warning System 2020, 2, 5-6.

49 Sarah Bressan, ‘The Power and limits of data for peace. Improving the EU conflict early warning
system for more effective prevention’ (EUISS, January 2024) 6 <https://www.iss.europa.eu/
publications/briefs/power-and-limits-data-peace>.

196


https://drmkc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/initiatives-services/global-conflict-risk-index#documents/1435/list
https://drmkc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/initiatives-services/global-conflict-risk-index#documents/1435/list
https://www.iss.europa.eu/publications/briefs/power-and-limits-data-peace
https://www.iss.europa.eu/publications/briefs/power-and-limits-data-peace

Implementing the Responsibility to Prevent

addressing underlying vulnerabilities before they escalate into open conflict.*
Empirical evidence confirms this trend, according to which the EU’s engagement
has often followed events rather than anticipating them, revealing a pattern of ex
post response rather than forward-looking prevention at meaningful scale. For
example, the EU undertook no substantial preventive engagement in Mali before
the 2012 crisis, nor in Burkina Faso prior to 2015, with investments increasing
only from 2016 onwards in the latter case.>*

From a practical perspective, the war in Ukraine illustrates the structural
limits of early warning mechanisms when they are not matched by credible rapid-
response capacity. This limitation becomes particularly evident when considering
the atrocities committed in Bucha in March 2022, where the UN documented
widespread civilian killings, summary executions, torture, and sexual violence
committed by Russian armed forces against Ukrainian civilians and prisoners of
war.>2 On different occasions, the United Nations Independent International
Commission of Inquiry on Ukraine concluded that there were reasonable grounds
to believe that war crimes were committed in Bucha by members of the Russian
armed forces.>® These events have become emblematic of the broader pattern of
core international crimes perpetrated during the conflict. Although significant
risks of escalation were already evident prior to February 2022—including
unresolved territorial disputes following the 2014 annexation of Crimea,
disinformation campaigns, and structural democratic vulnerabilities in the wider
region>*—the Union failed to translate this risk awareness into timely protective
measures capable of preventing atrocities on the ground. The situation in Bucha
therefore exemplifies a broader structural imbalance within the EU’s preventive
architecture. While the Union has significantly enhanced its capacity to detect and
assess atrocity risks, it remains politically and institutionally constrained in
converting early warning into rapid and genuinely proactive action.

As part of the EWS,* the European External Action Service adopted the
Atrocity Prevention Toolkit in 2018.% Originally titled, “EU Responsibility to

50 Philipp Rotmann, Melissa Li and Sofie Lilli Stoffel, ‘Follow the money: Investing in crisis

prevention — What the spending patterns of Germany, the United States, the United Kingdom, and

the European Union reveal about strategies and priorities’ (Global Public Policy Institute, October

2021) <https://reliefweb.int/attachments/a26efe4a-1562-3549-a610-41bc810bb608/GPPi_2020

crisis-prevention-spending_final.pdf>.

51 ihid.

52 For further information, see Neil Renic ‘The Cost of Atrocity: Strategic Implications of Russian

Battlefield Misconduct in Ukraine’ (2024) 38(1) Ethics & International Affairs 6, 10.

% UNGA, ‘Report of the Independent International Commission of Inquiry on Ukraine’ (18

October 2022) UN Doc A/77/533, para 109; HRC, ‘Report of the Independent International

Commission of Inquiry on Ukraine’ (25 September 2023) UN Doc A/HRC/52/62, para 109.

% See, inter alia, European Parliamentary Research Service, ‘Mapping threats to peace and

democracy Worldwide. Normandy Index 2021’ (European Parliament, July 2021) 50

<https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/STUD/2021/690670/EPRS_STU(2021)690670
EN.pdf>.

55 Julia Schmidt, ‘The European Union and the Responsibility to Protect’ (2019) 24(3) European

Foreign Affairs Review 309, 322.

% EEAS, ‘EU Responsibility to Protect - Atrocity Prevention Toolkit” (EEAS, September 2018)

<https://www.eeas.europa.eu/sites/default/files/eu_r2p_atrocity prevention_toolkit.pdf>.
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Protect - Atrocity Prevention Toolkit”, it represents the EU’s most comprehensive
policy document®” in advancing “the global commitment of the Responsibility to
Protect”,®® with a specific focus on preventive engagement.®® The Toolkit
incorporates structural risk indicators and warning signs that alert to the potential
commission of international core crimes. It assists EU practitioners, including EU
Delegations—which play a key role in identifying early warning signs and
formulating policy responses to prevent atrocity crimes®®—by providing them
with practical, hands-on guidance for identifying and addressing such risks.5!
Despite certain shortcomings,®? the Toolkit remains a key instrument that enables
the EU to halt and prevent atrocity crimes. Building on the EWS, it represents an
additional step toward narrowing the gap between early warning and early action,
thereby demonstrating the EU’s commitment to strengthening the implementation
of the Responsibility to Protect.