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The Third Generation of Peace-keeping Operations:
Is There a Need for Reform of the United Nations System?

Roberto Toscano!

1. New developments in peace-keeping: challenges and problems — 2. The relationship
between the use of force and peace-keeping — 3. The need for cleatly-defined concepts —
4. Proposals for UN reform.

1. New developments in peace-keeping: challenges and problems

During these past three years, if one had asked the «man in the street» what
the UN was for, what the UN «did», the answer would most ptobably have
been: peace-keeping.

This is a real paradox, since peace-keeping is nowhere to be found in the
UN Charter, so much so that many have said that peace-keeping lies some-
where between Chapter VI and Chapter VII of the Charter?, meaning of
course that it is in neither of them. Peace-keeping is the product of pragmatic
response to conflict situations, from the Suez ctisis in 1956 onwards — a re-
sponse that has been shaped by the evolving natare of the challenge. And yet,
even the most pragmatic tools need to be somehow defined conceptually and,
in particular, institutionally justified. Otherwise, the risk is that of running into
contradictions that can be harmful, if not devastating.

Only thiee years ago, when people were still thinking in terms of a possible
«new world order», peace-keeping appeared as 2 flexible, multipurpose tool
capable of combining diplomacy with military force in the pursuit of stability
and peace The idea in itself was and is sound. If we have learned anything
from the expetience of the last half century, it is that

4) diplomacy is not a denial of nor an alternative to the reality of the correla-
tion of military forces, but a way of «factoring in» such reality and of translat-
ing it into negotiated political outcomes;

i The views presented here are of the author only and do not necessarily reflect thase of the Iralian
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

2 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Address to the Shanghai Academy of Social Scence apd Fudan University
September 17, 1994, (SG/SM/94/149, September 17, 1994); B Urquhars, «Between Peace-keeping and Force
Ta Fill the Fatal Gap», Work i Progress of the United Nations University (Tokyo),n 3, June 1995,p 3.
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b) equating the military component of diplomacy to war is theoretically un-
sound and politically self-defeating In other wotds, we should know that peace
without force is as non-existent, in the real world, as war without politics.

Boutros-Ghali’s Agenda for Peace, a document published in 1992%, repre-
sented, in this context, an effective, positive effort to spell out the great poten-
tial of peace-keeping, a specific tool clearly set within a continunm of measures
ranging from the prevention of conflict to re-establishing the matexial condi-
tions of peace once a conflict is over

The most innovative concept in the Agenda was without any doubt that of
«peace enforcement». In the de-constructed world of the post-Cold War peti-
od, a world of internal turmoil and fragmentation rather than of international
tensions, it seemed indeed naive to postulate the possibility of conflicts that
would neatly lead to stable cease-fires, of conflicting parties that would mutual-
ly agree on the desirability of external interference in the conflict (the two basic
requisites of «classical» peace-keeping). The idea was that of putting «teeth»
into peace-keeping and filling the gap between, on the one hand, a deployment
of forces based on an unlikely and fragile consensus and an all-out enforcement
action, seen as 4 last resort to be averted, if at all possible, on the other.

Three years later the Supplement to the Agenda for Peacé®, a follow-up repost
by the Secretary-General, <hould rather have been called «Agenda for Peace
Revisited» if not «Agenda for Peace Revised». Beyond the specific conceptual
differences, the two texts are radically different in what could be called their
spitit: the first, optimistic and sanguine about the possibility of UN action; the
second, modest and almost subdued.

What happened in those three years? Basically, Somalia and Yugoslavia
Let’s quote in full two paragr aphs from Boutros-Ghali’s Supplement:

«34 Thete are three aspects of recent mandates that, in particular, have led peace-
keeping operations to forfeit the consent of the parties, to behave in a way that was
petceived to be partial and/or to use force other than in self-defensc. These have been
the tasks of protecting humanitarian operations duting continuing waifare, protecting
civilian populations in designated safe areas and pressing the parties to achieve nation-
al reconciliation at a pace faster than they were ready to accept The cases of Somalia
and Bosnia-Herzegovina ate instructive in this respect

35 In both cases, existing peace-keeping operations were given additional mandates
that required the use of force and therefore could not be combined with existing man-
dates requiring the consent of the parties, impartiality and the non-use of force It was

3 An Agenda for Peace Preventive Diplonracy, Peacomaking and Prace-kecping, (AAT/2TT ~ $/24111,

January 31, 1992)
4 Supplement to an Agenda for Peace Position Paper of the Secretary-General on the Oceasion of the

Fifticth Anniversary of the United Nations, (A/50/60 - 5/1995/1, January 3,1995)
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also not possible for them to be executed without much stronger military capabilities
than had been made available, as is the case in the former Yugoslavia In reality, noth-
ing is more dangerous for a peace-keeping operation than to ask it to use force when
its existing compeosition, armament, logistic support and deployment deny it the capac-
ity to do so The logic of peace-keeping flows from political and militaty premises that
are quite distinct from those of enforcement; and the dynamics of the latter are incom-
patible with the political process that peace-keeping is intended to facilitate. To blur
the distinction between the two can undermine the viability of the peace-keeping oper-
ation and endanger its personnel»

To sum up, in those three years we (and not only Boutros-Ghali) have dis-
covered that operating between two Chaptets of the Charter is like sitting be-
tween two chairs: uncomfortable and dangerous

2. The relationship between the use of force and peace-keeping

One thing should be very clear. The problem, both in Somalia and Yu-
goslavia, has nevet been the Jegitimacy of the use of force One should question
the demagogic and thetorical statement according to which keeping the peace
excludes using military force.

Tn the first place, even «classical» peace-keeping units ate authorized to use
force not only in self-defence, but also, to quote standard UN doctrine dating

back to the 1970, in order to counter armed intetference with the carrying

out of the peace-keeping mission’.

Secondly, in the specific instances of Somalia and the former Yugoslavia,
Chapter VIT is cleatly and abundantly evoked in the mandates. One can ques-
tion the political wisdom of using force (I am thinking especially of the case of
Somalia), but definitely not its legitimacy.

What happened was that behind Chapter VII, ominously brandished
against recalcitrant parties to a conflict, there was neither the necessary politi-
cal will noz the adequate military means. The result was . what we are all fa-
miliar with.

We should be very clear on this point: it would be unfair and incorrect to
say that UN action was «useless» People were indeed saved, conflict was some-
what limited, humanitarian action was somewhat protected. And yet the main
stated purpose, that of placating armed conflict and opening up spaces for
peacemaking (7 e. negotiated solutions of the undezlying political problems),
was not achieved. Worse still, in the face of wotld opinion, UN troops wete
turned from passive and helpless hostages (at a certain point literally so) to

$ . Toscano, «Peacckeeping in the New Infernational Situations The International Spectator, January-
March 1993 p 351
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ruthless, undeterred purveyors of violence.

Over and over again, in these last months, the Secretary-General has pub-
licly underlined that, when addressing the issue of peace-keeping, one should
move away from the quicksands of No-man’s land lying between Chapter VI
and Chapter VII of the Charter.

Moving away from the logic underlying the Agenda for Peace, the Secretaty-
General now states that «peace-keeping and enforcement are not complemen-
tary points on a continuum, they must be understood as alternative tech-
niques»®.

Bur this is not the whole story. The 1995 revision of 1992 doctrine does not
only relate to the institutional framework for peace operations (peace-keeping -
firmly in Chapter VI, peace enforcement in Chapter VII, and nothing in be-
tween), but also to the subjects that are supposed to carry out such actions.

After the «lessons of Yugoslavia and Somalia» the Secretary-General says
(and I feel everybody, or almost everybody, agrees) that, whereas peace-keeping
can be performed by UN contingents, peace enforcement should be carried out
by «a multinational force outside the United Nations»’.

It is not a matter of theory here. One of the central elements of the peace
agieement that is being negotiated in Dayton is something that will not be
called a peace-keeping force, nor will it be a UN force, but rather a multina-
tional «Peace implementation force» We should note that, though the contro-
versial term of «enforcement» 1s not used, «implementation» seems to mean
exactly the same thing And US clarifications about the nature of the Force
(«the meanest dog in town», as the US Secretary of Defense has said) appear to
lay to rest the idea that the Force could be 2 replay of UNPROFOR.

3 The need for clearly-defined concepts

All is well and all is clear, then? Have we finally reached clatity and defini-
tion after a deplorable period of confusion? I do not believe we would be justi-
fied in holding this optimistic view.

In the first place, it is important to have clear ideas and clear definitions as a
pre-requisite for effective action The trouble is that reality is not «clean-cut».
Especially the reality of inter-ethnic conflicts.

Even leaving aside the contrast between mandates and political will, man-
dates and military means, what remains is the objective contradiction of goals

¢ Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Address to the Seminar o «Germany and International Security», Federsl
College for Security and Policy Studies, Bad Goldberg, Germany, January 19, 1995 (SG/SM/95/11)
7 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, «Ways to Improve the United Nationss, International Herald Tribune Au-

gust 17 1995
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that have to be simultancously pursued in situations of complex conflicts and
emergencies.

How does one preserve the impartiality that is essential for peace-keeping
while enforcing a cease-fire against one of the sides, responsible for violating
it? How does one pursue and protect humanitarian action, by definition apolit-
jcal, while at the same time cartying out the protection of human rights, an in-
trinsically political action? How does one maintain, for the sake of peace-mak-
ing, channels open to the main interlocutors (i.e. the main actors in the conflict
that has taken place so far), while supporting the judicial pursuit and punish-
ment of those same individuals, responsible for genocidal acts and violations of
humanitarian law and human rights?

To have defined the different types of action is necessary, but will not, by it-
self, solve the political and operational problems of a force intervening in 2
complex conflict, whether we call it a force for peace-keeping, peace enforce-
ment or peace implementation.

And then there is another very serious issue to face. Legally speaking, it is
true that the intetvention of multinational forces also is subject to Secuuity
Council mandates. But politically we certainly cannot forget that multinational
forces, employed under Chapter VII (dealing with collective secutity), are
forces that are geared operationally, and I would say culturally, to a mode of
collective defence. What I mean is that art 51 of the UN Charter is, so to
speak, just around the cotner.

Let me quote an American source:

«The United Nations is not capable of peace enforcement against well-
armed adversaries. For the foreseeable future, the job of deterring and defeat-
ing aggression will have to be responsibility of individual UN membets acting
under UN authority as in Desert Storm or under their rights of individual or
collective self-defense as confirmed in Article 51 of the Charter (emphasis
added)»®

In any case, the discassion on peace-keeping (and peace enforcement) is not
over. Quite the contrary: we can expect further evolution, maybe even more
radical than that which we have witnessed in the past three yeats We should,
of course, be well aware of the fact that no institutional device can replace po-
litical will (or rather the lack of it). And yet debates on UN reform have neces-
sarily, if not an explicit «peace-keeping angle», at least definite «peace-keeping
1epercussionss.

8 RN Gardner, «A Midlife Crisis. but the World Body Has a Lot Yet to Do», [nternational Herald
Trebune, June 28, 1995.
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4. Proposals for UN reform
T will try to run quickly through a few reform proposals:

1. 1 will start with a very radical proposal, that cannot even be classified as a
UN reform, but rather as a «UN replacement». Maurice Bertrand? proposes, in
fact, to substitute the United Nations with a «World Security Organisatior».
Such a new organisation would be operating only in preventing conflicts, mov-
ing away from what Bertrand calls «repression» He writes: «Repressive securi-
ty would devolve to regional alliances and those great powets interested in
maintaining peace in the area» In his view, in other words, the new «World Se-
curity Organisation» would not only, as is being suggested nowadays for the
UN, renounce — and delegate — the carrying out of enforcement actions, but
would simply move out of Chapter Vil

If 1 have quoted this approach, it is not because I think it has any chance of
being put into practice, but because I feel it shows the implications of a logic
<hat would lead to the dismantling of the global collective secutity aims that are
one of the essential characteristics of the UN We are not talking of regionaliza-
tion, here. At least not of that regional dimension that (See Chapter VIII of the
UN Chatter) is fully compatible with the global role of the UN. We are talking

of total fragmentation.

2. Another proposal for reform (embodied in a 1995 document, Reforming
the United Nations. A View from the South, published by the South Center'?)
appears to be interesting in the context of discussion on peace-keeping .. for
the reason that it practically does not mention it, and focuses almost exclusive-
ly on development

The slanted focus, the glaring omission of the peace and security aspects of
the UN, are not to be dismissed as being the products of a partial and partisan
approach. On the contrary, they point to a real problem. It is certain that one
of the many (too many) divergent approaches between North and South deals
exactly with the question mentioned at the beginning of this repost: «What is
the UN about?» Now, if in those same three years one had asked the same
question in most countries of the South, the answer would not have been
«peace-keeping», but rather «developments (and especially development assis-
tance) The Secretary-General himself has insisted on many occasions on the
fact that one should pot forget that the UN is about peace and development.

But it would be absurd — and lethal for the UN — to opposc a Northern,

2 M Beraand, Working Paper on the Establishment of a «Charier-Objectives Project for a New World

Organization, 1993 {unpublished).
10 Roforming the United Nations. A Viuw from the South Draft Paper by the South Center Geneva

March 1995
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peace and security-centered view of the UN to a Southern, development-cen-
tered view and this not only because the UN is for both peace and develop-
ment (it is neither a «world secutity organisation» nor a «wotld development
organisation»), but because 2 non-superficial examination of both peace and
security reveals very strong linkages between these two dimensions.

Take peace-keeping itself. Having decided that peace-keepers (as distinct
from peace enforcers) should steet clear of areas of open, unresolved military
conflict, we necessarily identify the pre-conflict and post-conflict stages as
those in which a global international action (with peace-keeping being an es-
sential component) can and must play a role.

But what are the tools of both preventive diplomacy and post-conflict peace
building? They are, of course, political: from the protection of human tights to
confidence-building measures. But they are also economic: from relieving so-
cial tensions that are the natural breeding ground for violent nationalism to
finding employment outlets for demobilized combatants. Symmetrically, if one
tries to approach the issue of development in a comprehensive way, one imme-
diately sees that economic factors cannot be considered in isolation from politi-
cal ones, including peace and security'!.

The talk about different «generations» of peace-keeping is probably arbi-
trary, insofar as that which we are witnessing is an evolution rather than a suc-
cession of clear-cut stages.

I would prefer to talk about trends, perspectives. And this is exactly where 1
think the most promising future for peace-keeping lies: an integrated view,
where society is seen as a whole, with its need of both peace and development,
both secutity and governance. In the future peace-keeping should avoid new
Somalias (and new Bosnias), and instead steer a course similar to the one which
produced tesults in Cambodia and Mozambique

The UN is not «about peace-keeping», but peace-keeping can and should
contribute to the defence of the principles of the UN and the attainment of its
goals.

A definition of targets, goals and mandates is, however, only a part of the
whole story. Actually, the easiest pait. The problem is mainly, as I said before,
one of political will and of means.

And hete it would be worthwhile concluding by mentioning Italy’s proposal
for the teform of the Secutity Council'2. This is not the context for a discus-
sion on the proposal in its entirety, and yet I think that it has a very relevant

U See An Agenda for Development. Report of the Secrctary-General, May 6, 1994 (A/48/933)
2 A Revised Proposal for the Enlargennt of the Security Council of the United Nations, (The Open-end-
ed Working Group on the Question of Equitable Representation on and Increase in the Membership of the

Security Council), May 15, 1995
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connection to the issue of peace-keeping.

In the first place because one of the main criteria that is defined in the pro-
posal for the identification of countries having a more frequent rotation within
the Council, is, (I quote) «the capacity and willingness to contribute to peace-
keeping operations with military personnel, equipment and financial re-
sources»

More substantially, and more politically, the purpose of the proposal is that
of addressing, with the aim of strengthening the UN, the harmful imbalance
between «taxation» and «representation», and there is no doubt that participa-
tion in peace-keeping involves «taxation», not only in terms of financial re-
sources, but also for the deployment of troops that, even in «classical» peace-
keeping, run the sisk of being harmed, a very touchy subject in democracies
that cherish the life of every single one of their citizens.

So, having repeated several times that there is no substitute for political will,
it can be said that institutional arrangements defining powers and responsibiki-
ties are definitely not irrelevant to the existence or non-existence of political
will. The future of peace-keeping (as well as that of its twin but separated
brother, peace enforcement) will depend on many factors - political, cultural,
even ethical — but the UN reform will, no doubt, play a very important role.




