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3D. R2P. W2L This alphabet-and-number

within which MCC operates. Avoiding

soup of abbreviations names an interrelated set of new directions in international
peacebuilding theory and practice. The
Responsibility to Protect (R2P) and the Vill
to Intervene (W21) both emerged in Canada
as responses to genocides such as the killings in Rwanda and Burundi in 1994. Both
R2P and'W2I grow out of the conviction

these concepts is thus not an option; critical
reflection is demanded.

that the "international community," if it is
to be a reality, must develop policies and
procedures to ensure that such genocides
never happen again.3D, meanwhile, refers
to governmental attempts to coordinate, or
even to integrate, efforts in the realms of
development, diplomacy, and defense. The
Obama administration in the United States
has begun using the 3D language which had
already been adopted by many other socalled "developed" countries.
For Christian pacifists, all three approaches
as new versions, in updated
Ianguage, of older iust Luar concepts. Not
surprisingly, then, Mennonite Central Committee (MCC) workers in advocacy offices
in Ottawa and lfashington, D.C., and at
the United Nations in New York would

will appear

approach these new approaches with cau-

tion and skepticism. At the

Thanks to Alain Epp Weaver
for compiling this issue of the
P eac e Off ic e New slette r.

same

time,

however, these directions appear to be
on their way to becoming part of the standard discourse within \Testern governments
and the humanitarian industry, and among
practitioners working at the intersection of
development and peacebuilding. These concepts are thus becoming entrenched in the
language and practice of different publics

This issue of the Peace Office Neusletter offers such critical reflection. Doug
Hostetter of MCC's United Nations Office
presents an overview and critique of the
Responsibility to Protect doctrine at the
United Nations. Paul Heidebrecht of MCC's
Ottawa office describes the Will to Intervene
initiative while also raising critical questions.
Lisa Schirch, a leading theoretician and
proponent of Development, Diplomacy, and
Defense, is the director of the 3D Security
Initiative, and a professor at Eastern Mennonite University. She presents an overview
and discusses divergent understandings of
the 3D concept, and the promises and challenges facing its further development. Theo
Sitther of MCC's Vashington, D.C. office
looks at the attempts by the U.S. military
to integrate development specialists into
what it calls Provincial Reconstruction
Teams in Afghanistan. And Mary Stata,
also of MCC's V/ashington office, examines the adoption of 3D language by the
Obama administration, including its role
in the establishment and expansion of the
U.S. military's AFRICOM initiative. I hope
that these articles will spur further critical
engagement by Christian pacifists with these
new directions in international peacemaking.

Alain Epp-Weauer is the director of MCC's
ro gram D eu e I op m ent D ep artm ent an d
the author of States of Exile: Visions of

P

Diaspora,'Witness, and Return (Herald
Press,2008).

Should MGC be mobilizing the Will To lntervene?
by Paul G. Heidebrecht

llobilizine.'Will. Intervene. One would

lltr."p.., ti"t

M.rrnonite Central Com-

mittee (MCC) advocacy offices would use
words like these appreciatively-perhaps
even to describe their own work. One might
even expect many Mennonites to use words
like these to describe the manner in vzhich
MCC's relief, development, and peacemaking work is carried out. MCC is an institution shaped by the marshalling of grassroots
support, and the dedication of staff, service
workers, volunteers, and partners who come
together to roll up their sleeves and get their

hands dirty trying to improve the lives of
people around the wor1d. In recent months,
however, these words have come to have a
more precise meaning in certain contexts.
The

Willto lntervene

is concerned with the
prevention of mass
atrocities.

In what follows I will briefly describe what
is meant by the phrase "Vill to Intervene"
(\Y2I) in political discourse, and why MCC
should have reservations about efforts to
mobilize that will.
The first piece of background information to
note about W2I is that it is a research proj-

Although this is a Ganadian
initiative, it is directed to
policymakers in the United
States as well.

A basic lesson lrom the
experience of Rwanda and
Kosovo: to prevent atrocities,

nations need to be convinced

that intervention is in their
own self interest. Shocking

the consciousness ol Canadians (and Americans) is
not enough.
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ect-thus far it

is not a policy, doctrine, or
even a movement. Secondly, it is concerned
with the prevention of mass atrocities.
Originating in 2007, W21 ts a project of the

Montreal Institute for Genocide and Human
Rights Studies (MIGS) at Concordia University in Montreal, Quebec. W2I is co-directed
by Frank Chalk, the Director of MIGS and
a Professor of History at Concordia, and
Rom6o Dallaire, a Senior Fellow at MIGS
who is currently serving as a Senator in the
Government of Canada. Dallaire has had a
distinguished career in the Canadian military, but is perhaps best known for his role
as the commander of the United Nations
Assistance Mission for Rwanda in 1994.
The chird thing to note is that, although
this is a Canadian initiative, it is directed to
policymakers in the United States as well as
Canada. The project has a Research Steering
Committee and an Academic Consultation
Group that include a number of academics
from both counties, and, along with highprofile Canadian political figures ranging
from Ed Broadbent to Michael lgnatieff, it
also includes at least one high-profile American, Ted Koppel. Finally, it is important to'
note that 'W2I is an academic proiect that
strives to make an impact on the agenda of
Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs)
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and the media, as well as public policy
debates within government. The publication of its first report, Mobilizing the Will
to Interuene: Leadership and Action to
Prcuent Atrocities, in September,2009, was
accompanied by launch events in Ottawa
and \Tashington, D.C. Those events received
widespread media coverage in Canada. All
page references below are to this report.

If the

'W2I

basic objective of the
project
is to fjnd ways ro prevenr mass arrociries,
the underlying premise is that "the key to

mobilizing international supporr to prevent
mass atrocities is to garner domestic support" (viii). This premise is based upon the

Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine,
an earlier Canadian innovation that has
received considerable support at the United
Nations in the past decade. ln {act, W2I
seeks "to operationalize R2P principles
in Canada and the United States to parallel efforts being made in the international

realm" (viii).
The project's researchers began by examining the contrasting international responses
to mass atrocities in Rwanda and Kosovo,
conducting interviews with more than 80
foreign policy practitioners and "opinion
shapers" in Canada and the U.S.. They then
developed recommendations for the governments of both countries that were unique
to each context, but clustered in three
categories: enabling leadership, enhancing
coordination, and building capacity. The
researchers also developed a set of recommendations for civil society and the news
media in both countries under the rubric of
ensuring knowledge.

At bottom, these recommendations are
derived from a basic lesson from the experience of Rwanda and Kosovo: in order
to mobilize the will to prevent atrocities,
nations do not need to be convinced that
they have a moral obligation to intervene.
Rather, they need to be convinced that intervention is in their own self interest. Moral
arguments alone, even when coupled with
legal arguments, have not carried sufficient
weight to generate action. Vhat needs to
be emphasized, according to W21, is that
intervention should be framed as a concern
for our own health, prosperity, and security,
not altruism. As General Dallaire pur it in an
interview published in Foreign Policy maga-

-

zine in September,2O09: "Genocide and
mass atrocities not only shock the conscience
of Canadians, but in today's globalized village also indirectly threaten our national
security and interests." Shocking the consciousness of Canadians (and Americans) is

not enough.
Certainly this approach is strikingly utilitarian, and this in and of itself may be enough
to make Christians and humanitarians
question W2I, espectally those who already
doubt the motivations of those promoting
the Responsibility to Protect doctrine. Having said this, connections are drawn in both
directions by 'Vl2I researchers. For example,
they argue that poverty and climate change
need to be viewed as "drivers of deadly violence," not only that our own public health
and security systems bear a financial burden
from violence in faraway places (5-8).
Furthermore, in my view it is helpful to
redirect attention to the kind of effort
that would be required to make R2P truly
operational, since this effort in and of itself
does not depend upon armed intervention.
Indeed, V/21 is fundamentally concerned
with preventing mass atrocities. It is concerned with putting in place measures that

make genocide unlikely, rather than implementing reactive or corrective action after
the fact, recognizing that it is a lot easier
to prevent genocide than to stop it. To
be sure, ali of the questions raised at the
Ottawa launch of W2I {ocused on re-hashing
Rwanda and Kosovo, not to mention events
in Afghanistan, Burma, Cambodia, and
Sudan. Yet Dailaire and Chalk repeatedly
insisted that their desire was to move the
conversation "away from the crisis mode."
And while unapologetically appealing to just
war arguments, at one point Dallaire stated
quite forcefully that his desire was to "push
the use of force, which should always be a
last resort, even further out on the horizon
by focusing more attention on prevention."
This sounds like a good thing to Mennonite
Nonetheless, there is much about "'Will to
Intervene" rhat should leave an organization
committed to Christian nonviolence uneasy.
Crucially, the recommendations of this project that center on enhancing coordination
within the Canadian and U.S. governments
would have the effect of strengthening the
connections among defense, diplomacy, and
development efforts (3D) that are already
in piace. In Canada this is reflected in the
recommendation that an interdeparcmental Coordinating Office for the Prevention
of Mass Atrocities be created. As Member

of Parliament Bob Rae put it: "I think we
have to use the resources that we have more
effectively. Between CIDA [Canadian International Development Agency], Defence,
and Foreign Affairs, we need to look at
how we can more deeply integrate those
departments" (32). In the United States this
is reflected in the recommendation that the
President create aL Atrocities Prevention
Committee to coordinate interagency policy,
and the National Security Advisor create an
Interagency Policy Committee on Preventing
Mass Atrocities to coordinate policy across
the executive branch. In short, W2I presumes that 3D is a great idea.

It is a lot easier to prevent
genocide than to stop it.

There is much about "Will

to lnteruene" that should
leave an organization

committed to Christian
nonviolence uneasy.

The W2lprqect not only

Of course, arguing that a "whole-of-govern-

recommends enhanced

ment" approach to tackling global problems
as urgent and potentially catastrophic as

coordination, but the build-

genocide is uncontroversial, and welcomed
by groups across the political spectrum. So
too is encouraging governments to make
the prevention of mass atrocities a policy

ing of military capacity.

priority. However, the W2l project not only
recommends enhanced coordination, but
the building of military capacity. Indeed, the
most striking recommendation is that "the
Government of Canada continue enhancing
the Canadian Forces' capabilities by increasing force strength" (ix). The reporr argues
that Canada "must be better prepared to
confront the new security challenges of the
21st century," and thus "recommends that
the Canadian Forces be allocated sufficient
resources to recruit and retain more soldiers
to strengthen the military overall-and the
land forces in particular-so that Canada
can make greater contributions to international peace and security" (42). This recommendation comes at a time when military
spending in Canada is already at its highest
level since World lVar II, and is projected
to rise by an additional 50 percent over the
next two decades.
Thus it is not hard to see why "'Will to
Intervene" should cause concern for MCC,
especially in Canada. For all the talk of "soft
power," I/21 is pushing for more, nor less,
capacity in "hard power." And it is this push
that has attracted attention in media reports,
and has bolstered the project's credibility
among certain elements of the Canadian
electorate. For example, in an op-ed piece
published in the Toronto Globe and Mail
on September 21,,2009, former Conservative strategist Tom Flanagan argued that
"these people deserve our attention when
they talk about genocide. Although perhaps
tilting more liberal than conservative in their
outlook, they are not mushy-headed idealisrs
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with soft power. They know that
in a brutal world, it is often necessary to use
force." The take-home message for Flanagan
and many others appears to be that "peaceful measures, such as publicity, condemnation and boycotts, should be tried first, but
if all else fails, we must not shy from military intervention." It thus remains to be seen
'W2I
rcaIly does represent a shift in
whether
obsessed
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Security in 3D
by Lisa Schirch

llennonites have been on the forefront of
Illresisting war and militarism, of laying

development and diplomacy in support of
old-school notions of national security?

out alternative ways of handling conflict,
and helping found the field of peacebuilding.
.

A 3D approach to security brings these two
traditions-resistance and designing alternatives-together.

For 3D
"3D Security lnitiative."
www.3dsecurity.org. Website of the
organization of which Lisa Schirch

International Commission on Intervention and State
Sovereignty. The Responsibility to Protect. Ottawa'
The International Development Research Centre,
2007.

Paul Heidebrecht is the Director of Mennonite Central Committee's Ottauta Office.
He holds a doctoral degree in theology from
Marquette Uniuersity.

Dickinson, Elizabeth. "Interview: Lt. Gen. Rom6o
Dallaire.

Flanagan, Tom. "Intervening abroad: Do we have
the means to match our will?" Globe and Mail,
September 22,2009.

"3D"

stands for Development, Diplomacy,
and Defense. But a "3D" approach to
security means different things to different
people. To some, it signals three separate
approaches that each accomplish unique
goals. In this case, sustainable Deuelopntent
is the foundation of security, of alleviating

poverty, of supporting functioning citizenfocused state institutions and a robust civil
society. Multi-track Diplomacy addresses
deep-rooted conflict through high-level negotiations and civil-society-led peacebuilding
to prevent or end wars. Defense, ideally, is a
last resort when development and diplomatic
efforts fail to prevent crime and violence. It
should focus on population-centric policing
and peacekeeping that protects the safety of
civilians and maintains law and order.

To others, 3D means integrating all three
into a unified objective such as counterterrorism, with military force in the lead and development and diplomacy subordinate to and
supporting these hard security objectives.

In other words, the concept of 3D itself

is

contested. Is this a whole new era of foreign
policy that relies less on coercion and does
more to address the root causes of global
insecurity? Or is 3D the militarization of
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A 3D security framework creates opportunities such as more protection of civilians,
fewer wars and deaths, increased funding
for development and diplomacy, decreased
reliance on the military, and decreased conflict between development, diplomacy, and
defense personnel in crisis situations. The
3D approach also brings dangers and challenges such as increased politicizarion and
militarization of development and diplomacy programs, and therefore increased
danger to nongovernmental groups carrying
out development and peacebuilding activities
on the ground.
0pportunities for the Ghanging Face of Seeuri$

3D is related to a variety of other new ways
of talking about security. Joseph Nye's book
Soft Pouter describes the over-reliance on
U.S. military or "hard power" coercion
internationally, and the underutilization and
investment in "soft power" ways of influencing and persuading international allies
and adversaries through development and
diplomacy. As the failure of United States
policy in Iraq became widely acknowledged,
'Washington's Center for Strategic and International Studies then came out with a commissioned report on "Smart Power." The
Smart Power Commission described the need
for the U.S. to invest more in development
and diplomacy rather than continually overemphasizing "hard power" responses. General David Petraeus meanwhile announced
that there was no military solution in lraq,

