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Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) are increasing the influence they are able to play
on global politics. As far as they represent political values, interests, and demands that cut across
the borders of the states. Furthermore, they participate in many trans-national and world-level
actions and programs, and are recognized also by policy-makers as actors of the world political
system, the reserved domain of the states. For this reason, it is quite safe to say that they have an
impact on the transformation of the structure and processes of world politics. At the same time, it is
safe not concealing that the NGOs effective actorness continues to depend on the access given to
them by state governments and international organizations (IOs) to international institutions and
common decision-making processes and actions.
This chapter analyses the participation of NGOs in humanitarian intervention and peace
operations. Knowledge about this area of action is of great importance to understand both the
international role(s) of the NGOs and the transformation of the nature, composition, and actions of
multilateral peace missions. In section one, NGOs are examined as actors whose international role
has been institutionalized by the United Nations (UN), namely by means of the well-known
consultative status procedure. In section two, the NGOs increasing participation in the management
of civil conflicts is highlighted as the factor enhancing their role in the affirmation of the principle
of humanitarian intervention. NGOs specific roles in multilateral security are also defined and
explored in this section. NGOs are recognized as actors exercising the knowledge-provider, peacefacilitator, and voice-articulator role. In section three, NGOs effective actorness and roles are
empirically tested by analysing their participation in the UNPREDEP mission in the Former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM).
The NGOs recognition by the United Nations
Galtung (1987), one of the earliest and leading analysts of contemporary social movements,
describes the “power” of NGOs in negative and positive terms. In the former, NGOs power is not
economic, not military and non-violent. In the latter, NGOs power is primarily cultural (ability to
engage public opinion), political (autonomy in program management; contacts with national and
international centres of power); moral (adherence to values, and the principles of international law);
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and ideational (forwarding original and captivating projects and campaigns). Thanks to this power
base, NGOs are a distinguished class of civil society organizations. At the same time, thanks to the
resources they are able to mobilize, NGOs are perceived as a threat to the state. For this reason,
governments may prefer to ignore them, and even obstruct their activities. However, the rise of civil
society organizations does not mean that the state is either in decline or at risk. According to
Cakmak (2008), the case is quite the opposite. Civil society has opportunities to flourish in
conditions of strong, stable and effective government. In addition, NGOs play significant roles
unaccomplished by the state and international actors like intergovernmental organizations. For this
reason, dialogue with NGOs has been institutionalized by the United Nations. They gave to the
Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) the task of creating and administering a special procedure
of accreditation and provision of consultative status to NGOs. Thanks to this procedure, accredited
NGOs have been allowed to take part in UN conferences and a wide range of dialogue practices
with the other UN bodies, the Security Council included.
The formal mechanism for accreditation was a deliberate choice of the American
administration led by President Roosevelt at the San Francisco conference in 1945. Civil society
organizations were invited to attend the conference. More than 1200 representatives of
organizations of various nationalities were present in San Francisco. They received authorization to
articulate their own ideas about the Charter. The accreditation clause, defined in the Charter, was a
sort of compromise that gave to NGOs great opportunities, but was very rigid in the definition of
actors and procedures. Article 71 delegated to ECOSOC the task of providing “sustainable
arrangements for consultation with NGOs”. Participation of civil society was restricted to advisory
function, and limited to organizations in possession of definite requirements. ECOSOC began to
implement the provisions of the Statute by issuing the two resolutions (288B/1950 and 1968/1296)
that created the mechanism of accreditation and recognition. Once registered, non-governmental
organizations are given the right to be consulted. The high number of organizations which
immediately decided to apply to consultative status forced ECOSOC to work on an immense
amount of demands and pressures. Consequently, it came to the decision of creating appropriate
means for maintaining disciplined ties with non-governmental organizations. The multifaceted
structure created by ECOSOC is presently the filter between the UN and NGOs. A section of the
Council collects and scrutinizes all requests for accreditation. The Department of Public
Information (DPI) is responsible for maintaining relations with all the NGOs, not only the
accredited ones. Accredited NGOs are divided into three distinct categories: General, organizations
working in areas generically related to the ECOSOC competence (e.g. the World Federation of
United Nations Associations); Special, organizations active in very specific areas (e.g. Amnesty
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International, Caritas Internationalis); and Roster, all the remaining organizations that are
occasionally consulted. Inclusion in a category indicates the scope of the organization, and
corresponds to different consultation status.
Achieving consultative status is the first step to give to non-governmental organizations the
possibility to open a series of informal practices and behaviours that enable them to strengthen their
presence in the UN system, and gradually build a dialogue with other important bodies.
Consultative status gives to NGOs the opportunity to be part of special working groups, and
promote a series of parallel activities, including written and oral statements to ECOSOC hearings,
and seminars. Given their limited powers, however, the NGOs action has been developing through
an informal process described as "learning to learn”. Actually, NGOs learn how to persuade policymakers to adjust and change their projects. It appears to be a very slow methodology, but destined
to produce effective results in the long term. The first important learning step is to seek for
supporters within the UN system. In the earliest years of the Cold War, NGOs preferred a bottomup approach, and started by searching for partners acting at their own level. Over time, the creation
of alliances among NGOs has been changed into a permanent practice. Alliances are created for
working on specific and general issues, and pursuing permanent and temporary objectives
(Gordenker and Weiss, 1995). The main function of networks is to harmonize common needs and
resources in order to strengthen the NGOs position in presenting issues to the competent bodies.
The alliance practice is mostly used at the General Conferences promoted by the United Nations,
mainly by its specialized agencies. Resolution 1996/31 provides specific rules for the participation
of accredited NGOs to conferences on issues related to human promotion (Hartwick, 2003).
Admission to a conference grants NGOs many privileges, including the possibility to participate in
preparatory meetings, and submit requests and written documents. In addition, NGOs use to set up a
parallel forum, at the same time and place of the conference, that frequently produces results
diametrically opposed to the official ones. During the forum, normally the organizations produce
two types of documents, a declaration and an operational program, that are presented to the official
conference, and approved by the General Assembly. The document follow-up is in the
responsibility of ECOSOC, and NGOs – individually and in networks – monitor and exert pressure
on this body.
Over the years, NGOs have enlarged their areas of participation, and number of
interlocutors. This change required a gradual approach to other UN bodies, especially those dealing
with high politics. In November 1993, a representative of the NGO Planning Committee took the
floor, for the first time, at the meeting of the Second Committee of the General Assembly for the
preparation of the International Conference on Population and Development, that took place in
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Egypt a year later. Subsequently, NGOs participation to the General Assembly Commissions
became a common and extremely useful practice. Dialogue with the Security Council, however,
was possible only after 1989 as the result of a unexpected event. In March 1992, during the war in
the former Yugoslavia, Diego Arria, the Ambassador of Venezuela, a temporary member of the
Security Council, had a formal interview with a Bosnian priest on the conditions of the country’s
populations, and brought the priest’s comments to the Council. It was the beginning of an informal
mechanism of consultation with NGOs on the issues of peace and international security, named as
the "Arria Formula". In 1995, the “Working Group of NGOs on the Security Council” was created
with the aim of meeting delegations, the Permanent Representatives and the President of the
Council. There is neither predetermined schedule nor obligation by the Council members to consult
with NGOs, but the quality of the Working Group contribution was recognized by the Council
members, and the practice was extended even to celebrations and social events.
In conclusion, by strengthening the dialogue with the main UN bodies, NGOs has been
gaining a sort of gatekeeper position between national governments and societies, on one side, and
international organizations, on the other. As some authors argue, this has beneficial effects on the
transparency and accountability of international organizations (Grigorescu, 2007). Transparency is
necessary condition and the most often considered tool for achieving accountability by any
organization. However, the impact of NGOs on international organizations remains quite
controversial. Several problems concern the selection of non-governmental organizations to take
part in international organizations actions, the procedure governing their participation, the
legitimacy and the reliability of their participation (Richter, Berking and Muller-Schmid, 2006). As
Willetts (2001) remarks, however, an NGO has to meet six conditions in order to be recognized by
the UN. First, it needs to work in furtherance of the aims of the UN. Second, it has to give fair
representation to the members, have headquarters and officers. Third, it must be a non-profit
organization. Fourth, it must stay at clear distance from violence. Fifth, it must abstain from any
interference on the internal affairs of states. Lastly, NGOs will not be constituted by means of an
intergovernmental treaty. These conditions are the model universally claimed by international
organizations to rule their relations with civil society organizations in traditional as well as nontraditional areas like peace and security. This is a reassuring factor about the currently increasing
presence of NGOs in world affairs.
Roles for NGOs in relief and peace-building activities
Understanding the increasing participation of NGOs in relief and peace-building activities
requires the analysis of the transformation of two main aspects of global security, the nature of
contemporary civil conflicts, the so-called new wars, and the attributes of humanitarian intervention
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in contemporary world politics. At the end of the Cold War, the world witnessed the rising
importance of the problems of so-called weak states and, in some case, their collapse. Institutional
weakness, no rule of law, and economic backwardness became the cause of “new” wars (Holsti,
1999). These wars have not the same characteristics, but some common traits distinguish all of them
from traditional wars. The most important trait, frequently mentioned by scholars, is the shift from
the interstate to intrastate war dimension. This distinction does not imply that effects of conflict are
contained within state borders. On the contrary, conflict normally spreads from a country to
neighbouring countries and region. An additional and important common feature of these wars is
the active, and sometimes conditioning, presence of non-state actors. New wars are fought by a
wide range of political and social groups that have different identity and alliance relations.
However, conflicting parties are sometimes inclined to easily change alliance alignment (Kaldor,
1999). In many cases, states are not the aggressor, and have no role in the causes and development
of conflict (Monteleone and Rossi, 2008). Lastly, in these wars, the clear distinction between
civilians and combatants dramatically fades out. In many cases, civilians are deliberately chosen as
target of military action, with the consequence of increasing dramatically the number of casualties.
All these conditions make the management of civil wars no longer dependent only on military
means. For this reason, Doyle and Sambanis rightly observe that peacekeeping missions with
extensive civilian functions, including economic reconstruction, institutional reform, and election
oversight are needed in order to improve the chance of success in containing violence and achieving
peace building (Doyle and Sambanis, 2000). Collaboration between civil and military actors, then,
is increasingly important to manage and solve civil conflicts, as acknowledged by governments and
international institutions. Briefly, the changing nature of conflict entails a parallel transformation of
the tools for conflict management and humanitarian intervention.
The presence of NGOs in conflict areas started in the Cold War time. NGOs were active
mainly in relief assistance, and in human rights and minorities protection. The birth of Amnesty
International (AI) in 1961, Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF) in 1971, and the organization that
subsequently became Human Rights Watch (HRW) in 1978 are important steps on the road towards
the formation of the new culture of humanitarian intervention. Indeed, a broad array of intervention
action was started by such organizations, and continues to be so at the present time. Actually, the
number of NGOs in and near armed conflict zones has been increasing during the years. In 1980,
there were 37 foreign relief agencies in a major Cambodian refugee camp along the Thai border. By
1995, more than 200 NGOs were present in Goma; and in 1996, 240 NGOs were active in Bosnia
(Cooley and Ron, 2002). Their action priority is on human and civil rights, peace promotion, and
environment and social issues. Peace Brigades International, created in 1981, is a special example
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of NGOs presence in peace operation areas. This organization mission is dispatching international
volunteers to areas of conflict in order to protect human rights defenders under threat of violence.
In general, NGOs participate in humanitarian intervention as moderate actors and specialized
groups of experts (Rucht, 2006). However, it is worth reminding that some groups, like War
Resisters International, stand on a radical campaigning position. They believe that the system must
be reformed from the roots; accuse capitalism and globalization for fomenting civil conflicts; do not
accept co-operating to intergovernmental organizations actions and programs; and blame on peace
missions for spreading interventionism throughout the world (Rucht, 2006).
Operational and campaigning NGOs exercise actions in peace operations by different
methods. Operational NGOs participate directly to peace operations by mobilizing human, financial
and material resources; carrying out projects and programs; and offering expertise and advise.
Campaigning NGOs participate indirectly by seeking for the wider public support to operations, and
also by fund-raising on a smaller scale (Willetts, 2001). A better typology of NGOs, however, is
needed to aptly analyze the NGOs approach to conflict management and humanitarian intervention.
To this end, a typology is created here by merging two NGO attributes. These are (a) the NGO’s
identity and principles of action, and (b) the NGO’s concept of conflict management and
humanitarian intervention.
According to Stoddard (2003), three types of NGOs are distinguished by referring to the
identity attributes: (1) the Wilsonian type organization (so named after the American President
Woodrow Wilson’s ideas), which accepts the principles of cooperation and multilateralism as
practiced by governments and international institutions (CARE is example of this type); (2) the
Dunantist type organization (so named after the social activist Henry Dunant), which adheres to the
principles of impartiality, neutrality, and independence (MSF, and AI are example of this type); (3)
the faith-based type organization, which acts in harmony with religious principles (Christian Aid,
and Islamic Relief are example of this type). By distinguishing NGOs also along with the second
attribute, the conflict resolution approach, including willingness to work with local partners and/or
international institutions, the following comprehensive type list is created and applied here below to
the analysis of NGOs roles in peace and humanitarian operations:
1. the pragmatist Wilsonian NGOs. These organizations are ready to participate even in
highly-politicized missions;
2. the principle-centred Dunantist NGOs. These organizations participate in peace
operations only on condition that conflict management will respect the basic principles
of humanitarianism;
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3. the solidarist NGOs. Focused on the root causes of conflict as the main problem to solve,
these organizations like Oxfam accept to participate in peace operations on condition
that military and civilian intervention takes care of the root causes of conflict;
4. the faith-based NGOs. These organizations participate in peace operations responding to
charity and compassion values.
The range of NGOs approaches to peace operations matches, to some extent, to the range of
conflicts and different forms of intervention required to manage humanitarian problems. It is worth
reminding here also that, as Clarks remarks, “The economic, informational and intellectual
resources of NGOs have garnered them enough expertise and influence to assume authority in
matters that, traditionally, have been solely within the purview of state administration and
responsibility” (1995: 507-508). By all means, humanitarian intervention is one of these matters
that concern NGOs but in different ways, i.e. in accordance with the identity and approach
preferences of the NGO’s type here above listed. For this reason, scholars (see, for example,
Donini, 2006) put on the table the issue of setting out a body of shared rules on the participation and
conduct of NGOs in peace operations. On this regard, the task of this chapter is now to single out
the NGOs’ proper roles in peace operations in order to lay down the ground for rules. By taking
stock of the existing knowledge on NGOs as peace operations and humanitarian intervention actors,
three specific roles are singled out. The knowledge-provider role pertains to the NGOs contribution
to diffusing information and common practices on humanitarian actions. The peace-facilitator role
refers to the NGOs support of UN and international organization peace missions. The voicearticulator role applies to NGOs commitment to amplify the local actors’ expectations on social,
political, and practical needs.
NGOs as knowledge-provider
The first role is the concern of all NGOs types. In performing this role, NGOs profit from
both the scientific community’s study of security, and their own practical experience in dealing with
new tools of management of security challenges. The traditional concept of security, as known, is
associated to the nature of the state, the image of the enemy, and the use of military violence.
Change in armament technology, the rising importance of non-state actors, and political
innovations, namely the adoption – initially by the European countries - of the concept of
cooperative and comprehensive security, contributed to change this view of security. Buzan, a
leading scientist in security studies, has pointed to three levels of analysis (the individual, the state,
and the international system), and different dimensions (the political, economic, and social one) in
managing security issues in addition to the military one (Buzan, 1991). Later, he and the
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Copenhagen School members, worked at the concept of comprehensive security because a wide
range of factors (military, environmental, economic, societal, and political) bring in different actors
and forms of action as determining security matters. Lastly, the Copenhagen School drew the
attention of the specialists to the importance of the securitization of any social issue, that political
actors change into a threat by means of speech acts, to respond to by means of emergency
measures. In subsequent years, the scientific debate continued, and tried to merge the new concepts
in order to develop a perspective useful also to practitioners. As Knight (2001: 14) rightly remarks,
terms like comprehensive security, common security, and human security “are being utilized to
embrace the range of issues that are being placed on a revised security agenda of an emerging
global polity”. Consequently, Knight continues, security “must change from an exclusive stress on
national security to a much greater focus on people’s security, from security through armaments to
security through human development, from territorial security to food, employment and
environmental security”.
NGOs – especially the Wilsonian ones - have been particularly responsive to the suggestions
of the scientific debate, and have developed their own security management language as well as
processes and best practices connected to those scientific concepts. At the same time, a wide range
of tools has been institutionalized by the pragmatist and solidarist NGOs in their practice of security
management. The institutionalization process include different actions and sectors like information;
analysis of threats, risks and vulnerabilities; and the organization of practical and logistic aspects
(Avant, 2007). On their turn, Dunantist NGOs have underlined the importance of non-partisan, fast,
non-bureaucratic, and risk-taking nature of humanitarian intervention. The Wilsonian and Dunanist
organizations have been able also to supply knowledge useful to regulating conflict solving and
peace management like rule-making procedures, and methods of interpretation and application of
norms and standards (Beck, 2008). It is worth mentioning also that, in recent years, the NGO
community has been particularly keen in diffusing the responsibility to protect (R2P) principle.
Especially the faith-based NGOs worked adamantly to sustain the movement aimed at advancing
the responsibility to protect in order to confront the global community’s inadequate response to
morally indefensible mass atrocities.
NGOs as peace-facilitator
NGOs are commonly considered as independent agencies in peace operations because they
are not part of the military structure. Normally, however, the NGO personnel work alongside the
official, military and civilian, personnel of the peace missions but to assist local parties in fields like
promoting human security, strengthening the rule of law, and economic and social development.
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Peacekeeping was initially conceived of as a mechanism to help countries torn by conflict create
conditions of peace. However, during the years, it has been changing in aims, methods, and
participating actors. The enlargement of the mandate, in particular to humanitarian and political
assistance, brought in a massive increase in the number of civilian personnel and non military
activities, and the organization of complex, multifunctional operations with both military and
civilian tasks. On this condition, NGOs were accepted as participants supporting the execution of
civilian tasks. The term Civil-military co-operation (CIMIC) was coined to name the close
cooperation between military troops and civil society actors (Rietjens, 2008). The reconstruction of
Germany, on the aftermath of the Second World War, can be cited as the first case of this cooperation. Today, it is also an important element of the doctrines of international and regional
organizations, like NATO and the EU (Klose, 2006). All the military and civil, state and non-state
personnel operate in the same environment, and decide to work either separately or together, in
close or loose co-operation (Rietjens, 2008).
Generally, the Wilsonian and Pragmatist NGOs prefer to cooperative relations with the
military personnel in order to be more effective in relief operations, and facilitate the peace mission
success. This is acknowledged by the UN Department for Peace-keeping. In a recent document, the
Department affirms that “responsibility for the provision of humanitarian assistance rests primarily
with the relevant civilian United Nations specialized agencies, funds and programmes, as well as
the range of independent, international and local NGOs which are usually active alongside a
United Nations peacekeeping operation (UN DPKO, 2008). Also the new UN Peacebuilding
Commission “recognizes the important contribution of civil society, including non-governmental
organizations and the private sector, to all stages of peacebuilding efforts, given that one of the
main purposes of the Commission is to bring together all relevant actors, in particular national
stakeholders” (UNPBC, 2007). Actually, NGOs have been given the right to be consulted by the
Peacebuilding Commission on all the matters they are able to provide functional resources. In
addition, NGO participation in UN and other international organizations peace missions is an
important instrument of control of the operation actions, and of the mission transparency
(Grigorescu, 2007). Actually, NGOs use to put on the table many questions concerning the
impartiality and neutrality of peace missions.
NGOs contribute directly also to the political success of humanitarian missions. The
Sant’Egidio Community, for example, has been an important actor in mediation and diplomatic
negotiation. It promoted, and sometime bring to positive results, peace process in conflict zones like
in Burundi, Mozambique, and Palestine. The Dunantist NGOs, like Amnesty Interantional, and the
Solidarist ones, like Oxfam, have been successful in creating humanitarian civil pressure. In other
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cases, they help to improve the mission performance. Their disapproval of misconduct, fopr
example, contributes to reshape the operation mandate on as different aspects as the legal basis of
the operation, the definition of practical effects, and the behavior of military personnel. Sexual
exploitation of local populations by peacekeeping personnel, human trafficking to provide
prostitution, and the consequent spread of HIV/AIDS in conflict areas are the content of an
increasing number of denouncement and condemnation by NGOs activists (Human Rights Watch,
2002; Amnesty International, 2004; Mendelson, 2005). This criticism has effects on the cooperation with the personnel of the official mission, and may hinder the NGOs role as peacefacilitator. In general, the independent and neutral status of many humanitarian NGOs – namely the
Dunantist and Solidarist ones - is a problem for good civil-military co-operation. Co-ordination and
the sharing of aims and tools is essential to good co-operation. For this reason, experts advise
NGOs to change their ideological stand, and take part in coordinated actions (see, for example,
Klose, 2006). However, Pragmatist NGOs usually prefer to compromise on their principles in order
to work together with the military, and facilitate assistance management. Even some faith-based
NGOs have shifted towards a moderate approach. However, a recent NGO report concluded
negatively that “The policies and guidelines set by UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations
(DPKO) about sexual exploitation and abuse in missions are not always followed in the field”
(Lipson, 2007).
Though quite controversial, the NGOs role as peace-facilitator remains essential concerning
logistics. Generally, NGOs manage facilities like site selection and access procedures for offices,
residences, warehouses; personnel matters like hiring local personnel and making them accept
professional norms; transportation, like providing vehicles, drivers, and tracking; communication
systems, like broadcasting daily news and extreme emergency information; and incident reporting
such as what gets to report, and to whom. Briefly, they show a good ability to maintain procedures
for keeping on, updating, and monitoring the whole security planning process. All these tasks
contribute to good relations with the local population, and are linked to the third peace and
humanitarian role of NGOs.
NGOs as voice-articulator
Although the military put large effort in mission preparation, often they remain unaware of
the actors in the area in which they are deployed. Normally, the military do not participate in
coordination meetings, refute to make information accessible, and are not interested in civil
programs. Consequently, peace missions are frequently blamed for neglecting local demand-driven
co-operation. Furthermore, in some cases, co-operation programs are selected and prioritized based
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on the capacity of the military and civil personnel of the mission rather than the needs of the local
beneficiaries. As experts remark, little attention is paid to the involvement of the local population in
many partnership actions (see, for example, Rietjens, 2008). On the contrary, the relations NGOs
are able to establish with the local actors (individuals and associations) are much stronger than
those created by the peace operation personnel.
Wilsonian, Dunantist and faith-based NGOs give great importance to giving voice to local
civil society. For this reason, they involve local associations and groups in different phases of the
intervention. NGOs like MSF and Oxfam are quite successful in this respect, probably because of
their identity and approach attributes. The majority of NGOs, however, are very much committed to
exercise the role of voice-articulator. They are keen to stay in dialogue with local actors and obtain
their confidence because on this condition depends the successful outcome of the mission.
Normally, this objective is achieved by providing help and basic goods to the local population. The
help NGOs supplied to countries in conflict and victims of disasters and emergencies was
impressive also throughout the 1980s. In 1989, European-based NGOs delivered about 180,000 tons
of food aid to Africa, and 450,000 ones in 1991. In 1994 NGOs accounted for over 10 per cent of
the total public development aid, amounting around to $8 billion. It is estimated that some 400 to
500 international NGOs are currently involved in humanitarian actions worldwide, and that NGOs
collectively spend an estimated $9-10 billion annually, reaching out some 250 million people in
absolute poverty (Abiew, 1998).
The good performance of NGOs emergency relief work has the positive consequence of
obtaining the confidence of the local population. This is an advantage to the NGOs voice-articulator
role especially in complex civil conf1icts. In other terms, the practical assistance NGOs provide
makes them more effective in the objective of humanitarian intervention, facilitates the building of
mutual confidence relations, and increases the likelihood that the local population will embrace the
reconstruction process. This is neither a simple nor automatic outcome. Above all, it is obtained
thanks to the way NGOs activists work. As an NGO field staff member remarks in commenting the
work done in Somalia in 1993–94: “It has always been dangerous to operate in a war zone, and the
likelihood of being stopped for extortion has always been very high. These things come with the
territory. We have to live among those we help. Our best protection is our behaviour” (quoted in
Rubinstein, 2005: 541).
NGOs in UNPREDEP mission
UNPREDEP is known as the first case of preventing deployment, i.e. the stationing of troops
between two hostile parties in order to deter the onset of violence and war (Diehl, 1998). The
mission was deployed to Macedonia in order to avoid the spreading of mass atrocities following the
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approval of the country independence by the September 8, 1991, national referendum. The
population of Macedonia is a mixture of Slavic Macedonians (the majority), Albanians, and small
ethnic minorities of Turks, Roma, and Serbs.
After independence, the Albanians were allowed to organize their own political parties but
continued to experience discrimination. Three months after the independence declaration, the UN
Security Council passed Resolution 795 authorizing the establishment of the UN Protection Force
in the Former Yugoslavia (UNPROFOR) in Macedonia, later changed into the UN Preventative
Deployment Force (UNPREDEP). On March 24, 1999, NATO went to war on Yugoslavia in order
to stop the Serbian armed attack to Kosovar Albanians. Fighting in Kosovo had the spill-over effect
of destabilizing fronts, and causing ethnic tensions in Macedonia. Fighting erupted between
Albanian insurgents and Macedonian government security forces, and soon the country conditions
deteriorated. However, on July 26, 2001, a ceasefire was announced, and, on August 13,
Macedonian and Albanian leaders signed a political agreement, the Ohrid Framework Agreement,
that guaranteed civil rights protection to Albanians on condition of Albanian insurgents
disarmament. In September 2002, the parliamentary elections led to the signature of the powersharing arrangement between the Social Democrat-led Macedonian coalition and Albanian party.
Scholars and policy-analysts agree on acknowledging that the positive result of the crisis was
favoured by the preventive deployment of UNPREDEP as well as its peculiar structure. In fact, the
mission consisted of three pillars and phases of operation. The first pillar was the traditional work
of peacekeeping mission, namely stationing troops and military observers along the Macedonia’s
borders in order to assist the country’s security forces to deter attacks. The second pillar included
the broader political mandate of “good offices” in order to maintain peaceful relations, and the
deployment of a UN police force to prevent human rights violations against the minorities.
The third pillar is described as the “human dimension” phase. It was focused on Macedonian
civil society institutions, and international aid and cooperation. The two priority areas of this phase
were enhancing social development and strengthening crime-prevention efforts. In particular,
international and local NGOs took part in five social development projects. They supported the
establishment of a social policy and social care think tank; organized the instruction of trainers on
developing theory, practical skills, and professional ethics; provided home-based childhood
education; trained on non-violent conflict resolution; and reconstructed civil society in low-income
multi-ethnic neighbourhoods. In addition, in the mid 1990s, and after year 2001, NGOs – mainly
Solidarist and faith-based ones – and university-based research groups have been working to bring
ethnically mixed groups to work together. Three NGOs are worth mentioning here for the specific
nature of their actions in parallel with the UNPREDEP official mission. The Ethnic Conflict
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Resolution Project at Sts. Cyril and Methodius University in Skopje, a faith-based organisation,
contributed projects in the education field. Search for Common Ground (founded in 1982 in
Washington, DC) and the European Centre for Common Ground (established in Brussels in 1995)
contributed their experience to run programs of conflict solving and violence prevention.
Generally, in Macedonia, NGOs worked to help local government authorities to bring
together ethnic communities that used to live in isolation from each other. Many NGOs projects
carried out programs in the media and communication field with the explicit aim of integrating
members of the different ethnic communities into common reporting programs. Two examples of
these projects are AIM Macedonia, a multi-ethnic group of journalists that produced news in the
Macedonian, Albanian, and Serbo-Croat language; and “Cross-Community Reporting Project”, the
joint project of Search for Common Ground Macedonia and the Institute of War and Peace
Reporting that specialized in reporting on the Macedonian “New Accommodation”. Last but not
least to mention is the large network of human rights organizations that co-operated with the official
Human Rights Ombudsman through projects aiming at demonstrating that respect of human rights
should be irrespective of ethnic belonging.
In conclusion, UNPREDEP was a unique UN peacekeeping mission because it was
organised as a preventive measure with military and civil mandates, including the human
dimension. Working in parallel to UNPREDEP, NGOs humanitarian intervention contributed
significantly to prevent ethnic violence and foster social dialogue.

Conclusions
The growing participation of NGOs to conflict management and humanitarian intervention
is part of the NGOs struggle for effective international actorness in world politics. They began
supporting UN peace missions in the 1990s, and adapted to the change peace missions encountered
in their aims and methods in the following time. They have developed a wide range of approaches.
Sometimes, NGOs approaches fit easily to the governments and international organizations
practice. Sometimes, they differ considerably from it. These approaches are tightly connected to
two attributes of the NGOs, their individual identity and their specific approach to conflict
management and humanitarian intervention. These attributes influence the three roles - knowledgeprovider; peace-facilitator, and voice-articulator - NGOs have in peacekeeping and humanitarian
intervention that, as the Macedonia case demonstrates, are mutually interdependent.
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