Peacekeeping vs peacemaking

UN Peacekeeping PSA http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C-2rv8s8Zmg
The United Nations has declared that it must get involved to protect the people living in a state that is no longer protecting the welfare of their citizens. Specifically, it is authorized to intervene in cases of genocide.  This interventionist approach was designed to prevent events like the Nazi genocide of World War Two. The methods of interference can range from humanitarian support for the victims, to diplomatic efforts, to the use of force (war).  Any of these efforts could be seen as violating the sovereignty of the nation.

Peacekeeping started in 1956 when nation-states fought over control of the Suez Canal. At this time, the British owned and controlled this important waterway even though the Suez canal was in Egypt.  Egypt was also fighting with the new nation-state of Israel which had been created right next-door by the United Nations after World War Two. When Egypt decided to take over control of the canal, the British encouraged Israel to attack Egypt, which would give the British an excuse to send in troops to retake control of the region.  This could have resulted in the outbreak of a third world war, as tensions were high in the area and the two superpowers, USA and USSR, both had allies in the region.  Instead, a Canadian diplomat, Lester Pearson, came up with the idea of having the United Nations send in neutral forces that would keep the two sides apart until peaceful negotiations could create a solution to the problem. These neutral troops would wear a blue helmet to identify them as soldiers there to keep the peace, not to fight.

The United Nations now goes into areas of conflict wearing their blue helmets in order to identify them as neutral.  Although they are sent in as soldiers to keep the peace, they are often given other tasks in order to help the country they have been invited into, like monitoring elections, assisting the local police and rebuilding local communities.

But some question whether or not these peacekeepers are in fact neutral.  If Canada is allowed to decide when and where to send our peacekeeping troops, are we promoting our own ideology by only getting involved in missions we agree with? Are we expecting nations to accept our values, even if those values conflict with the values of that country’s people?  For example, if Canada sends in troops and then starts pressuring the government to give more rights to the women in the region, this could be seen as Canada trying to promote an ideology which we think is right into a region that does not support this ideology.

A bigger issue is the reputation of the United Nations.  In 1993 and 1995 the United Nations sent peacekeeping missions to Somalia and Bosnia.  Both of these missions failed to keep the civilians safe.  In 1994 a genocide occurred in Rwanda where almost a million people were killed in 100 days while UN peacekeepers looked on.  Why?  Because when peacekeepers are sent in, they are not there to get involved in the fighting, they cannot fire their weapons unless they are directly threatened.  At the end of the 20th century, rebels did not care for the humanitarian reputation of the UN blue helmets and would attack civilians in front of peacekeepers, knowing that the peacekeepers had a limited ability to stop what was happening.

One solution proposed to solve these problems is to have the United Nations create it’s own army.  Each member nation would be required to have a certain number of troops dedicated to this army.  That way the United Nations would always know how many troops they have available to them, and will be able to control the actions of these troops.  The United Nations would multilaterally decide when and where to get involved. 

Another solution is to create an atmosphere where the UN is more willing to use peacemaking.  The rules of engagement get in the way of efforts to establish peace because UN soldiers are unable to stop the violence.  By bringing in UN peacemakers, these soldiers can bring a swifter end to the conflict, and the nation being invaded will know that this effort had multilateral support, not one nation wanting to invade another.

The United Nations has used peacemaking in the past.  In 1990 the nation-state of Iraq invaded Kuwait because of a dispute over a shared oil field.  The decision for the United Nations to send in peacemaking troops was relatively easy to make, as one nation had invaded another.  In 1991 the U.S. led invasion successfully removed Iraq from Kuwait in one of the swiftest wars in history.  This example shows the effectiveness of UN action, but it can be much more difficult to decide whether to send in troops when the events are occurring within a sovereign nation.

Assignment

Part A – answer the following questions

· Should the United Nations have its own army instead of depending on the use of troops from member nations?  Would you be willing as a Canadian soldier to obey the commands of a United Nations officer 

· Should the United Nations be more willing to take peacemaking action?

· Certain peacekeeping or peacemaking missions have some troops committed to fighting/protection, while other troops are committed to rebuilding projects.

· Is this fair?  Should members of an international organization be permitted to decide how members of their nation-state are being used in missions the supranational organization is in charge of?  

· How would you feel knowing that Canadian troops were the only troops facing enemy fire, while troops from other nations were serving in calmer areas?

· How would you feel if NATO was able to demand our troops fight in the hostile areas, instead of letting it be our decision? 

