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This session examines who actually shapes security policy in  
Europe and who is systematically excluded from those decisions.  
A double exclusion is identified: at the national level, civil society 
is shut out of opaque policymaking driven by political elites 
and influenced by NATO, the EU, and national militaries; at the 
supranational level, the EU itself is marginalized from the very peace 
dialogues it seeks to support. The session raises fundamental 
questions about transparency, accountability, and the narrowness  
of prevailing security frameworks, calling for the inclusion of civil 
society, human security perspectives, and multi-dimensional 
approaches to peacebuilding.

OVERVIEW
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Security Policy  
as a ‘Black Box’

The EU’s Structural Exclusion  
from Peace Processes

Security policymaking 
operates without 
adequate transparency  
or accountability. 
Political power is the 
final arbiter of what 
“security” means in any 
given context, defaulting 
to a state-centric, 
militarized conception 
rooted in national 
security rhetoric.

Despite its foundational peacebuilding 
mandate and substantial financial 
and humanitarian contributions to 
Ukraine, Gaza, and Lebanon, the EU 
is systematically excluded from the 
peace dialogues most relevant to 
European security.

National Security Reviews, ostensibly 
designed to increase transparency, 
use technical language to exclude 
civil society, omit controversial 
policy choices, and produce vague 
commitments rather than specific 
outcomes.

Conflicts cannot be resolved 
by force alone. Cultural, ethical, 
and economic dimensions 
of post-conflict recovery 
require the active involvement 
of civil society and the EU. 
Military escalation must be 
accompanied by political and 
human security strategies.

The influence of multiple 
actors, NATO, the EU, 
national militaries, and 
NGOs, further fragments 
the process without making 
it more inclusive. Reform 
should make reviews lexically 
accessible, complete, and 
outcome-specific.

This creates a second 
layer of exclusion 
compounding the 
domestic one: 
the EU’s original 
mechanism for 
preventing military 
rearmament, 
embodied in the 
European Coal and 
Steel Community, has 
been marginalized by 
geopolitical pressures.

KEY ARGUMENTS
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National Security 
Reviews (NSRs)

Examined as a concrete 
governance instrument. NSRs 
use technical language to exclude 
civil society, omit controversial 
decisions, and produce vague 
commitments, a case study  
in how transparency mechanisms 
can reinforce opacity.

Ukraine, Gaza,  
Lebanon

Three active conflicts in which 
the EU is a major financial and 
humanitarian contributor but has 
been systematically excluded 
from the peace dialogues most 
relevant to resolution, illustrating 
the structural gap between EU 
resources and EU influence.

European Coal  
and Steel Community 
(ECSC)

Invoked as the EU’s founding  
peace mechanism, designed  
to prevent military rearmament  
by integrating the economic  
foundations of warfare. Its sidelining 
under current geopolitical pressures  
is presented as a symptom of 
institutional memory loss.

KEY CASES & EXAMPLES
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Security governance: fragmented in its development, 
centralised in its deliberation, excluding civil society from 
meaningful input

Militarisation as default response: the reflex of military 
escalation in contexts where political and human security 
strategies are equally or more relevant

State security vs. human security: the human dimension  
of conflict, incorporating race, gender, and class, versus  
a territorial-military paradigm

EU identity and institutional exclusion: the gap between 
the EU’s self-image as a peacebuilder and its operational 
marginalisation from peace diplomacy

Peacebuilding and post-conflict economic reconstruction: 
the need for civil society involvement in both conflict 
prevention and recovery

Security policymaking is structurally exclusionary: fragmented 
in its development but centralized in its deliberation, leaving 
civil society without meaningful input or the tools to contest 
decisions made in its name.

National Security Reviews reinforce exclusion through technical 
jargon, omissions, and vague commitments, rather than serving 
as genuine accountability tools.

The EU faces a paradox: it is a major contributor to 
conflict-affected regions but is excluded from the peace 
processes where this contribution could have the most leverage. 
Its founding peacebuilding identity must be re-operationalised.

Conflict resolution requires more than military force: cultural, 
ethical, economic, and human security dimensions are equally 
essential, and civil society, currently sidelined, must be given  
a genuine role.

KEY CONCEPTS MAIN TAKEAWAYS
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Discussion focused on whether the EU’s institutional 
design can bridge the gap between its peacebuilding 
mandate and its exclusion from peace processes. 
Participants also explored the tension between 
the perceived legitimacy of military responses to 
the invasion of Ukraine and the risks of normalizing 
a permanent militarization of European security 
culture. A further point of debate was whether civil 
society organizations can meaningfully influence 
security policy from outside formal institutions, 
or whether structural reform is a prerequisite.

Watch the full webinar here

What institutional 
mechanisms could 
realistically bring civil society 
into security policymaking 
without being co-opted or 
rendered symbolic?

What would it take for the 
EU to gain a seat at peace 
negotiation tables, and who 
currently has an interest in 
keeping it out?

How can National Security 
Reviews be reformed to 
serve genuine democratic 
accountability rather than 
elite legitimation?

How can legitimate military 
deterrence coexist with 
a genuine commitment to 
avoiding the entrenchment 
of militarized security 
cultures?

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS OPEN QUESTIONS
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ih8-OPVLTxU&t=2383s

