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The discussion, held at the American Red Cross headquarters in Washington, was the second
on the interface between humanitarian actors and human rights concerns. It was attended by 14
officidsfrom 7 US and Canadian NGOs and InterAction. Two foundation representatives and
7 gaff and consultants from the Humanitarianism and War Project were aso present.

The meeting began with arecap of developments since the January 15 meeting. NGOs
mentioned such events as aworkshop at the recent InterAction Annua Forum; the launching of
case dudies on the interface with human rights concerns in four countries (CARE-US); activities
in Liberiato support an interfaith mediation effort to end the conflict (LWR, CRS); and training
on the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child for Swedish peacekeeping troops (Save the
Children-Sweden) and OAU peacekeepers (Internationa Save the Children Alliance). MCC
noted that DPK O training exercises in Guatemaa and Paraguay (undertaken with Southcom)
have expressed an interest in NGO participation.

The H&W Project noted the establishment of afocus group, which is currently working toward
consensus on a definition of “protection.”  Facilitated by consultant Mark Frohardt, the group
isavehicle for ongoing interaction on the interface set of issues. The Project has entered into an
exchange of letters on shared research interests with the UN Commissioner for Human Rights
and is participating in an initiaive by the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
to clarify the interface issues. [Out of the exchange with the Commissioner came research by
Karen Kenny, published in Occasiona Paper 38, as When Needs are Rights: An Overview of
UN Efforts to Integrate Human Rights in Humanitarian Action.

The bulk of the meeting was devoted to a discusson of issues identified in three draft chapters
of aforthcoming Project monograph, which had been circulated in advance: A Humanitarian
Practitioner’s Guide to International Human Rights Law, by William O'Nalll. (O’ Nelll
served as aresource for the discusson.) The monograph' s formulations were generaly well
received, with the Project encouraged to strengthen the existing focus on creating a product of
practica utility to operational agencies. Specid attention was requested on “establishing the
relevance of internationa law to operationd redlities’ and on innovative gpproachesto
operationd problems encountered. A number of suggestions are being incorporated into the
next iteration of the study prior to publication in the Watson Ingtitute's Occasiond Peper series
inthefdl.



Mgor issues raised in the discussion included the following:

the need for greater clarity and precision as regards rel ationships between human rights and
humanitarian action in terms of legd frameworks, conceptua understandings, and
operationa activities.

the importance of defining the concept of protection inclusvely, encompassing not only legal
but also physica protection. The necessary commitment to “developing a context in which

people are protected” implies engaging in and/or supporting a spectrum of activities ranging
from the preventive to developmenta, from operations to advocacy.

whether the concept of “protection” or the more senditive and potentidly inflammatory
concept of “human rights” should be used by humanitarian agencies. A number of persons
encouraged the use of the latter and advocated an approach which involves promoting as
well as protecting human rights.

the need for clarification of whether the heightened chalenges faced by humanitarian
organizations are afunction of (a) the fact that post-Cold War conflicts are more complex
than their predecessors or (b) changes in the globa geopoalitical context and in expanded
expectations of and by such agencies. The andytical conclusion reached has mgjor strategic
implications for humanitarian actors.

the importance of clarity about whether and when humanitarian ass stance should be
withheld in response to abuses of human rights. The issue was seen as fundamentd to the
integrity of humanitarian principles and operations. Some expressed concern that the
increasingly acrimonious debate in Europe about the legitimecy of withholding assstancein
an ogensible effort to “do no harm” might soon spread to North America.

the extent to which humanitarian and humean rights law is binding on palitica and military
authorities (including non-state actors such as insurgents) rather than being smply
“agpirationd” or “optiond.” The relation between law and principles also requires
clarification. Isit accurate to say that law is binding on states while principles should guide
humanitarian organizations?

the need to clarify the differing missons, styles, and gpproaches of various actorsin the
protection arena (UNHCR, UNCHR, ICRC, NGOs). Concern was expressed that
UNHCR, the mgjor UN operationa player, was often a“poor partner” to NGO in their
efforts to hammer out concerted strategies on human rights concerns. While “rescue’ may
seem outmoded in an era of eroding internationda political will, shouldn't NGOs perhaps
revive the idea?

the dedrability of gpproaching human rights issuesin ways which enligt those loca
ingtitutional resources aready present, but often overlooked, in crisis Stuations.



The Project was encouraged to continue to monitor the issues at the interface between relief
assistlance and human rights and to involve human rights groups themsdves initswork. It was
aso suggested that, given the ferment among human rights organi zations themsdves, andys's
and grategies for collaboration should distinguish between organizations that function by
embarrassing the authorities and those that are more collaborative, engaging in capacity building
a thelocd leve.
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