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The Growth of Regional Organizations
and the Role of the United Nations
Alan K. Henrikson

TuEe United Nations, particularly the Security Council, has re-
asserted itself as the ‘nerve-centre’ of international decision-making
in the field of peace and security.’ However, the changes that took
place during the Cold War probably will preclude any recentral-
ization of world authority as conceived by some universalists at
the time of the 1945 San Francisco Conference. An entirely new
inter-organizational ‘balance’ will have to be struck between the
UN Organization and what were then called by some ‘regional
councils’.? The novel possibility today is that both the universal
body—the United Nations—and the regional institutions that
have come into existence will become stronger and gain in accept-
ability as producers of international peace and security. The stock
of both kinds of multilateral enterprise has risen more or less
simultaneously as superpower unilateralism has declined. In con-
sequence, the UN, on the one hand, and regional groupings, on
the other, are no longer so likely to be regarded as rivals, or even

| The *nerve-centre’ image, implying a quasi-organic system of communication
and decision, is that of R. A. Akindele in The Organization and Promotion of Worid
Peace: A Study of Universal-Regional Relationships (Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1976), p. xii.

2 The principal Second World War proponent of ‘regional councils’ was Winston
Churchill, who reasoned that only those countries directly affected by a dispute
‘could be expected to apply themselves with sufficient vigour to secure a settlement’.
To be sure, Churchill also favoured a ‘Supreme World Council’ which would have
“the last word’: Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War, iv. The Hinge of Fate
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1950), 802-7. Most Latin American governments were
unwilling to subject their existing system of international co-operation within the
western hemisphere to possible veto action by the great powers within a centralized
UN Security Council and therefore strongly defended the regional principle. See
Ruth B. Russell, assisted by Jeanerte E. Muther, A History of the United Nations
Charter: The Role of the United States, 1940-1945 (Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution, 1958), 688-712.

REGIONALISM AND THE UNITED NATIONS 123

as alternatives to one another, in international decisions
for peace and security. They may come to work together in
partnership.

.w&m.o:& arrangements or agencies—the ones generally recog-
nized as .mznr by the UN community—include the Organization
of American States (OAS), the Organization of African Unity
AO>S.. n_...n League of Arab States (LAS), and, more recently, the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe AOw.OmU
and also the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). The
ﬂz and these various regional entities increasingly may be
viewed as parts of the same overall assemblage of institutions.
Even regionally centred pacts for mutual defence, not tradition-
ally thought of by the UN as regional bodies, particularly the
Wﬁnmﬁmﬂ Hm:novnmumdiou (WEU), founded on the 1948

russels Treaty, and the North Atlantic Treaty Organizati
(NATO), n.mS_ummran_ on the basis of the 1949 ﬁmu:amﬂw”:ﬂ.ﬂmww
are becoming friends of the world institution. As will be mmg‘
they are becoming less alliance-like and more .B:::»S_.m_“
organizations. .

The ill-feeling of the Cold War years is surrendering to a new
R.v_n_.mn.nn. even appreciation, on the part of the UN of what re-
minm_ institutions of all kinds might be able to do. ‘For dealing
with new kinds of security challenges, regional arrangements or
agencies can render assistance of great value’, as Secretary-General
._ms.n_. Pérez de Cuéllar stated in his 1990 report to UN members
‘This presupposes the existence of the relationship between the GZ
and regional arrangements envisaged in Chapter VIII of the Char-
ter. The defusion of tensions between states and the pacific settle-
ment of mo.nm_ disputes are, in many cases, matters appropriate for
regional action.” Though qualified by the important ‘proviso’ that
the efforts of regional agencies ‘should be in harmony with those of
qrm.caﬂnm Nations and in accordance with the Charter’, Pérez de
Onnzm_n.m observation suggested the possible transition to a new era
a period of global-regional balance and comity.? This nrmvnﬂw
m&nnmmnm. a central question: what are the prospects for inter-
organizational co-operation in the field of peace and security, for
what Tommy Koh has called a ‘new partnership’ between :wmm.oﬂpm_

3 . — . T .
O——Oﬂn& in Benjamin mﬂ—c_:nu uﬂﬂ%Oﬂﬂ— >Hnm_..~mﬂ=—n=nm Dﬂ& an % mu\wﬂn:- m.“:
OO_HOhﬂ_.e.ﬂ wﬂhﬂnnn% DaQ Ooﬂamg Res u tion: A &w nter.
; Ol H HLHE FON& >mﬂnﬂ » Inte 3&203“&
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and subregional organizations on the one hand and the UN on the
34

ca.m”n traditional obstacle to co-operation between Hrn.cz m.:__a_
‘regional arrangements or agencies’, as they are nn_.anmv_a .?”cn e
52(1) of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter, rm.m been the asic _mmcnm
of the primacy of the one or the other. ,.E:m mnnnnw_ question om
rank can be expressed in several ways. m:.mr.m.._mnn is the .mmsnwc

which has priority—that is, which is the initial recourse, »_m
the right of regard, takes logical ﬂ._.anmn_nm_na. and, in general,
is expected to come first. A second is the issue .om u:?.minnj
that is, which is higher in terms of legal, _uor.n_.nm_. m:.a =_5.nm

authority or status, and thus can bestow _..”.o—.n._nm:”:ﬁunw. _Bm_u ﬁ:.m
greater international acceptability. A third is the issue of t ._w_ﬂ_.
relative ascendancy—that is, which tends to vnnmcn...nmﬂﬁ actually
possessing more power and influence, and thus is able to ac-

lish more.

now._w&m?nnan axis of analysis concerns what Emmr.n generally be
termed the personality of organizations. The first issue .no:nnwnw
the organization’s individuality or separateness of Enns.Ql..ﬁ m_
is, how distinct is it in Bn:..vnnmrﬁ mnﬂ purpose, organizationa

type and style, or current policy and activity. A mn.nozm ncnﬁo.: _M
the degree of the organization’s autonomy—that is, how sufficien

and self-directing is it, or independent A.um . h.unr.nn organizations
(or major individual countries), in terms o.m E.Emn:_é m.a.a A_E_ﬂneo.:.
A third question concerns the organization’s m%av%@l.n _Mﬁ is,
how resourceful, competent, and effective is it in mc_e.Em pro m_.ﬂm
in comparison with other international organizations. The weight
of this chapter will be placed more on the attributes of .o_%mwﬁu.m
tional personality rather than on nrn. mo:.sm_ or oﬂ_..m__w in CWM_» cn_
institutional primacy. The vital question is whether the E..r
regional organizations are sufficiently alike to be »EMr to wor

together and not whether in some sense :u._.annmo.:nn. B._ o.n_“nﬂ, 9“
power) the global or the regional organization is ‘above’ or ‘below
nrwsc””MMnnao:w that follow, I shall first set o_:.arn existing consti-
tutional relationships between the UN m-wm _..mm_onn_ mﬂmjmnan:ﬂm
and agencies. Next I shall relate the main lines of the history o

ion’”, i jum: The
4 h, ‘Summary and Conclusion’, The .m-.awnvoa Symposium:
QQHM.H_M. Mc”ﬂx.uwmﬁa&nw Nations in Conflict Resolution and Peace-keeping, 13-
15 Mar. 1991 (New York: United Nations, 1991), 82.
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global-regional relations in international peacemaking.’ This his-
torical foundation is intended to establish the pattern of global=
regional relations from the Second World War through the Cold
War years. This is followed with a more detailed consideration of
leading recent cases of peacemaking which have increasingly come
to involve both the UN and regional organizations. These highlight
the central argument of the chapter: that at least some UN action is
always necessary, if not to elicit regional-organizational efforts then
to make them more fully accepted and effective; yet, without direct
and deep regional involvement, international peacemaking is likely
to lack continuity and consistency. The chapter then analyses cur-
rent proposals for improving global-regional co-operation, includ-
ing, most notably, the relevant recommendations of A# Agenda for
Peace.® Finally, the chapter offers a comprehensive rationale for a

new global-regional ‘system’ or practical partnership in inter-
national peacemaking,.

1. THE UN CHARTER AND ‘REGIONAL
ARRANGEMENTS OR AGENCIES’: LEGAL MANDATES
AND INSTITUTIONAL RELATIONSHIPS

The bedrock is Chapter VIII on Regional Arrangements. This
records an international consensus regarding the global-regional
problem that was formulated, though not fully worked out
substantively, at the Dumbarton Qaks Conference in late 1944 and
the San Francisco Conference on International Organization early
the next year. The new United Nations was intended to be the
paramount institution, having supremacy over all others. ‘In
the event of a conflict between the obligations of the Members of
the United Nations under the present Charter and their obligations

$ Peacemaking is defined here, inclusively, to mean most kinds of international
action for peace and security from military peace-enforcement through peacekeeping
operations to pacific settlement via diplomacy. In current UN parlance, ‘peacemak-
ing’ is defined, more narrowly, to refer to international action to bring hostile parties
to agreement through peaceful means—specifically those outlined in Chapter VI
(Pacific Settlement of Disputes) of the Charter. However, in contemporary journal-
istic usage, the word sometimes is contradistinguished with ‘peacekeeping,’ thus
suggesting pacification by the use of military force.

¢ Boutros Boutros-Ghali, An Agenda for Peace: Preventive Diplomacy, Peace-
making and Peace-keeping, repr. in Adam Roberts and Benedict Kingsbury (eds.),
United Nations, Divided World (Oxford: OUP, 2nd edn., 1993).
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under any other international agreement’, Article 103 unequivoc-
ally states, ‘their obligations under the present Charter shall pre-
vail."” None the less, three ‘fundamental concessions’, as they have
been characterized, were made to the idea of regionalism and
regional peacemaking. The essential purpose of these provisions of
the Charter was to give a regional entity the ‘elbow-room’ it needed
in order to deal with local disputes, as the institutional forum of
first instance.? Part of the Charter authors’ thinking was that re-
gional organizations might serve as a buffer—making it less neces-
sary for the UN itself to deal with local problems.

The first so-called concession, stated in Article 33(1) of Chapter
VI on the Pacific Settlement of Disputes, is the provision that parties
to any dispute endangering international peace and security ‘shall,
first of all, seek a solution by ...resort to regional agencies or
arrangements’, by direct negotiation, third-party mediation, arbit-
ration, or some other means of their own choosing. In addition,
the region-focused Chapter VIII stipulates that nothing in the
Charter is to preclude ‘the existence of regional arrangements or
agencies for dealing with such matters relating to the maintenance
of international peace and security as are appropriate for regional
action’ (Article 52(1)). Chapter VIII states that UN members enter-
ing into such arrangements of constituting such agencies shall
‘make every effort to achieve pacific settlement of local disputes
through such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies
before referring them to the Security Council’ (Article 52(2)). Thus
we find evidence of logical or temporal priority being given to
regional consideration.

Such regional efforts were actively to be promoted, and em-
ployed, by the UN Organization. The Security Council ‘shall en-
courage the development of pacific settlement of disputes through
such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies either on
the initiative of the states concerned or by reference from the
Security Council’, Article 52(3) of Chapter VIII states. But against
this, the Charter carefully reserves to the Security Council, in Chap-
ter VI on Pacific Settlement, the Council’s independent authority

7 The text of the UN Charter is reprinted in Roberts and Kingsbury (eds.), United

Nations, Divided World.
"% Francis O. Wilcox, ‘Regionalism and the United Nations’, in Norman J.
Padelford and Leland M. Goodrich (eds.), The United Nations in the Balance:

Accomplishments and Prospects (New York: Praeger, 1965), 427.
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m..:._ also :m.o_.mmanmaosu_ autonomy in the investigation of all
disputes or situations that might threaten peace (Article 34). More-
over, Article 35 assures to any country, even countries nrmn. do not
v.&o:m to the UN, the opportunity to come directly to the UN
either the Security Council or the General Assembly—provided EM
”..o“._“”gm”w«a accept the obligations of pacific settlement set forth
it o= arter. ':”.a scope of the UN’s willingness to act for peace
us in v:_.._n_v_n universal. None the less, overall the priori
mn.‘wﬂ..n_n& to regional nwnmm:mnuaonm in dispute settlement is ﬂ_uunQ
o Oﬂ manoam_ concession to regionalism is the allowance made .5
arter for the continued operation of existing mutual assist-
ance bmnnwl.wn_._._mbm most significantly, the 1942 Anglo-Soviet
Treaty c.m Alliance against Nazi Germany and its mﬁonnms mmmonom-
ates. >n.=n_a 53(1) of Chapter VIII declares pointedly that measures
against ‘enemy states’, defined in Article 53(2) as those that durin
the _m%nonm ﬁo_.i War _.Em been enemies of any Charter mmmnmaoaw
moc .vn nmrna. ::Bn&mnn_.%_ without prior authorization of arm
ecurity Council. These actions could continue until the UN itself
mmm_.:snn_ responsibility on the request of the government m=<o~<nnn
Article 5§3(1) msmrnm clear that these exceptional measures of m::.
forcement against former enemy states might result from ‘regional
arrangements directed against renewal of aggressive polic M: n_w
part of any m:mr state’. Chapter XVII on Transitional Mna:i :
Arrangements similarly carries over the authority of the victors am
.En Second Aqo_.E War into the unsettled postwar situation _unsm
Mﬂmm%nnmwii_m EMO cmmg of ‘special agreements’ between .n_._m mnu

. uncil an members or groups of
m<m__.m_u_n to n_wn Organization armed momnnnm.v mmmmmn““mw vM_“.m Mwammwwn
_u._.oﬁn._on_ mcm in Chapter VIII, Article 43, the mo:?vmin_. Decl S
tion m_ma.nm in Moscow in October 1943 would remain in nmm n“l
an_n“:ﬂ._”,.rmm%%hﬁnﬁ_mva Republic of China, the Soviet GEOPMM_«.

A e could, with the additi i
one another and other UN members ﬂ%m_”rowm“.wﬁnm% AWM“M__H Mmﬂw
action on Wnrm.: oﬁ the Organization as may be necessary mo“. ﬂ_nn
mmmw.omn of maintaining international peace and security’ (Article

The third and most important concessi i ism |
recognition of Article 51 %ﬂ the end Omn Mwwom“n”o/\ﬂmww.nﬂw”“s_m H._..M
respect to Threats to the Peace, Breaches of the Peace, and >n”“=m
Aggression of ‘the inherent right of individual or nh:ann?n mnm.
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defence’. This right, which as ‘inherent’ was natural or inalienable,
could be exercised regionally. Article 51 usually has been under-
stood to allow for treaties of mutual assistance for the purpose of
collective defence—that is, alliances. There is no reason why these
defensive pacts could not be among the ‘regional arrangements’
referred to in Article 52 at the beginning of Chapter VIIL Article
53(1) of that chapter contains the otherwise limiting (except for the
right of self-defence assured in Article 51) provision that the Se-
curity Council ‘shall, where appropriate, utilize such regional ar-
rangements or agencies for enforcement action under its authority’.
It further stipulates that, except for anti-enemy state measures,
which would be virtually automatic, ‘no enforcement action shall
be taken under regional arrangements or by regional agencies with-
out the authorization of the Security Council’. Yet regional groups
constituted as alliances, using Article 51, could not be so con-
strained.’ The early examples of regionally based, though not form-
ally ‘regional’, mutual defence pacts were the Inter-American
Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance completed at Rio de Janeiro in
1947, The Brussels Pact of 1948 focused on Western Europe, and
the Washington Treaty of 1949 which was transatlantic in strategic
scope.’® All of these agreements for common defence refer to Article
51, and thus can be said to avoid the restraints on ‘regional ar-
rangements or agencies’ in Chapter VIII, and perhaps even the more
general limitations imposed by the Charter on the resort to force by
UN members."

9 This reasoning, emphasizing the autonomy of *Article 51’ organizations, fol-
lows Hans Kelsen, The Law of the United Nations: A Critical Analysis of Its
Fundamental Problems {(London: Stevens 8 Sons, 1950), 792-7.

10 Both US Secretary of State Dean Acheson and British Foreign Secretary Ernest
Bevin made statements to the effect that the arrangement based on the North
Atlantic Treaty was not an regional organization within the meaning of Art. 52 in
Chapter VIII of the UN Charter. Ambassador E. N. van Kleffens, the Dutch repre-
sentative to the USA, did evidently consider the Atlantic Pact to be a regional
arrangement, however. See his ‘Regionalism and Political Pacts with Special Refer-
ence to the North Atlantic Treaty’, American Journal of International Law, 43
(1949), 666-78. From the Soviet perspective, the Atlantic Pact was an illegitimate
‘conspiracy’ against the UN Charter. The USSR already had a comparable network
of defensive arrangements of its own, of course. See Boleslaw Adam Boczek, ‘The
Eastern European Countries and the Birth of the Atlantic Alliance’, in Ennio Di
Nolfo {ed.), The Atlantic Pact Forty Years Later: A Historical Reappraisal (Berlin:
Walter de Gruyter, 1991), 171-3.

11 There should be noted, however, the often-overlooked qualification in Art. 51
that the right of individual or collective self-defence could be exercised ‘until the
Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and
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The individual UN member’s right of self-defence, exercised
alone or in concert with other UN members of similar interest and
outlook and perhaps in a regional setting, and the prerogative of
Wma.naEv held by the Security Council for the purpose of preserv-
ing international peace and security thus were delicately balanced.
Neither, according to the Charter, was unmistakably supreme—or
at least clearly dominant. Yet there was no concrete plan for
enabling z._o world and regional organizations to function together
and to act jointly. One of the US delegates at San Francisco, Senator
Arthur H. Vandenberg, declared hopefully that ‘we have found a
sound, a practical formula for putting regional organizations into
effective gear with the global institution.” What Vandenberg meant
was that Article 51, with its explicit recognition of the right of
collective self-defence, permitted the formation of a regionally
based inter-American security arrangement, the Rio Treaty, which
io.cE preserve America’s freedom under the Monroe Doctrine.
This US-controlled mechanism could become incorporated into the
_m_.mﬂ.. UN system only nominally. The world organization was
.E*.._EH_w strengthened’ by enlisting ‘the dynamic resources of these
regional affinities’, Vandenberg asserted. ‘We weld these regional
king-links into the global chain.”?

,_..Em loosely constituted dual arrangement was intended by its
mom_.mnanm to enable the UN and all present and future regional
bodies to function in theoretical if not practical union. Despite
the roominess of the Charter structure, there subsequently devel-
oped considerable tension, even contention, between the world
vo& and regional entities. As shown, there exist the competing
claims of, on the one hand, Articles 33(1) and 52(2), which seem to
m:.oi _...mmmobm_ organizations priority of action with regard to man-
aging disputes essentially of a “local’ character; and, on the other
Articles 34 and 35 which, together with the powerful mnnnnmm

security’, at which point the need for such self-defensive measures,

_on.wnn would exist. ,E._.o signatories of the San Francisco Charter .nw.”.wmw_.ﬂw ﬂwaﬂ._ﬁ
.cq.z.ﬂn@ Nations Organization, specifically the Security Council ‘primary respons-
ibility’ for maintaining international peace and security (Art. Nmn 1)). m:ﬁrnn_.ﬂonn
w:.r 39at nrm cnm.:..E._m of Chapter VIl establishes that it is the Security Council Emm
shall determine the existence’ of threats to the peace, breaches of the peace, or acts

of a i ‘ : :
e ﬂmmmn:m.m._c:. and then ‘shall make recommendations, or decide what measures shall

12 Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr. (ed.), with the collaboration of i
; , JI. (ed.), Alex M
Private Papers of Senator Vandenberg (Boston: Houghton mem.w:. unmnmmgww_.mmm..ﬂ&m
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Charter authorizations of Articles 24 and 39, appear to give the
UN, specifically the Security Council, the pre-eminent role and
supremacy if not ascendancy. The vagueness of this division of
responsibility between the global organization and regional group-
ings has conditioned the history of all subsequent dealings between
them.

As for regional organizations, because of the strong impression
conveyed especially by Chapter VIII that ‘regional arrangements or
agencies’ are to be subordinate to the UN at least in the matter of
‘enforcement action’, it matters a great deal whether these organ-
izations consider themselves to be Chapter VIII entities or not. The
OAS’s 1948 Bogoti Charter expressly states that, ‘within the
United Nations, the Organization of American States is a regional
agency’ (Article 1). The preparatory materials of the Addis Ababa
Charter of 1963 indicate that the Organization of African Unity
also was intended to be a ‘regional arrangement’. The League of
Arab States, though established in 1945 shortly before the San
Francisco Conference (April-June), none the less clearly was meant
by its founders to be a regional part of a global structure.! In July
1992 the forerunner of the OSCE, the Conference on Security and
Co-operation in Europe (CSCE), established at Helsinki in 1975,
designated itself a regional organization in the sense of Chapter
VIIL¥ In March 1994 the successor organization of the Soviet

13 Although the UN General Assembly did not acknowledge the Arab League’s
intended relationship to the United Nations when it invited it to send an observer,
the League’s own resolutions, and the subsequent actual practice of UN organs,
leave little doubt about the League’s Chapter VIII orientation. On this issue of the
qualification of the OAS, OAU, and Arab League as UN Charter ‘regional’ bodies,
see Erkki Kourula, ‘Peace-keeping and Regional Arrangements’, in A. Cassese {ed.),
United Nations Peace-keeping: Legal Essays (Alphen aan den Rijn: Sijthoff
8 Noordhoff, 1978), 102-6. It might be noted that on three early occasions
the General Assembly ‘avoided passing judgment’ on whether these three organiza-
tions were ‘arrangements or agencies’ in the context of Art. 52 of Chapter VIIL
See Akindele, The Organization and Promotion of World Peace, 11, citing Leland
M. Goodrich, Edvard V. Hambro, and Anne P. Simons, Charter of the United
Nations: Commentary and Documents (3rd edn., New York: Columbia UP, 1969),
356-7.

14 During the opening and closing of the 1975 Helsinki Conference itself, the
participants were addressed by the UN Secretary-General, Kurt Waldheim, attend-
ing as a guest of honour. The Final Act, though not a treaty and therefore not eligible
for registration under Art. 102 of the UN Charter, none the less was transmitted to
the Secretary-General for circulation to all UN members as ‘an official document of
the United Nations: *Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe: Final Act’,
The Department of State Bulletin, 73/188 (1 Sept. 1975), 323-50.
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Union, ﬂ_.un Commonwealth of Independent States, rather surpris-
ingly registered itself as a regional arrangement, winning observer
mBm:m m:wa the UN General Assembly.

ormalistic and declaratory self-qualification alon i
the GZ Charter’s Chapter VIII does not, of course, nmmmwwwn_“wwﬁww
working relationships with the world body. The proferred OAS
OAU, LAS, OSCE, and CIS associations with the UN do give nraav
roéncﬂ.m the appearance of consistency with the central o_.mmzmmm..
tion, a kind of family resemblance to it. They qualify structurally
s0 to speak, to be regional counterparts and potential close mnnnmu
sories of the UN. Moreover, as relatively general-purpose forma-
tions, Om.nna the leading ones within their respective large
geographical spheres, they have a presumptive role in maintaining
peace and security there, as well as in handling other matters of
common regional concern.

A test, although by no means a conclusive one, of whether these
and o.nv.n.n. possible Chapter VIII entities actually do exercise re-
%on.m_c:_:mm in the peace-and-security field in conjunction with the
GZ is swronr.nn they fulfil the reporting requirement of Article 54
.ﬂ:.m article in .Q.E?nn VIII stipulates that, ‘at all times’, the mo..
curity Council is to be ‘kept fully informed of activities :nm.ﬁmwan
or in .noznnav_mzos under regional arrangements or by regional
agencies for the maintenance of international peace and security’.1$
Zo:-vonmow:gmunn of this timely reporting requirement, of no:u,..n
¢.<o=_n_ not itself prove that the actions taken by nommoum_ onwmiumu
tions were at variance with the basic purposes and principles of
the Ormz.nn of the United Nations. It would, however, suggest
that n._._n individuality, autonomy, and capability of m.nnmm.m.&
grouping were suc i i i
o _ﬂu mwn 5. h that it felt it could ignore the world

Controversy regarding the compatibili i
mc_u.nnmmo:m_ security structures with nmn Cznwuvmﬁ“mnnnwm“owwmsmm
mainly on NATO. Similar to it, as alliances or collective-defence
schemes, are the WEU, the Australia~New Zealand-United States
(ANZUS) Pact, the South-East Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO)
and the d.qm—.mmé Treaty Organization (WTO). Although some 0m
these bodies (viz. SEATO and the WTO) are defunct and others

¥ Art. 51, of the preceding non-regi
] . -regionally related Chapt i
HommE,nm.Brn: in exercise of the right of self-defence be ﬁm.“”.onﬂw—n.n_m n_Wn: _“«.z"mn_ﬁ..rNq
e Security Council—after the fact. THRamaE o
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(e.g. ANZUS) perhaps moribund, all of these treaty-based mo.nch
relationships contributed substantially S.ﬁrn. OQ.E War c._m..o._mn
international order. They had important En.onnm.co:u_ stabilizing
effects, and in some cases even cnmno.amr_:m influence. Other,
newer regional and subregional formations, such um.ﬂrn >mm>7M
Regional Forum (ARF), may also serve to promote internationa
order and cannot be ignored in any »nnO::ﬁO». m_o_um_innw_oam_
relationships in the field of peace and security, whatever their
formal relationship to the UN. . o

In addition to the structural, or mcn-:m_-mnmaﬂ:smnm.r criteria that
may need to be satisfied by a region-based organization, nro.nn can
be other, more practical tests. If met, ar.nmn could \,.:am&n.v:nzu\
legitimize regional groups’ peacemaking actions. As _ﬂ >.. >r5&a_.wn
has rightly emphasized, ‘relations of a regional organization to t m
United Nations are determined and %m:&. not v.w the nrm_.mnnn_. o
the regional organization, but by the function it is @nnmcn.:.:u.m ata
particular time’.’¢ The critical fact is not ¢.q_...uﬂ the organization is,
but what it does. Thereby, UN compatibility can be earned by a
regional body. :

2. GLOBAL-REGIONAL COMPETITION IN
INTERNATIONAL PEACEMAKING: THE EVOLVING
HISTORICAL PATTERN

During most of the Cold War period the CZ m_wa_ nom_ou...m._ bodies
tended to grow apart. Paradoxically, certain regional entities, par-
ticularly the alliances, assumed some .om the v_.om:._ mnME._w re-
sponsibilities of the global co&a. Erm_n.nrn Gzl_ﬂmn_ , w:m.r
retaining its world-wide mandate, in fact involved itself most ﬂ n__,u
local peacekeeping duties. The net effect was to reduce the wor m_
reliance on the UN and to de-emphasize .ﬁrn need mmn .nnm__oum

organizations to co-ordinate their actions with the UN. W_m_.z y M_.
wrongly, the emphasis is less on teamwork m.:m more on in nvnm m
ent action.’”” This shift in the inter-organizational Vm_m_._no_ rm..

important political and legal consequences. .‘;n. noamzmﬁ_ﬂ:m _MH
tory of the United Nations shows’, wrote Akindele in t n_ mi m
1970s, “that there has been a de facto revision of the Charter law o

izati j Id Peace, 63.
16 Akindele, The Organization and Promotion om_, Wor "
17 Wilcox, ‘Regionalism and the United Nations’, 428 and 430.
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universal-regional relationships in favour of greater autonomy for
regional organizations,’® ‘

There was during the Cold War, therefore, a kind of cross-over
between regionalism and universalism. Some regional organiza-
tions, notably NATO, assumed the main responsibility for main-
taining international security, almost world-wide.”® Denied its
ostensibly central role by the superpower division within it, the UN
assumed, faute de mieux, the useful but marginal role of keeping
peace whenever cease-fires and truces could be worked out in
regions. This was not intended. Peacekeeping was an improvisation
of the UN—‘discovered, like penicillin’.20 Only during the Korean
conflict in 1950 was the UN Security Council, owing to a tempor-
ary absence from the Security Council of the Soviet delegate, able to
assume its Charter-assigned primary responsibility for peace and
security under Chapter VII. Even that exceptional episode, how-
ever, was dominated strategically by regional-alliance concerns,
including NATO’s worry about a possible Russian offensive on the
European front,

Chapter VIII-based regional organizations (as distinct from
alliances) played a much smaller role than the authors of the
Charter had planned. They were not used either as ‘shock absorber’
or as ‘forum of first resort’—at least by the UN Organization. This
was not only because of their own weaknesses but also
because the proper strength, authority, and credibility of the UN
Security Council had not been built up. ‘One can only hazard a
guess,” Wilcox speculates, ‘but in all likelihood if the Security
Council had been able to discharge effectively its responsibility for
the maintenance of peace, many more disputes of a local character
would have been settled at the regional level.”!

With this suggestion in mind—namely that effective regional

18 Akindele, The Organization and Promotion of World Peace, pp. xi-xii.

** On the geographical scope of consultation under the North Atlantic Alliance,
see Sir Nicholas Henderson, The Birth of NATO (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press,
1983), 100-5. On NATO’s de facto extended influence, see Alan K. Henrikson, ‘The
North Atlantic Alliance as a Form of World Order’, in Alan K. Henrikson (ed.),
Negotiating World Order: The Artisanship and Architecture of Global Diplomacy
(Wilmington, Del.: Scholarly Resources Inc., 1986), 111-35; also Elizabeth Sher-
wood, Allies in Crisis: Meeting Global Challenges to Western Security (New Haven:
Yale UP, 1990).

# Brian Urquhart, ‘The United Nations, Collective Security, and International
Peacekeeping’, in Henrikson (ed.), Negotiating World Order, 62.

3 Wilcox, ‘Regionalism and the United Nations’, 431.
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dispute-settlement depends on effective UN Security Council peace-
making—we can now consider the inherited pattern of global-
regional relations in the field of peace and security. The story, alas,
is mainly one of inter-organizational competition.

(a) The Western Hemisphere

The primordial international-legal formulation of the relationship
between the western hemisphere (and indeed all other geopolitical
‘regions’) and the world organization of the time is Article 21 of the
Covenant of the League of Nations. ‘Nothing in this Covenant’,
that article declares, ‘shall be deemed to affect the validity of
international engagements, such as treaties of arbitration or re-
gional understandings like the Monroe doctrine, for securing the
maintenance of peace.’ Principally out of deference to the non-
member USA, the Geneva-based League generally stayed out of
western hemisphere territorial and other disputes. When both the
League and the pan-American system did become involved, as
during the Bolivian-Paraguayan conflict over the Gran Chaco, the
very ‘multiplicity of agencies’ was regarded as one cause of the

failure of peacemaking.?2
Later, the UN also engaged in contests with the pan-American
system. Divergences were partly a function of the inter-American
community’s sense of its own unique mission, its separate historical
personality, but they were also a reflection of the failure of peace-
making at the global level. ‘Many of the world-wide institutions
under the aegis of the United Nations have become only pale
shadows of what their founders . ..expected them to be’, as a
former OAS Secretary-General from Argentina, Alejandro Orfila,
explained. ‘In these circumstances, during the Cold War between
the two superpowers, the vision of regional order in the Americas
gained in attractiveness.’” In the western hemisphere the OAS

became the organization of choice.

The UN and the OAS engaged in a jurisdictional struggle, in a
pattern-setting way, over Guatemala in 1954. The government
2 See Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull, 2 vols. (New York: Macmillan,

1948), i. 336; F. P. Walters, A History of the League of Nations, 2 vols. (London:
OUP, 1952), ii. 526.

3 Alejandro Orfila, “The Organization of American States and International
Order in the Western Hemisphere’, in Henrikson (ed.), Negotiating World Order,

139.
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.ﬂrﬂd under Jacobo Arbenz appealed to both the OAS and the UN
in Ermn became, in the words of the President of the Security
Council at the time, US Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., a
‘fundamental question of venue’.* The Soviet Union, mcvuoa.:m
.nrn left-wing Guatemalan government, maintained that the
issue was one of ‘aggression’, rather than a ‘local dispute’ appropri-
ate for a regional organization, and therefore that action by
the mnmE.mQ Council under Article 24 (emphasizing the Security
Council’s ‘primary responsibility’) was called for. A compromise
course (but in effect favouring the American side) was to argue
that regional-organizational consideration took priority (Articles
33(1) and 52(2)) but to assert the unaffected legal authority
or supremacy, of the UN. This was the view that in the nnnm
prevailed.?s

The regional-universal dilemma—essentially, a choice between
power and law—was posed again in the autumn of 1962. Facing
the threat of Soviet nuclear missiles in Cuba, the members of the
OAS ‘recommended’ (for that is all its Charter enables the OAS
to do) the collective ‘quarantine’, or blockade, of Cuba. This
autonomous action by the OAS, a Chapter VIII regional organiza-
tion, was questionable. The US government-promoted doctrine of
the OAS as a regional surrogate for the United Nations, rather than
a mere local-dispute-settlement mechanism, represents probably
the greatest inroad of a UN Charter-based regional organization
against the primary jurisdiction of the UN in the field of inter-
amﬁ_oam_ peace and security.? Although the USA argued that the
%En_._nmu republics had ‘primary’ responsibility, and a correspond-
ing .n_cQ to act, the UN was not ignored; and, in accordance with
>.H=Qn 54 of the UN Charter, the OAS duly forwarded its ‘quaran-
tine’ resolution to the UN. Yet Secretary-General U Thant left no
doubt that he believed the US-OAS naval measures to be organ-

H M_wna nn_mo._u m%hu?‘muu of 20 June 1954, 1.
indele, The Organization and Promotion of World P

) eace, 80-1. See also
wm.ln%. Urquhart, Hammarskjold (New York: Harper Colophon Books, 1972),

% On this question and on US efforts to overcome th ici i

s and e suspicion of illegali
M”_unn_n" The Organization and Promotion of World __.unanM xii. mmlmww_ﬂﬂﬂwﬂ
: mwo.u. The Legal Case for the US Action on Cuba’, The Umﬁn&ﬁﬁa.c\ State

ulletin, 47/1 Nwa (Nov. 1962), 763-5. See also Abram Chayes, The Cuban Missile
Crisis: International Crises and the Role of Law (New York: OUP, 1974); and Dean

anx.wmﬂo_n:o_dnruawcmr>_..m. i i
s ety » As I Saw It, ed. Daniel S. Papp (New York: Penguin
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izationally ultra vires, however strategically warranted they might
have been. ¥

The crisis in 1965 in the Dominican Republic very slightly recon-
ciled the two organizations when, for the first time, a hemispheric
organization fielded a military unit of its own. As nominally a
‘peacekeeping’ exercise rather than an ‘enforcement’ action, the
dispatch of the Inter-American Peace Force by the OAS allegedly
did not require prior approval by the Security Council (the ‘author-
ization’ mandated by Article 53(1)) but only the Security Council’s
being ‘kept fully informed’ (Article 54). After this event it would
be generally understood that the UN would be able to increase
its political involvement in the Americas only if regional action
under OAS auspices were to fail.2® UN Secretary-General U Thant,
to be sure, did send a representative to the Dominican Republic
to seek a cease-fire, obsetve, and report; and the first real cease-
fire in the situation was in fact negotiated by that representative,
the Venezuelan diplomat José Mayobre. It historically ‘bears
mentioning’ that, as U Thant noted, the Dominican episode was the
first one in which the UN and the OAS acted concurrently, going
in ‘side by side’.?? The relationship, however, remained strongly
competitive.

(b) Africa

The global-regional balance with regard to peace and security in
Africa was also tilted heavily in favour of the regional body, the
OAU, despite that organization’s lack of effectiveness. Its insti-
tutional disability for peacemaking purposes is partly a function of
independent-Africa’s consensus, embodied in the 1963 Addis

¥ U Thant, View from the UN (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Co., 1978), 163-
4 and 172. The UN Security Council refused a Cuban request that the Council
request of the International Court of Justice an advisory opinion regarding, inter
alia, whether the OAS had the right to take enforcement action against a UN
member state without authorization by the Security Council. This refusal was
described by Thant as *a tragedy’. ‘By this nonaction the Security Council implicitly
endorses “Monroe Doctrines” everywhere on earth’, ibid. 160 and 173.

28 The US Ambassador to the UN, Adlai Stevenson, expressed the view that ‘the
purposes of the United Nations Charter will hardly be served if two international
organizations are seeking to do things in the same place with the same people at the
same time": UN doc. S/PV 1217 of 22 May 1965, 21, quoted in Linda B. Miller,
World Order and Local Disorder: The United Nations and Internal Conflicts
(Princeton: Princeton UP, 1967), 159.

2 Thant, View from the UN, 371-3.
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-Ababa Charter establishing the OAU, that the territorial frame-
work of boundaries inherited from the European colonial powers
was not to be changed, and partly of the reluctance of outside
powers again to become involved there.*® OAU regional diplomacy
therefore H.Honum:w predominated. For example, when hostilities
broke out in 1963 between Morocco and Algeria, Morocco’s Kin
Hassan II was doubtful that the OAU would take an owan-Bmsmnm
mﬁvnonnr to his revisionist boundary claims against Algeria and
instead brought the matter to the attention of the UN Secretary-
Onnmnm._. Algeria, relying on the Addis Ababa Charter, sought O%@
mediation. The major Western countries, wishing to avoid en-
tanglement, persuaded the Moroccan monarch to accept regional
management of the issue. This finally was resolved in 1972 accord-
wwm to the zwmzo_..mmh status quo guideline of the OAU Charter. The
oroccan-Algerian precedent establi
the “Try OAU First’ M&nnmv_n.m_ shed what has been termed
,E:m. OAU claimed precedence again in 1964 when Somalia
accusing Ethiopia and also Kenya of holding lands it believed saum
Somali, mmw& for UN Security Council consideration of its charge
of aggression. Other African countries counselled withdrawal of
the request and Somalia soon complied, informing the Securit
Council mwwn it no longer wished to raise the issue ‘while n_pw
vno_u_n_d.a in the hands of the OAU’.3 The pressures of regional
non.mo..B_Q were simply too strong. As Akindele comments: ‘no
>m=.nm= state has adamantly insisted on ignoring the OAU ms.n_ on
having direct access to the world body.” This also then reflected
mrn reluctance of UN members, especially the most powerful states
to ._un drawn into African disputes which were not perceived mm
raising fundamentally critical issues of global strategic signifi-

o g % o
e .mnmanmmamn_ %ﬂaa. The Organization of African Unity and African Bound-
ws.nn. ~=m«mn.=nn. of _MN._MMM Am“wmh\nmnmmﬁw.umwtww m.:w_w?im i
v stitu African Studies, , 65-79, and Boutros Bo - i
me_m.muﬂmmn%ﬁ de PUnité Africaine (Paris: Librairie Armand Colin, GMMMJPAM.EH_MM
arter proclaims ‘respect for the sovereignry and territorial integri y f
nnmw_ mmmmu and for its inalienable right to independent existence’. By ©
e _. Mswru._n Andemicael, ‘The Organization of African Unity and the United
3 ions: Relations in _.&o.m.nunn and Security Field’, in Berhanykun Andemicael (ed
egionalism and the United Nations (Dobbs Ferry, NY: published for UNITAR _uw

Oceana Publications, 1979), 238 and 254-6. Also see Wellington W. Nyangoni

Africa in the Uni 7 i
3 hmu_... e United Nations System (Cranbury, NJ: Associated University Presses,

32 UN doc. SCOR /5542 of 14 Feb. 1964, 65-6.



138 ALAN HENRIKSON

cance’.?® Cold War divisions usually precluded the Organization’s
united action.

The UN did, to be sure, become deeply involved in the civil war
in the Congo although this was a somewhat different category of
problem, centring not on differences over boundaries but on the
basic question of political and administrative control. In 1960,
when the Belgian mercenary-assisted breakaway of Katanga Prov-
ince occurred, the Congolese government urgently requested UN
assistance. On the basis of a resolution by the Security Council, UN
peacekeeping units and also a Reconciliation Commission were
sent. The UN wanted to insulate the Congo as much as possible
from the risk of great-power intervention and encouraged maxi-
mum African participation. The formation of the OAU, in part a
response to the Congo crisis, introduced a new regional player in
the situation. It tried its best to ‘Africanize’ the process of bringing
of peace to the Congo. An Ad Hoc Commission of ten OAU
members under Jomo Kenyatta consulted, but could not prevent,
an American-British-Belgian rescue operation that took place in
Stanleyville in November 1964. The OAU joined in international
requests for a meeting of the UN Security Council to condemn this
extra-regional intervention. Ultimately, the Security Council passed
a resolution placing the problem of peace promotion in the Congo
‘in the lap of the OAU’.% The UN was not drawn into the Nigerian
civil war of 1967-70, because it recognized that the majority of
African states supported the Nigerian federal government in Lagos
rather than the independence-seeking Biafra.

The OAU, though generally ineffective, did achieve a note-
worthy, if minor, success with a peacekeeping operation in Chad
during the war of 1981-3. OAU diplomatic and military efforts
helped to ‘erect a cordon’ around that conflict, helping to prevent
the collapse of the Chadian state, and underlining the African
policy against outside involvement by the former European colonial
states, by the superpowers, or even by the UN. “The OAU fears the

1 Akindele, The Organization and Promotion of World Peace, 96-8.

1 Ralph J. Bunche, ‘The United Nations Operation in the Congo’, in >=AB£.M§.
Cordier and Wilder Foote (eds.), The Quest for Peace: The Dag _Iniina@..ui
Memorial Lectures (New York: Columbia UP, 1965), 126. On the juridical position
of the UN Operation in the Congo (ONUC), see R. Simmonds, Legal Problems
Avising from the United Nations Military Operations in the Congo (The Hague:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1968).

35 Akindele, The Organization and Promotion of World Peace, 98-102.
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internationalization of African conflicts, and seeks to contain
these conflicts within the continental jurisdiction’.3 ‘

(¢) The Middle East

Organized diplomatic contact between regionalism and globalism
for peace-and-security purposes in the Middle East has been mini-
mal. A rare early case, showing the difficulty as well as the promise
of no..ca&nmﬂnm peacemaking by a regional body and the world
o_.mw.Eummoz. concerned Lebanon. In May 1958 that country’s
President, Camille Chamoun, appealed to the League of Arab States
mnn then .m_mo to the UN to put an end to what he considered foreign
intervention in his country—armed subversives allegedly backed by
the newly combined Egyptian—Syrian United Arab Republic
(UAR). Because of the temporal priority of the request to the Arab
League, and also because of the view that the regional organization
ought to be allowed at least to try to promote peace, the Security
Council suspended its own consideration of the issue. Although
the Council of the Arab League sought exclusive control of the
matter, the Government in Beirut exercised its right under Article
35 to return to the Security Council and it obtained, owing to the
Soviet Union’s abstention, a neutral Swedish resolution calling for
dispatch of what became the UN Observation Group in Lebanon
(UNOGIL). Because of the intrusion of extra-regional forces
(underlined by the pre-emptive landing of US troops in Lebanon)
.urn Arab League had to attempt to regain a measure of nnmmozmm
influence by acting within the UN. Ten Arab governments suc-
cessfully proposed that the UN General Assembly call upon Secre-
tary General Dag Hammarskjold to arrange for an early
withdrawal of foreign troops. Arab diplomacy, though not the
Arab League per se, thus played a critical role, the UN being the
context for it.%’
Oﬂrnn situations in which there has been some Arab League-
United Nations contact, occasionally also through the Arab group
at the UN, include the Kuwait-Iraq border dispute of 1961, civil

% Bamayangay Joseph Massaquoi, ‘Conflict Resoluti
) tion: The O !
dmaﬂ?nn Forum, 7/4 (Winter 1990/1), 83-99. ¢ OAU and Chad,
Urquhart, Hammarskjold, 261-92; Akindele, The Organization and Pro-
motion of World Peace, 89-92; Inmmnma.? Iummo_n:m. ‘The ﬁﬂmmnn omfhm_u wnmﬂMw
and ﬂrm United Zmumﬁm" Relations in the Peaceful Settlement of Disputes’, in
Andemicael (ed.), Regionalism and the United Nations, 310. ’
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strife in Yemen in 1962, and, a decade later, a border conflict
between North and South Yemen. In dealing with the first of these,
which was largely managed by Arab diplomacy, an Arab League
Security Force was actually organized and sent. At the time the
machinery of the UN Security Council was veto-blocked, and the
Arab League’s action probably saved Kuwait. In 1976 an even
larger Arab peacekeeping force went into Lebanon, which was
increasingly beset by the Israeli-Palestinian struggle as well as by its
own internal wrangling.?® The UN did not become involved there
until March 1978 when it augmented the Syrian-dominated Arab
regional force with a more widely gathered UN Interim Force in
Lebanon (UNIFIL). The interplay of the UN and the Arab League
was beginning to become regularized.

(d) Europe

The prime example of peace-and-security action in the European
strategic theatre and its environs is, of course, the defence and
deterrence offered by NATO. Although US Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles made it plain that ‘NATO has not been organized as
a regional association, nor has it any policy or jurisdiction to deal
with disputes as between the members’, the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization, being a political alliance as well as a military force,
actually has exercised a peacemaking influence. In late 1956, fol-
lowing the Suez débicle, a NATO Committee of Three composed
of the foreign ministers of Canada, Italy, and Norway recom-
mended that the Alliance improve its consultation capabilities. The
NATO member governments reaffirmed their obligation to settle
disputes by peaceful means (a UN Charter commitment repeated in
Article 1 of the North Atlantic Treaty). Moreover, they agreed to
submit internal disputes among themselves to good-offices proce-
dures within their Alliance—‘before resorting to any other
agency’.? NATO thus gained organizational priority, if not juridi-
cal supremacy, and the UN was scarcely thought of as an
alternative.

» Hassouna, “The League of Arab States and the United Nations’, 319-21.

3 The Department of State Bulletin, 34/884 (4 June 1956): 925-6, and ‘Non-
Military Co-operation in NATO: Text of the Report of the Committee of Three’,
NATO Leiter, 5, special suppl. to no. 1 (1 Jan. 1957), 8, quoted in Wilcox,
‘Regionalism and the United Nations’, 431-2.
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The major historical achievement of regional peacemaking b
NATO as an organization surely has been its management oum
.m_.n_.gn_u...OnnEm: differences, including the Saar dispute. NATO also
EmsEEonm._q mediated the British-Icelandic ‘cod war’ and moder-
m_a.n_ the wznm.rlmvmimr Gibraltar question. The most notable case
of Inter-organizational pacific diplomacy, involving the UN as well
concerns nrm issue of Cyprus. In 1956 the first Secretary-General of
Z>.HO.‘ Britain’s Lord Ismay, suggested to the North Atlantic
nomnﬂ_ that a committee be formed to mediate the Cyprus conflict.
which divided the NATO allies Greece and Turkey.* When nmim
war broke out on the island in 1963, the British government, with
the support of Washington, proposed sending in a Z>,ﬂ0-3n”.=#nﬁ_
peacekeeping force of ten thousand men. This plan was rejected
r.os,ne,n_.. by Archbishop Makarios, President of Cyprus, who Eu
sisted that the UN Security Council, and not Z>.~.Ou was the
proper venue. A revised British plan which tied the Z>..HO force
fairly closely to the UN (‘linking’ it to the UN by ‘reports’), was also
refused by Makarios, even though the Greek and ._,EEmw govern-
ments were willing to participate. The eventual outcome was the
anuw_u_mraaa in 1964 of the United Nations’ Peacekeeping Force
vwnn rmw%h”.w_ .\.MGZEO%E with NATO forces remaining in the
When in 1974 the Turkish government, respondi
from Turkish Cypriots, landed on Cyprus é:rw _mwm”.mm“w_nmwwh“_m
force mnn_. set up the Republic of Northern Cyprus, NATO as an
organization failed to react as it could and mwo_._,_m have done
Despite the long-lasting deadlock on that island, it can at least _um.
said, Tos‘aﬁh that the structure of NATO, momnﬂrnn with the
organization’s military power and latent political influence
probably has helped to keep the problem of Cyprus (and perha m,
o.ﬂ_gn_. m:.nownmn subregional problems) contained. But s.:rosnwm
m___m_oamﬂnm:w .mnmqn and effective United Nations, a regional
M.n “ﬂwm ormation cannot by itself easily transform stability into

% Robert S. Jordan, with Michael W. Bl iti
e dan, / - Bloome, Political Leadership in NATO:
o udy in Multinational Diplomacy (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1979),
4 Miller, World Order and Local Disorder.
1 é " , 116-48; Karl Th. Birgi ‘Uni
Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus’, in William J. Durch (ed.), .h.wmhmmwmwxwwwn.ﬁﬂﬂ.

UN Peacekeeping: Case Studi ; :
Press, 1993), WH%J«m.ma tudies and Comparative Analysis (New York: St Martin's



142 ALAN HENRIKSON

3. INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL CO-OPERATION IN
PEACEMAKING: RECENT CASES

The end of the Cold War and the proliferation of ethnic and n.z_..nn
conflicts have made it necessary, as never before, for regional
organizations and the UN to work nomnﬂwﬂ.lmaﬂ:m:w to no-cwn_.-
ate, rather than merely to coexist. >_nro=m._.. there is n<z._a=nn that
both categories of organization are becoming stronger, it remains
to be seen whether they will become more united in action. Some
involvement by the UN is clearly necessary for regional efforts,
some of them unprecedented and m==o<ma.n<n.. to be made .m_m:w
acceptable and practically effective. Organizational _ua__.momm_.wnmnm.
however, are not easily fused. Recent cases make the possibilities,
as well as the difficulties, clear.

(@) Central America and the Caribbean

In the final phases of the East-West conflict in the n.wmom.: niom
phenomena stood out. The first was that a_..o. Organization o

American States, which had been fairly .amanﬂ.:.n in dealing es-
pecially with small Central American vmn_mnuc....v: problems, ﬁmm
for a time eclipsed.*? The ‘awkward absence’, as it rmm. been calle &,
of the main regional organization in managing the internal an

international conflicts centred on Nicaragua and m_. Salvador is
an indication of the disqualifying .ﬁEn.En&.?dEan of the OWw.
The organizational genius, or E&S.n_:nrnﬁ o.m the OAS has
existed mainly in the field of economic and social Aw_nﬁ_ow:..n:n.
It was not equipped to quell a big-power-supported ‘proxy’ guer-
rilla war in its midst. It lacked the needed capability for that

purpose.

A second surprise of the 1980s was the ‘appearance’ of ad hoc

K
subregional formations, notably the four-power Contadora group

(Mexico, Venezuela, Colombia, and Panama), the Lima mcvmo_..“
Group (Argentina, Brazil, Peru, and Uruguay), and the n.oBc_:n
Rio Group. This further detracted from the peacemaking com-

? : ] ilding
“ ild, The Central American Peace Process: Sheathing Swords, Bui
Ocam_wmwnm _A..won_&u_.. Colo: Lynne Rienner, pwww.r w...—...o_. background, m_no >_M=n__..nm
Henrikson, ‘East-West Rivalry in Latin >_.=n_.=....n“ w.nns.nn._ w._.,m ﬂm\nﬂu . mwnaa.a.
Bear” °, in Robert W. Clawson (ed.), East—-West Rivalry in the N...u“_, by orld: i
Issues and Regional Perspectives (Wilmington, Del.: Scholarly Resources Inc.,

1986).
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petence of the OAS.*> As the OAS Secretary-General, Alejandro
Orfila, frankly acknowledged: ‘I believe that the OAS has paid a
terrific price in terms of public opinion within the hemisphere,
and also outside it, because of the existence of the Contadora
group.’*

According to Orfila, the OAS was not considered by some to be
a forum ‘in which to win—to get complete support for partisan
positions’.* Regional groups, it has been noted, have often made
some intra-regional parties feel that they are ‘outsiders’, ostracized
by the rest.* The Nicaraguan Sandinista government, no doubt, did
consider the US-dominated OAS to be hostile toward it. As the USA
‘contributes the lion’s share of the OAS budget’, that country easily
could prevent the organization from dealing independently or in a
positive and substantive way with conflicts it did not wish the body
to address. Moreover, there is the relative ‘paucity of experience’ of
the OAS in the field of reconstructing international peace and
security. All of these considerations pointed to the relative superior-
ity of the UN even in dealing with the traditional OAS preserve of
Central America.¥’

At first the challenge was met by the Contadora partners and
then by a new process of Central American presidential summit
meetings initiated by Costa Rica’s President Oscar Arias Sanchez,
who sought to restore responsibility for resolving the crisis to
Central Americans themselves.* The UN Security Council initially
only ‘nibbled around the edges’ of the Central American problem
by, for example, endorsing the ongoing efforts of the Contadora

“ 8. Neil MacFarlane and Thomas G. Weiss, ‘Regional Organizations and Re-
gional Security’, Security Studies, 211 (Fall 1992), 21.

“ Orfila, “The Organization of American States and International Order in the
Western Hemisphere’, 141. The OAS was also slighted when, in Oct. 1983, the small
subregional Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) was the body that

acted to deal with the disturbed situation in Grenada. The OECS requested US
EESW n_man-én:mo: and also sent in an improvised Caribbean Defense Force,

4 Ibid.

*“ On this point, see Oscar Schachter, ‘Authorized Uses of Force by the United
Nations and Regional Organizations’, in Lori Fisler Damrosch and David J. Scheffer
(eds.), Law and Force in the New International Order {Boulder, Colo.: Westview
Press, 1991), 86~9.

7 This is the argument of MacFarlane and Weiss, ‘Regional Organizations and
Regional Security’, 22.

* Luis G. Solis, ‘Collective Mediations in the Caribbean Basin’, in Carl Kaysen,
Robert A. Pastor, and Laura W. Reed {eds.), Collective Responses to Regional
Problems: The Case of Latin America and the Caribbean (Cambridge, Mass.:
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 1994), 110, 112.
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group. Yet the UN Secretariat gradually became more active. ?” a
low point in the talks in 1986, the Peruvian Secretary-General Pérez
de Cuéllar made ‘a gingerly démarche’ to the Central hm:.n:nmz
countries—in conjunction with his OAS counterpart, Joio Baena
Soares—pointing out that the UN and the A.u>m. .w..wvm_.mﬁ_% or
jointly’, could provide a number of useful services. This co-operat-
ive step, as his assistant for the Central American matter, Alvaro de
Soto, reflects, had “a catalytic effect’.*’

The outcome (the Arias-designed Esquipulas Agreement on re-
gional democratization and pacification), followed vw. the creation
of an impartial UN verification mechanism (the United Zm:.osm
Observer Group in Central America (ONUCA)) and also mma._v__w_?
ment of an OAS mechanism (the F"nu:mao:n._ OoB—.Emﬂcw of
Support and Verification (CIAV/OAS)), was a &anmcm mn?n«d-
ment of the first order. The UN engaged in uamnn%nnv_zm in nvn
western hemisphere for the first time. The OAS, :.u.nmoannm by its
partnership with the UN and also by the recent addition of Canada
to OAS membership, gained a measure of En_ovndn_o:nm m_..oa the
USA and a renewed sense of its own mission. Despite their different
procedures and the strains that occasionally resulted, .awn two or-
ganizations basically worked well together, and also EE.. a variety
of non-governmental organizations. The UN wrmn&. f.:r ﬂrn. O>m
the tasks of monitoring elections and of ﬁ_nEo?__uEm.B__:mQ
forces in and near Nicaragua. They also nonm.E:nn_ efforts in super-
vising the complex reconciliation process in El mm.__a.maoﬁ On 15
January 1992, after more than twelve years of mm*‘:_:m, a nnnmaoﬁw
of completion and rededication to peace was held in Santa m?:».r
Salvador, with both OAS Secretary-General Baena m.cmnnma n.—i the
new UN Secretary-General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, prominently

ety
bmﬂwﬂﬂmsmrn_ the OAS have also been institutionally m.nqo?nm in
dealing with instability in Haiti. The UN at first roi =m.n= mmcoM
from the Haitian problem, which did not n_n.m_._w raise issues 0
international peace and security. An open invitation from Haiti's

© Alvaro de Soto, ‘Case Study: The Peace Process in Central America’, Singapore
mmﬂ_.q%._w..n.amﬂwmm Nations Role in the Central American mnmnm W—.Onomm.. UN moﬁu._m.
DPI/1036R-01201 (Feb. 1991); Terry Lynn Karl, ‘El mmr.m.m_o_. s Z.Mmo:»ﬁ% ﬂmﬂ»ﬂ“
tion’, Foreign Affairs, 71/2 (Spring .—wWNr 147-64; David Mrw_- m@ ,uns e
Stanley, ‘Building the Peace: Preliminary Lessons from El Salvador’,
International Affairs, 46/2 (Winter 1993), 415-38.
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provisional President, Ertha Pascal-Trouillot, to both the UN and
the OAS to observe that country’s election in December 1990,
however, posed the question of their participating together. After
lobbying by a former US President, Jimmy Carter, and a number of
Caribbean area leaders, the UN finally acceded to her request, and
Election Day (16 December) was witnessed by representatives of
both world and regional organizations.

It was partly because of this early electoral involvement that,
when a military coup on 30 September 1991 overthrew the recently
elected President Jean-Bertrand Aristide, the UN could not easily
treat the Haitian problem as being ‘essentially within the domestic
jurisdiction’ of a state (Article 2 (7)) and thus beyond the reach of
the UN Charter. The OAS already seemed to have overcome its
inhibitions regarding active ‘domestic’ interference to support con-
stitutional government. The hemisphere (except for Cuba) was
then, unprecedently, composed of democracies. At a historic meet-
ing in Santiago, Chile, in June 1991, the participating members of
the OAS had resolved that any ‘sudden or irregular interruption of
the democratic political institutional process’ in any one of their
countries would result in the calling of an emergency meeting of
foreign ministers to decide what to do.s! Invoking the so-called
Santiago Commitment when the coup in Haiti occurred on 30
September, the OAS foreign ministers collectively urged: a mission
to Port-au-Prince; the ‘diplomatic isolation’ of Lieut.-Gen. Raoul
Cédras and the others who had illegally seized power there; and,
except for humanitarian assistance, the suspension of economic,
financial, and commercial ties with Haiti. Some OAS members even
suggested an ‘OAS force’, to be mainly civilian but to have some
lightly armed personnel along to provide protection.’? The idea of
military enforcement, however, did not fit with the OAS’s organ-
izational personality, and nothing was done.

3t For further details, see Chapter 9.

52 Robert A. Pastor, Whirlpool: U.S. Foreign Policy toward Latin America and
the Caribbean (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1992), 247-50; Richard J. Bloomfield,
‘Making the Western Hemisphere Safe for Democracy? The OAS Defense-of.
Democracy Regime’, Washington Quarterly, 17/2 (spring 1994), 157-69; ‘OAS
Resolutions on Haiti’, texts of ‘Support to the Democratic Republic of Haiti’, MRE/
RES. 1/91 (3 Oct. 1991), and ‘Support for Democracy in Haiti’, MRE/RES. 2/91 (8
Oct. 1991), US Department of State Dispatch, 2/41 (14 Oct. 1991), 760-1; Thomas
L. Friedman® ‘A Regional Group Moves to Isolate Haiti’s New Junta’, New York

Tirmes, 3 Oct. 1991, and id., ‘Regional Group Plans to Increase Penalties on Haiti’,
New York Times, 9 Oct. 1991
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A further reason for that organization’s inability to follow
through more effectively at that time was the merely supportive role
of the UN. The UN then was ‘outrun’ by the regional organization,
candidly admits Dante Caputo, a former Argentine Foreign Minis-
ter who, remarkably, was appointed Special Envoy for the Haitian
situation by UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali and subsequently
by OAS Secretary-General Baena Soares as well. The UN General
Assembly, for its part, did pass a resolution which requested that
the Secretary-General lend his OAS opposite number collegial sup-
port, condemned the coup led by General Cédras, and called upon
all UN member states ‘to emulate the OAS example’ (i.e. by apply-
ing sanctions), as Caputo described this non-binding and hortatory
action. Some extra-hemispheric countries, including members of
European Community, continued to trade with Haiti, even by
exporting oil to it, thus effectively ‘nullifying’ the OAS-recom-
mended sanctions.*

On the initiative of a new informal group—the Friends of the
Secretary-General for Haiti (Canada, France, USA, and Ven-
ezuela)—the UN Security Council, invoking Chapter VII, in Res-
olution 841 (16 June 1993) did finally act to ‘make universal and
mandatory’ the trade embargo previously recommended by the
OAS and endorsed by the UN General Assembly. These measures
required “all States’ and also ‘all international organizations’ (read:
the European Community) to act strictly in accordance with their
provisions, which were binding globally. This co-operative UN-

OAS action made it possible that Haiti might be one case, in Dante
Caputo’s hopeful prediction, ‘in which such sanctions could actu-
ally work’.5 The sanctions regime later was tightened through
Resolution 917 (6 May 1994). When even these stringent measures
did not work to unseat the de facto government under Cédras, the
USA persuaded the Security Council on 31 July to authorize ‘a

53 “UN General Assembly Resolution 46/7 on Haiti’, 12 Oct. 1991, US Depart-
ment of State Dispatch, 2/41 (14 Oct. 1991), 762; Dante Caputo, “Haiti: Un Cri de
Ceeur’, Global Action (Newsletter of Parliamentarians for Global Action), 5/3,
{Sept. 1993), 7 and 10. The European Community was handicapped somewhat by
its Lomé Convention relationship with Haiti.

$4 “UN Security Council Resolution 841 on Crisis in Haiti', 16 June 1993, US
Department of State Dispatch, 4/26 (28 June 1993), 469-70; Caputo, ‘Haiti’, 10.
The global-regional co-operative theme is explicit in SC Res. 841: ‘Recalling . . . the
provisions of Chapter VIII of the Charter of the United Nations and stressing the
need for effective co-operation between regional organizations and the United
Nations.’
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multilateral force under unified command and control . . . to use all
necessary means’,’ ‘

Owing to this sequence of events there has arisen some anxiety
E:r.E the inter-American community lest the OAS fall into ‘hier-
archical’ bondage to the UN.s Nevertheless, it had gradually be-
come clear that, as a practical matter, the actions taken by the OAS
to ao._unn. the de facto regime in Haiti could not succeed without the
constitutional authority and political backing of the UN. The actual
forces used, however, were those of the USA, a hemispheric power
msvv.mnagn& by personnel from a number of Caribbean OoEN
munity (CARICOM) states with support from Argentina, Great
Britain, and various other individual countries around nrn.ioHE
O.: 18 September 1994 the Cédras Government was persuaded Rh
give way and the US-led Multinational Force made it possible for
President Aristide to return to office. The OAS was essentially a
vw.wnm.:ﬁ_mr although a combined UN-OAS International Civilian
Z._mm_on (MICIVIH) was enabled to resume its human-rights monit-
oring role. The subsequent post-restoration phase of the Haiti crisis
was to vm handled mainly by a UN peacekeeping mission (UNMIH)
and President Clinton made it clear that ‘the coalition will pass the
baton to the United Nations’, which it did.s”

(b) West Africa, the African Horn, Southern Afri
and Central Africa i

It would seem impossible for any one organization to police the
.ﬁr.w_o >m:nmm continent. The structural weaknesses of the Organ-
ization of African Unity, which has plainly lacked the capability of
handling conflicts located around that vast continent, and some-

%5 ‘Shared Resolve in Restorin, i iti
: g Democracy in Haiti’, statement by Madelei
Albright and SC Res. 94 y e et
R .mmalm.m 0, 31 July 1994, US Department of State Dispatch, 5/33 (15
% Brazil, as an elected member of the UN Securi il i
) azil, | ecurity Council in 1993
Mﬂ MMM_“MQ.WE.«& nnmw_nn_ﬁ_.. to ﬁ_mw_ with Haiti partly in order to keep nmnvﬁmﬂwwﬂnmwﬂ
nsitive inter-American affairs, including not only h i
cracy but u_un.. the realm of environmental vnoﬂonacaw wnuﬁwunwmnmrqﬂ”m% onn_.m .
@mwﬁ.ﬂ_... Ima_mvrnnn Safe for Democracy?’, 165. ’ & e
‘The Crisis in Haiti’, US Department of State Dispatch, 5/38
r . (19 Sept. 1994
M M oﬂ An Mxnwmw.non.m. n.rc:mw strategically important, wo::..nn_ reason _UWEE_ ar_m
in Mn a mE::mnB:on s turn to the UN, rather than the OAS, was its wish to set a
precedent for close UN supervision of Russian-controlled CIS military peacekeepi
intervention in the Caucasus region and Central Asia. e
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times even the political interest to do so, have contributed to
peacekeeping experiments both at the subregional level and
through the involvement of the UN.

The most remarkable case in point is the ad hoc military inter-
vention carried out in Liberia in 1990 by ECOMOG—the ‘Monit-
oring Group’ of the Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS). With offshore assistance from the US Navy and
Marine Corps, ECOWAS, through this improvisation (at odds with
its basic organizational personality as an economic-integration in-
strument) succeeded temporarily in bringing about a modicum of
peace in that country, at least in its capital, Monrovia. To some
sceptical Africans the ECOMOG forces provided by Nigeria and
other English-speaking countries mostly served local hegemonic
and partisan purposes—a recurrent complaint against regionally
originated military interventions.*® ‘They came in there as a neutral
party, hoping to bring about a mediation. But they’re now one of
the combatants’, as the then US Assistant Secretary of State for
African Affairs, Herman J. Cohen, admitted. This was one reason
why it seemed to Cohen that the UN would have to take over as
intermediary in the Liberian situation.®

The UN did send a representative, Trevor Gordon-Somers of
Jamaica. Yet the Liberian state had effectively collapsed, and there
seemed little to repair. As one commentator noted, even the UN
was ‘not collectively in a position to intervene in that kind of a
situation’.* Partly for that reason, the UN Security Council initially
backed the ECOWAS peacekeeping operation by imposing a Chap-
ter VII arms embargo against the rebel forces in Liberia and by
calling on all parties there to respect a cease-fire that was nego-
tiated. This action (Security Council Resolution788 of 19 November

1992) is ‘the first major UN effort to promote peacekeeping by a

regional organization’.%!

Subsequent negotiations conducted in Geneva under the joint
auspices of ECOWAS, OAU, and the UN produced a peace agree-
ment; this was signed at an ECOWAS summit meeting in Cotonou,

s¢ MacFarlane and Weiss, ‘Regional Organizations and Regional Security’, 18-
21,

59 Seeven A. Holmes, ‘US. Tries to Blunt Harm of Remark on Liberia
Peacekeepers’, New York Times, 15 Nov. 1992.

€ The Singapore Symposium, 19.

&1 Peter James Spieimann, ‘UN Approves Use of Force to Cut Off Liberia Rebels’,
Boston Globe, 20 Nov. 1992.
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wg_? on 25 July 1993. The agreement called for ECOMOG to
continue its peacekeeping function and for the UN to play a moni-
toring role through what became the UN Observer Mission in
r_vn.:.» (UNOMIL). An advance group of UN military observers
participated in a Joint Cease-fire Monitoring Committee that was
set up. Without this technical and political support authorized
by a.:u CZ mnn.E.mQ Council, and also without the substantial hu-
manitarian assistance extended by other parts of the UN system
these pioneering West African peacemaking efforts in Liberia n..uiau
not have had much chance of success.®? Even with additional sup-
port from the UN, they still have not brought stability to that
country.

Hw.n uncivil conflict in Somalia on the Horn of Africa has put the
principle of regional-organizational priority—specifically that of
the O>c...l8 an embarrassingly severe test. Boutros-Ghali being
an .mmuﬁn_mm_ and formerly himself active in the Onmmumummon of
African Unity as his country’s Foreign Minister, was personally
mmnnmma.vw the Somalian tragedy—as Pérez de Cuéllar was by the
noum._nn in Central America. He therefore followed his predecessor’s
_omm in directly taking up the Somali issue. Calling together in Cairo
.Hnmn.osmm leaders from the OAU, the Arab League, and the Organ-
ization of ﬂro. Islamic Conference (OIC), Boutros-Ghali pointed out
their responsibilities (no doubt reflecting upon Chapter VIII, as well
as QE?E.. VI) and sharply enquired as to their plans. .Hm__wm also
were held in New York under UN, OAU, LAS, and OIC auspices
with the contending Somali parties also present.

: Ioﬁwqmn..mm none of the regional organizations asserted primacy
in the situation, the UN increasingly stepped in. The first physical
measure Hmr.a: by the UN, in April 1992, was to assign some fift

E._m._n:nm military observers to Somalia. The ineffectuality of nrmw
action, long-delayed in actual execution, led to the Security Coun-
n.;.m later authorization of an airlift. The Security Council resolu-
tion expressly welcomed ‘the cooperation between the United
Nations, the Organization of African Unity, the League of Arab
m.ﬂmnnm. mz@ Organization of the Islamic Conference in resolving the
situation in Somalia’. This had little practical effect. On 3 Decem-
ber 1992 n.rn Security Council authorized (via SC Res. 794) the UN
membership, with the USA leading the way, to intervene with force

mo.m . . . . ‘ .
% Ewmr_:ﬂ..>_u_uw—.35m Start’, Africa Report, 39/3 (May-June 1994),
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in Somalia in order to deliver the needed assistance. This was an
important precedent for the UN, as the first time the Security
Council authorized military intervention ‘for strictly r::.-»_.m:m:m:
purposes’.®* The UN thereafter found itself virtually nnwm.osm_r_m for
reconstructing civic order—‘painting nations blue’, in Douglas
Hurd’s memorable phrase.*

Yet to the new Clinton administration, ‘nation-building’ seemed
increasingly an impossible task and American forces, the vanguard
and main body of the Unified Task Force, were .52&03 soon
scheduled for complete withdrawal. The UN operation (UNOSOM
II) that replaced it did not seem any more likely to be successful. #:
early 1995 it, too, was withdrawn. It can .v_m:m_v_.w be m_.mnnm, in
retrospect, that had early regional intercession, mainly nr.ﬁ_oamn_n.
occurred rather than extra-continental military intervention, some
kind of internal political arrangement might have been worked
out. That, at any rate, is the assessment of Mohamed Sahnoun,
the Algerian diplomat (formerly a Deputy Secretary-General of
the OAU as well as Deputy Secretary-General of the Arab hnmm:.&
who served for a time as UN Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali’s
Special Representative for Somalia. .,_,.ro first stage should be
regional,” Sahnoun has said. ‘In Somalia, the OAU should have
done it."ss o .

The priority of regional response, with the UN EoSmEm mainly
substantive support, seems so far to have been the dominant lesson
learned from the Somalian catastrophe. To the US government,
wishing to distance itself from a disaster (not m=<o._<_=m any vital
national interest), the critical contribution required m_.o._...u the
outside seemed to be ‘reinforcement of Africans’ own m?rﬂx to
resolve their internal and regional conflicts’. Given the .__B.:&
financial resources available to and from the UN Organization,
much of this help would have to come through US uba.oﬁron
national foreign-aid programmes. Such assistance could build up

% .. i

) Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Report on the Work of the Organization from
mo«Q.mmﬂuxnw to the mo&.nmwrnr Session of the General Assembly, Sept. 1993 HZQ._,_
York: United Nations, 1993), 148. ) L
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the ‘conflict-resolution capacity’ of existing organizations in
Africa, notably the OAU.¢ The UN could co-ordinate efforts as
needed.

In situation after situation throughout Africa—from Angola and
Mozambique in Southern Africa to Burundi and Rwanda in Central
Africa—it usually has been, however, the UN that has assumed the
primary responsibility. The OAU, though in 1993 it did finally
begin to develop a permanent conflict-handling instrument (the
Central Organ of the Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Manage-
ment, and Resolution), has often been ‘the dog that did not bark’.s’
It was thus the UN that fielded the Angola Verification Mission
(UNAVEM), which verified the departure of Cuban troops in 1988
and subsequently monitored elections in that country. It was the
UN Operation in Mozambique (ONUMOZ) that has worked to
implement a peace agreement between the Government and resist-
ance movement there. It was the UN (with African countries lobby-
ing at UN Headquarters in New York as well as working through
the OAU) that for so long applied effective international pressure
against the former apartheid regime in South Africa. It was the UN
that sent a team into Burundi and has taken the lead, though not
with constant effort or effect, in dealing with horrifying conditions
of genocide in Rwanda.

The Rwandan case clearly presents the need for close global—
regional co-operation in Africa. The effort of the UN and OAU are
mutually dependent. Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali recalls: ‘I
have written a letter to the Secretary-General of the QAU [Salim
Ahmed Salim], to the President of the QAU [Egyptian President
Hosni Mubarak], asking them, please send troops, announce that
you are ready to participate in the peacekeeping operation in
Rwanda, and this will help me to obtain from the Security Council
and from the donor countries the financial assistance necessary to
reinforce the United Nations presence on the ground.” Without
such a commitment from African countries, Boutros-Ghali feared,
donor countries would say, “Why must we be more royalist than the
king?’ At the same time, the UN Secretary-General emphasized the
supremacy, ascendancy, and capability of his organization by not-
ing that ‘the leadership is supposed to be the Security Council. They

* Herman J. Cohen, ‘Peace-keeping and Conflict Resolution in Africa’, US De-
partment of State Dispatch, 4/16 (19 Apr. 1993), 270-2.
¢ MacFarlane and Weiss, ‘Regional Organizations and Regional Security’, 15.
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decide it, they have the mandate, they have the power, they have the
financial capacity to send force.’s®

If the West African countries could get together subregionally to
send a force to Liberia, Boutros-Ghali and others have reasoned,
then the countries of East and Central Africa ought to be able to co-
operate within their area to assist Rwanda. The experience gained
by Ghanaian troops in ECOMOG, if shared through joint action
and training, could strengthen such an East-Central African effort.
The OAU, with its new Mechanism for Conflict Prevention, Man-
agement, and Resolution, could take responsibility for fostering a
durable peace settlement in the locale, if not for mustering an all-
African peacekeeping force. Transportation and other technical
support would have to come from wealthy outside countries such
as France, Great Britain, the USA, and Japan. On 13 May 1994 the
UN Security Council did finally agree to a plan which, though
confined in purpose to shielding civilian refugees and protecting aid
workers, was designed eventually to send as many as 5,500 peace-
keeping troops to Rwanda.®® Since early 1994 the organizational
mainstay in the tragic Rwandan situation, apart from the militarily
victorious Rwandan Patriotic Front, has been the UN Assistance
Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR), led by a Canadian and made up of
African as well as non-African personnel.

(¢) South-East Asia and North-East Asia

Probably the most ambitious UN-sponsored regional peacemaking
project of all, involving the actual supervision of a nation’s admin-
istration as well as management of its elections, has been the work
of the UN Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC). Based
on the October 1991 Paris Peace Agreements on Cambodia among
the five Permanent Members of the UN Security Council together
with interested states from Asia and the Pacific and the major
factions inside Cambodia itself, the comprehensive UNTAC oper-
ation, headed by the UN Secretary-General’s Special Representative
Yasushi Akashi, supervised elections in May 1993 which estab-
lished a new government for Cambodia.

68 ABC News Nightline, 4 May 1994. ,

¢ Paul Lewis, ‘U.N. Chief Seeks an African Peace Force for Rwanda’, New York
Times, 5 May 1994; id., ‘Security Council Agrees on Plan to Send Peace Force to
Rwanda’, New York Times, 14 May 1994.

REGIONALISM AND THE UNITED NATIONS 153

UNTAC, as Akashi has described it, was ‘a genuine global
effort’, but it also had ‘significant regional input’. Members of
the Association of South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN) and other
governments in Asia that were actively involved all sent contin-
gents.”® The so-called UN plan for Cambodia was actually not
a UN proposal. It originated with the Paris International Confer-
ence on Cambodia (PICC), co-chaired by ASEAN-member Indo-
nesia and France. From the early 1980s, however, the UN kept
in close touch with the continuing South-East Asian regional
discussions. UN Under-Secretary-General Rafeeuddin Ahmed,
for example, was invited every year to meet with the ASEAN
Foreign Ministers at the time of their annual ministerial meetings.”!
The culminating accomplishment in Cambodia—the May
1993 elections—was thus truly a combined global-regional diplo-
matic effort. That has been a factor in ensuring its continued
success.

The other trouble spot in the Asian-Pacific region that has posed
a major threat to international peace and security has been Korea.
The North Korean government under President Kim 1I-Sung, now
deceased, appeared to be developing a nuclear-weapons capacity. It
was the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), an autonom-
ous functional intergovernmental agency, that took the lead in
meeting this challenge, which in 1994 was nearly brought to
the UN Security Council for the possible application of sanctions.
No Chapter VIII regional arrangement or agency exists for North-
East Asia, although various suggestions for a ‘multilateral dialogue’
regarding the stabilization of the area have been offered over the
years. Through the new ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) which
though based on the Association of South-East Asian Nations
grouping also involves South Korea as well as Japan, China, Russia,
the USA, New Zealand, Australia, and Europe, an inter-regional
approach to Asian Pacific security issues might increasingly be
taken. Eventually, the Asia-Pacific Economic Co-operation (APEC)
grouping might also be able to act in a political way, although

7 Yasushi Akashi, ‘UNTAC in Cambodia: Lessons for U.N. Peace-keeping’, text
of d..:.n_ Charles Rostov Lecture, Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International
Studies, Johns Hopkins University, Washington, DC, 14 Oct. 1993; Muthiah
Emmm._uvu. ‘Regionalism and the Quest for Security: ASEAN and the Cambodian
Conflict’, Journal of International Affairs, 46/2 (Winter 1993), 439-67.

7! Rafeeuddin Ahmed, ‘The United Nations Peace Plan for Cambodia’, Singapore
Seminar, 65.
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presumably it will remain chiefly concerned with trade, investment,
and development issues.

Rejecting the need for a unitary defensive pact, President Clinton,
sharing a general view, has argued that ‘[T]he challenge for the
Asian Pacific in this decade, instead, is to develop multiple new
arrangements to meet multiple threats and opportunities.’ These
could ‘function like overlapping plates of armour, individually
providing protection and together covering the full body of
our common security concerns.’”? To the extent that such
subregional ‘plates of armour’ actually are forged for Asia and the
Pacific, they probably will resemble alliances more than inter-
national organizations. They are not likely to displace the UN
which, as a law-making and action-warranting body, is a sceptre as
well as a shield.

(d) South-Eastern Europe, the Caucasus, and Central Asia

The establishment of Western relations with the countries of the
collapsed Soviet bloc constitutes a heroic inter-organizational task
and a profound diplomatic puzzle. There are more organizations in
the wider European sphere than in any other part of the world
and, in consequence, there has been a good deal of duplication and
resulting mutual irritation. In close co-operation with the USA and
Canada, the nations of Western Europe have in recent years joined
together with members of the disbanded Warsaw Pact to form the
twin foundations—NATO plus the OSCE—for something begin-
ning to approximate what some have conceived of as a ‘European
security order’.” In addition, the Maastricht Treaty of December
1992 committed the European Community members to an ‘ever
closer Union’ in foreign policy and also to formation of an identity
in dealing with security and defence issues. Subsequently, together
with the existing Western European Union, the new European

72 Fundamentals of Security for a New Pacific Community’, address by President
Clinton before the National Assembly of the Republic of Korea, Seoul, 19 July 1993,
US Department of State Dispatch, 4/29 (19 July 1993), 509-12.

73 See e.g. Loic Bouvard (France) and Bruce George (United Kingdom), Co-
Rapporteurs, and Jacek Szymandershi {Poland), Associate Rapporteur, ‘Draft In-
terim Report: Working Group on the New European Security Order’, Political
Comnmittee, North Atlantic Assembly, Al 263, PC/ES (91) 2, International Sec-
retariat, Oct. 1991, and Hans Binnendijk, ‘The Emerging European Security Order’,
Washington Quarterly, 14/4 (Fall 1991), 67-81.
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Union (EU) has begun to develop new capabilities. The Franco-
German Eurocorps, a EU-sponsored stability pact on frontiers and

_ ethnic disputes, and the NATO-endorsed plan for ‘separable, but

not separate’ Combined Joint Task Forces can all be seen as work-
ing noﬂmam a European security and defence identity. A further
no_._mo_.n_mn.on_ and expanding European Union could in time become
a moE.._n_m:cﬂ for not only Western security but also for a wider
Eurasian mSE_mQ. The notional Vancouver-to-Vladivostok reach of
mrn .Omom. with NATO and the EU/WEU working solidly within it
is virtually hemispheric in scope.” ’
The mn.mﬁns.nw of many such pan-regional, Euro-Atlantic security
mnwon._nm.a their relative lack of normative and, more specifically
legal-juridical content, and the fact that new peacemaking -.c_nm“
seem to depend of necessity on the international legitimacy pro-
vided by the UN. The CSCE’s 1992 designation of itself as a
Chapter VIII ‘Regional Arrangement’ is one move in that direction,
It seems an attempt to gain more acceptability as a possible man-
dating authority, even though Article 53(1) clearly states that ‘no
msmonEn.:a action’ at least is allowed without Security Council
authorization. The increasing practical co-operation between the
UN m:.n_ NATO, from the level of their Secretaries-General down to
operating levels in the field, is a comparable global-regional rap-
wwon&m&mas. NATO Secretary-General Manfred Wérner, with col-
_mmmc.nm in and outside the Alliance, developed in the nmn_,w 1990s a
doctrine .Om ‘interlocking institutions’ partly in order to ensure
NATO’s international licence to act. Yet he readily acknowledged:
‘The UN or the CSCE would retain overall authority’.”s .
M.ro CZ...Z>.HO institutional relationship, as Secretary-General
Worner envisioned it, would be basically complementary—the
m:.a:m.nwm .Om the one offsetting the weaknesses of the other. The two
organizations’ capabilities, however, like their organizational per-
sonalities (almost mutually allergic) are very different. Even the

™ On the development of the US-EU ‘T i i
1 the ¢ ( ransatlantic Declaration’ relationshi
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most extraordinary personal dedication of UN Secretary-General
Boutros-Ghali, Worner frankly pointed out, could not solve the
basic problem that the UN ‘lacks the infrastructure, the logistics,
and the command and control facilities for major military opera-
tions’. Only NATO could offer those assets, ‘at least in the Euro-
pean theatre’. Yet Worner also recognized that action by NATO
would require legitimization. Co-operation with the UN “facilitates
the Alliance’s new role in crisis management’ by placing NATO’s
efforts ‘in a broad, internationally accepted context’ and also by
increasing ‘public awareness and acceptance of crisis management’.
The future, he hoped, ‘may well see frequent and close co-operation
between the UN and NATO"."¢
This prophecy has been borne out, most particularly in the area
of the former Yugoslavia. Following the attack on a market-place
in Sarajevo in Bosnia-Hercegovina on 5 February 1994, the UN
through Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali asked NATO, even
though not a Chapter VIII regional organization and therefore not
capable of being ‘utilized’ (under Article 53(1)), to prepare for
carrying out air strikes against the Bosnian Serb gun positions
around Sarajevo, should such acts be asked for. Clearly, however,
the Secretary-General and the Security Council-authorized Protec-
tion Force (UNPROFOR) did not wish to surrender UN opera-
tional control over the situation. Nonetheless the UN-NATO
exchange seemed to demonstrate, at least formally, that, as US
Permanent Representative on the Security Council Madeleine

Albright said, ‘the United Nations and the alliance can co-operate
together”.”

The actual execution of UN-NATO co-operation following the
so-called Sarajevo ultimatum has proved to be far more difficult
than their rhetorical solidarity would suggest. On the one hand, the
threat of NATO air strikes to force the Bosnian parties’ compliance
undeniably has given UN officials on the ground, the senior-most
being the Secretary-General’s representative, Yasushi Akashi, an

increased practical credibility. Yet, on the other, his reputation for

76 Manfred Worner, ‘A New NATO for a New Era’, speech at that National Press
Club, Washington, DC, 6 Oct. 1993. Cf. the careful reciprocating statement of the
UN Under-Secretary-General for Peacekeeping Operations, Kofi Annan, ‘UN Peace-
keeping Operations and Cooperation with NATO’, NATO Review, 41/5 (Oct.
1993), 3-7.

77 Paul Lewis, ‘UN Asks NATO to Prepare for Air Strikes Against Bosnian Serbs’,

New York Times, 7 Feb. 1994,
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operation in Europe, appeared even better suited, theoretically, to
try to resolve the Yugoslav conflict. The CSCE did, for example,
send a symbolically important monitoring mission to Kosovo, in-
side Serbia-Montenegro. Yet the crisis exposed its structural weak-
nesses, not least of these being its requirement of consensus in
decision-making. (The government of the rump state of Yugoslavia,
which for a time still participated in the CSCE, was in a position to
block action—a circumstance giving rise to the formula, promoted
by German Foreign Minister Hans-Dietrich Genscher, of ‘consen-
sus minus one’.) Clearly, a more authoritative, consolidated, and
competent Europe-wide approach to peacemaking was needed.
Many lamented the institutional incapacity of Europe as an actor in
its own region.

The main responsibility for bringing about a settlement of the
Bosnia-Hercegovina problem has fallen to an ad hoc Contact
Group, a team of foreign ministers comprising the troika of
the European Union together with the foreign ministers of France,
Great Britain, the USA, and the Russian Federation, plus the
co-chairmen of the Steering Committee of the International
Conference on the Former Yugoslavia. With the UN Security Coun-
cil holding itself quietly in reserve to authorize either a tightening or
a lifting of sanctions against the Yugoslav parties, the Contact
Group continued to try to move the combatants toward ‘an
equitable and balanced overall settlement’ by dividing territory,
with ‘incentives and disincentives’ to be brought into play as
needed.®!

Other “inter-European crises’ extending across the vast expanse
of Eurasia—Moldova, Nagorno-Karabakh, Georgia/Abkhazia, and
Tajikistan, to name only a few—will require either solitary organ-
izational sufficiency, assumed by the newly renamed OSCE {whose
Minsk Group has taken the diplomatic lead in dealing with
Nagorno-Karabakh), by the UN (which is trying to lead the peace-
making activity in Georgia/Abkhazia), or combined organizational
action, perhaps involving NATO. The Western allies, still reluctant
to offer full NATO-integration to the countries of the former
Eastern bloc, have sought to extend a securing influence through
their November 1991 North Atlantic Co-operation Council
(NACC) scheme and, from January 1994, also the Partnership for

81 ‘Foreign Ministers Contact Group Meeting on Bosnia’, communiqué, 30 July
1994, US Department of State Dispatch, 5/33 (15 Aug. 1994), 553-4.
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.wnmn.n (PfP). The new Government and parliament of Russia,
lacking enthusiasm for either of these NATO-sponsored projects,

- none the less have in principle accepted them. In the view of

Russian Defence Minister Pavel Grachev, the fifty-two-nation
OSCE instead should be developed, and be granted ‘permanent
leadership and co-ordination’ over both NATO and the European
Union/WEU, as well as over the Russian Federation’s proto-
regional Commonwealth of Independent States.®? Russia’s signa-
ture of a Partnership for Peace agreement with NATO, the Russian
Foreign Minister Andrei Kozyrev has made clear, should not lead to
the ‘juxtaposition’ of NATO against other institutions but, rather,
to ‘co-ordination’ under OSCE auspices. Of course, this would not
mean establishing the OSCE as a hierarchical ‘leader’ or ‘com-
mander’, he allowed.®?

With regard to some of the conflictual situations in Eurasia, the
UN might be able to do no more than non-committally to ‘take
note of’ what other arrangements or agencies, especially the Rus-
sians in the CIS, might attempt to do by way of peacemaking.® It
should at least try to gain Russia’s acknowledgement that requests
for UN blessing of peacekeeping missions in the area of the former
Soviet Union are subject to ‘the same guidelines’ as such operations
anywhere else.® Too direct a challenge to the dominant Russian/
CIS hand in the Caucasus and Central Asia, it is realistically feared
in Washington and other Western capitals, could cause the Russian
government to block American or European action in Haiti or in
Bosnia if UN Security Council approval is sought. Regardless of the
UN Organization’s own peacemaking capabilities or lack thereof, it
is now generally recognized, on both sides of the former Cold War
divide, that for pragmatic-political reasons as well as for moral-

_n.mm_ ones the involvement of the UN in regional peacekeeping is
virtually inescapable.

82 Bruce Clark, ‘Grachev Calls for Wider Co- i ity’. Fi i
Times, 26 May St o-operation on Security’, Financial

8 Andrei V. Kozyrev, ‘Russia and NATO: A Partnership for a Uni
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_.nw.na_.?_ _mﬂmcuﬂ., Z\E,O. Review, 42/4 (Aug. 1994), 3-6. F nited and
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Times, 27 June 1994, g g for Caucasus Force’, New York

A Z.—»n_o_nmzn K. Albright, ‘Realism and Idealism in American Foreign Policy
Today’, Commencement address, Kennedy School of Government, Harvard Univer-
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4. THE UN, REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS, AND
AN AGENDA FOR PEACE

As the foregoing analysis of past and recent cases of peace interven-
tion has made apparent, new forms of inter-organizational co-
operation for peace making purposes are becoming possible.® UN
Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali’s 1992 report to the Security
Council, An Agenda for Peace, remains the locus classicus of the
continuing discussion of global-regional relations in the field of
peace and security.?’

During the Cold War, Boutros-Ghali critically noted, ‘regional
organizations worked on occasion against resolving disputes in the
manner foreseen in the Charter’. With the end of that conflict, they
could more easily work together with the UN. Accepting that the
UN Charter ‘provides no precise definition of regional arrange-
ments and agencies’, he stressed that the Charter allows ‘useful
flexibility’ for undertakings by state groupings. Relevant ‘associa-
tions or entities’ included ‘treaty-based organizations’ (created
either before or after the founding of the UN), ‘regional organiza-
tions for mutual security and defence’, ‘organizations for general
regional development or for co-operation on a particular economic
topic or function’, and ‘groups created to deal with a specific
political, economic or social issue of current concern’. Clearly, the
intent was to cast the widest possible net for future region-based
partnership with the UN.

Praising ‘a rich variety of complementary efforts’, Boutros-Ghali
argued against any standard or rigid framework. ‘Just as no two
regions or situations are the same, so the design of co-operative
work and its division of labour must adapt to the realities of each
case with flexibility and creativity.’ In the post-Cold War ‘new era
of opportunity’, regional arrangements or agencies could render
great service in fulfilling the tasks highlighted elsewhere in An

% ¢.g. Alan K. Henrikson, Defining a New World Order: Toward a Practical
Vision of Collective Action for International Peace and Security (Medford, Mass.:
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, 1991), 19-23, in which it
is proposed, inter alia, that national peacekeeping units be designated for regional
use, that base-sharing arrangements be negotiated, and that inter-regional organiza-
tional security ties be formed.

#7 See section VII of An Agenda for Peace, ‘Co-operation with regional arrange-
ments and organizations’, from which subsequent quotations are taken. For the
Secretary-General’s carly views regarding regionalism, see Boutros Boutros-Ghali,
Contribution & I'étude des ententes régionales (Paris: A. Pedone, 1949).
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Agenda \ww Peace specifically, those of preventive diplomacy.
peacekeeping, peacemaking, and post-conflict vnmnm-gzn__.nmw
Such mnminnm_ however, must be ‘undertaken in a manner consist-
oun.i_nr the Purposes and Principles of the Charter’, particularly if
their relationships with the UN, especially the Security Council
were ‘governed by Chapter VIII'. Under the Charter, he nEvrmmH
ized, the Security Council has, and will continue to have, ‘primary
responsibility’ for maintaining international peace and security.

ME regional organizations would have a larger role. Regional
action ‘as a matter of decentralization, delegation and co-operation
with United Nations efforts could not only lighten the burden of the
Council but also contribute to a deeper sense of participation
consensus and democratization in international affairs.’ HEb:nEw.
Boutros-Ghali confirmed the known fact that the UN was vnnoB”
ing overburdened and could not afford or otherwise manage to
carry on all of the peace-operations that were necessary. He seemed
also to acknowledge that the moral authority of the UN, particu-
larly the Security Council after the Persian Gulf Woar, imm in ques-
ao:.mun_ needed ‘democratic’, including multi-regional, buttressing.
an_oam_ arrangements and agencies, the Secretary-General clearly
_un__nqnm..non_n_ strengthen both the sinews and the sense of world
community.

How could their contributions be facilitated? Boutros-Ghali sug-
gested a number of possible ways, ranging from mere diplomatic
communication with the UN through inter-organizational collab-
orative measures to actual UN-designation of a regional body to act
on its U.o_..m_m. ‘Consultations’, he noted, could do much to build
mannnuun_o:m_ consensus on ‘the nature of a problem’ and also on
.nvn. measures required to address it’. Members of regional organ-
izations mmn.zomv»::m ‘in complementary efforts with the United
Zm:o:m in joint undertakings’ might encourage other states, out-
side the region, to act in support. Should the Security Omz:n:
choose—in accordance with the terms of Article 53(1) presum-
ably—‘to authorize a regional arrangement or organization to take
the lead in addressing a crisis within its region’, such an endorse-
ment would ‘lend the weight of the United Nations to the validity
of the regional effort’,

The Secretary-General’s September 1993 annual Report on the
Work of the Organization, noting the enormous expansion that
recently had taken place in the number and scope of peacekeeping
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operations, expressed regret over the difficulty in securing sufficient
military observers and infantry. However it made no comprehen-
sive proposal, involving an increased focus and reliance on regions,
to solve what was coming to be known as ‘The Crisis in Peacekeep-
ing’.% In Building Peace and Development, his 1994 report, he
described a meeting he had convened in New York on 1 August
1994 (‘the first meeting of its kind’) between himself and the heads
of regional bodies. The purpose of this event was to ‘assess’ existing
co-operation between the UN and regional organizations with a
view to “further enhancing’ it. Those in attendance were the CIS,
Commonwealth Secretariat, EU, LAS, NATO, OAU, OAS, OIC,
and WEU. ECOWAS was invited as well, but was unable to attend.
The participants, as Boutros-Ghali reported their views, were in
broad agreement that ‘primary responsibility for the maintenance
of international peace and security’ remained with the Security
Council. At the same time, they acknowledged the desirability of
‘decentralizing some tasks’. In the view of many delegations ‘the
key’ to closer co-operation and co-ordination between the UN and
regional organizations was ‘a smooth and constant exchange of
information on emerging crises at a sufficiently early stage’. Among
the specific substantive issues discussed at the meeting were the
training of peacekeeping personnel from regional organizations, co-
ordination of command and control for joint peacekeeping opera-
tions, and co-ordination of the implementation and verification of
sanctions under Chapter VIL.*

In a public ‘Beleaguered Are the Peacemakers’ appeal, Boutros-
Ghali summarized the UN case for increased help from and to
regional organizations.”® His reasoning proceeded by quick steps:
“The UN invented peacekeeping.’ ‘Peacekeeping today has become

# Boutros-Ghali, Report on the Work of the Organization, 66, 102, 103-4. See

also Adam Roberts, The Crisis in Peacekeeping, Forsvarsstudier 2 (Oslo: Institutt for
Forsvarsstudier, 1994).

9 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, Building Peace and Development 1994: Report on the
Work of the Organization from the Forty-eighth to the Forty-ninth Session of the
General Assembly (New York: UN Department of Information, 1994), 257-8.
Evidently pleased with this ‘useful exchange of views’, he expressed his ‘intention to
hold further meetings of this kind’: Boutros Boutros-Ghali, ‘Supplement to An
Agenda for Peace: Position Paper of the Secretary-General on the occasion of the
Fiftieth Anniversary of the United Nations’, A/50/60-5/1995/1, 3 Jan. 1995, in An
Agenda for Peace 1995, 2nd edn., with the new supplement and related UN
documents (New York: UN Department of Public Information, 1995), 31.

% Boutros Boutros-Ghali, ‘Beleaguered Are the Peacemakers’, New York Times,
30 Oct. 1994. Subsequent quotations are from this text.
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far more complicated.’” “These changes require greater involvement
of regional organizations and arrangements.’ Such groups can ‘hel

ease the financial and material burdens’ placed on the UN ﬂ..ov
can ‘provide special insights’ into conflicts in their various Hn.mmo:m%
Hrmw also sometimes can ‘respond more quickly militarily’ Im
_aman&. however, that ‘unity of command is essential’ _nmﬂ. the
different types of UN-authorized activity in a situation counteract
each other. Thus the ‘new regionalism’ is a ‘challenge’, as Boutros-
O_._m.__ ambivalently called it. Regional entities could .,nnrm:na the
wmmn_nznw and effectiveness’ of UN efforts for peace, and their
involvement would further ‘democratize’ the Ennnnmmc.:m_ system

But the very features that made their involvement effective noc_m
n._mro them seem ‘threatening’. Regional involvement might in par-
ticular, raise old fears of ‘hegemony’ and ‘intervention’. Therefore

methods of UN-regional co-operation must be improved wnnmcau
m_u_.w on .ﬂrn basis of UN guidelines. “We must take care .92 new
regionalism does not become an alternative to multilateralism.’
The resurgence of ‘spheres of influence’ and the ‘resultant _.n.-
kindling of old regional hostilities’—implicitly, the Cold War—
would deal ‘a serious blow to collective security’, the

Secretary-General warned. .

5. TOWARDS A GLOBAL-REGIONAL PEACEMAKING
‘SYSTEM’

,_,.ro arguments for better co-operation between the UN and re-
m.honm_ o_..,mms_umao_..m may now be drawn together, and also recon-
sidered in a broader context. The case here 8_ be presented is
threefold. 5 purpose is to suggest the outlines of a comprehensive
global-regional peacemaking ‘system’, or more practical workin
vmn_gnnm_..% between international bodies on a world and nnmmonmm_
scale.
‘E..ﬁ first general reason for a more systemic approach is political

It arises from the fact that we are now witnessing both what Emmrm
_u.o Hn:dnm ‘a world-wide trend toward regionalism’—that is, the
tightening of the world’s focus on the concrete problems and .Hdm-
pects of nations and other social groups in their regional moﬂwmn s
I;m.:& development in the environmental, demographic ﬂnnr_._m-
logical, and other fields of a planetary consciousness. mﬁ,rin and
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other problems have come to the fore locally. Economic interde-
pendence, mass migration, and universal telecommunication have
extended human contact globally. Regional and planetary
awarenesses are emerging at the same time.

The political challenge is to find the right vantages upon these
somewhat paradoxical regional and global tendencies. Wisdom
would seem to lie in a ‘bifocal’ perspective. Problems must be seen
both “from the inside out’ (by the inhabitants, residing in regions)
and “from the outside in’ (by diplomats located in metropolitan
capitals and at UN Headquarters).” There is no one, logically
central, privileged angle of vision upon international politics
anymore, as might have seemed to be the case in 1945 or even in
1989 and 1991. Not least of the important current changes is that
many non-Western societies, notably the Chinese and the Islamic
worlds, are beginning to project their own, competing designs upon
international relations.” Regions and regionalism, if viewed non-
centrally, might seem less incoherent and less incompatible with
traditional ideas of world order. And, as Secretary-General
Boutros-Ghali has suggested, regionalization, or decentralization,
can help bring further international ‘democratization’ and with it,
perhaps, greater stability to the world.

A second reason for finding new global-regional relationships is
broadly institutional, having to do less with intellectual perspective
than with organizations and procedures. It seems important not so
to emphasize the distinct personalities, or specialized roles, of the
OAS, OAU, NATO, or other regional or subregional entity that
this interferes with understanding of the vital function of the main
body, the ‘trunk’ of the world system. The Charter and the Organ-
ization of the United Nations provide the essential framework for
world co-operation. The ‘dilemma of regionalism’, a wise American
internationalist who served at the UN, Emnest Gross, once wrote, is
how ‘to coalesce the parts without fragmenting the whole’.”* The
entire assemblage, a kind of organism, must live as a unit.

Many proposals are being put forward today—some of them
occasioned by the UN’s fiftieth anniversary in 1995—to bring

"1 Sahnoun, Somalia, p. xii.
2 Cf. Samuel P. Huntington, ‘The Clash of Civilizations?* Foreign Affairs, 723

(Summer 1993), 22-48.
93 Ernest A. Gross, The United Nations: Structure for Peace (New York: Harper

& Brothers, 1962), 47.
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nnm_o.smﬁ organizations and the world organization into a closer
relation. On.ﬂmms of these ideas are too formalistic. Among them is
‘En. suggestion that regional organizations (e.g. the European
CEoE. actually be eligible for permanent seats on the UN Security
Council, alongside or instead of their constituent national govern-
ments. The ‘current chairman or president of their supreme organs’
would exercise their Security Council memberships.** The risk is
that these regional components would be fused into the central
mrn._nﬂm_ system in such a way as either to unduly subordinate the
nnﬁo:m_ organizations or to give them undue sway, depending on
their strength relative to the UN. , i

. A better answer would lie in multi-organizational ‘networking’
in greater or lesser proximity.” Its main purpose would be to m_um_.m
mrn knowledge of central and regional organizations in relativel
informal ways. Some methods that have been suggested include: nrw
frequent regional-rotation of holders of the non-permanent mnmﬁ.m on
the CZ mmn:lQ Council, perhaps to be expanded; regular regional
onmm.:_mmconlmnncanw Council meetings to discuss issues pertinent
to n__.mnnnsn regions; and the appointment of a high-ranking Sec-
retariat member, acting as ‘rapporteur or co-ordinator’ for the
mnn:n_em .Oocnn:. ‘to serve as a focal point for greater flow of
E?.:.Emzo: and a feedback mechanism’ through contacts with
nnm_onm_ group chairmen at the UN.%

An implication of this model is that regional bodies and the
central world institution no longer would have to be relied on solel
or exclusively for performance of their own ‘charter’ tasks :mM
uo,.z_w .mua rigidly conceived. All organizations would be nosmmm:ﬁ_
m&swcam while interacting. Through two-way (three-way, 7-wa w‘
communication and the resulting reciprocal influencing nrmn Sos_w&
occur, the peripheral and central international institutions would
monitor, moderate, and even modify the essential processes of each

% Report of the ‘Open-Ended Workin i
: : g Group on the Question of Equi
Wnﬂnmwaﬂu:“_uu on and Increase in the Membership of the monmnmnw OoE_”n:. Mﬂwﬂ_ﬂm
w& m: mmmm or Samuel Insanally, Permanent Representative of Guyana 3. the UN
and .Hmwm_ w%n of n_.wn 48th General Assembly, 28 Feb. 1994; see pp. 7, 12, 28
. L”_ M:Mﬂ MM L—nnﬂonram. mwmmmvnnn um_mmom-on by Sidney W. Witiuk Multi-
orking could admit of some, if limited, formal necti
between n_u.n UN and region-based bodies, e.g. the May 1993 CNZIMM_Mm mmwago“.__.mwm
ﬁwﬂ%mﬂn munO,qn_ a—.nm _.n%aﬂ._w loose arrangement, see Wilhelm Héynck, ‘CSCE
. f 2 :
e, op Its Conflict Prevention Potential’, NATO Review, 42/2 (Apr.

% Report of the ‘Open-Ended Working Group’, 7, 17, 18.
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other, altering many regional-universal interconnections. The
whole ‘system’ would change. Some institutions might take on new
roles, as ECOWAS did, and others might abandon old functions.
ASEAN, for example, might assume more peace-and-security re-
sponsibility, through the ARF, while NATO, might become a more
political and even through its contact with the UN and the EU,
economic organization.

These lively, human, inter-organizational exchanges ought not to
be conceived of as existing on different ‘levels’, in some structural-
legal hierarchy. Primacy is not the issue. The ideal operating rule
for the new partnership should be function, not form. Regional
organizations and the UN can best work together on a kind of
collegial basis—as ‘fellow’ organizations, to use John Galvin’s ex-
pression in describing relations between the UN and NATO during
the Persian Gulf conflict.”” There should be no thought of ‘subcon-
tracting’, as the UN-NATO relationship during the Bosnia conflict
sometimes has been characterized. It might be noted that there can
be subcontracting ‘upward’—from regional groupings to the
UN—as well as subcontracting ‘downward’—from the UN to
them.”

A possible consequence of a global-regional network might be
provision for resources- or revenue-sharing between and among
institutions—a kind of inter-organizational Lend-Lease, or ‘swap’
system. One or another international organization will get caught
‘short’ as political crises and security problems, often unpredict-
able, arise without adequate budgetary or material provision hav-
ing been made for them.” There are, at bottom, just two kinds of
institutions: those that have money (e.g. NATO and the European
Union) and those that do not (e.g. most agencies of the UN system
and also many Chapter VIII regional organizations). Arrangements

%7 General John R, Galvin, remarks at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy,
Tufts University, Medford, Mass., 16 Sept. 1992.

% Thomas G. Weiss, “The United Nations and Civil Wars’, Washington Quar-
terly, 17/4 (Fall 1994), 151, noting particularly the cases of Cambodia and Central
America. Regional leaders in effect called upon the services of the UN.

% Although inter-organizational funds-sharing is not discussed in the Report by
the Independent Advisory Group on UN Financing co-chaired by Shijuro Ogata and
Paul Volcker (Financing an Effective United Nations (New York: Ford Foundation,
1993)), the group did consider ‘borrowing’ by the UN, though it rejected this idea
in favour of increased national assessments, establishment of a larger revolving fund,
and payment of more future costs of UN peacekeeping out of individual member
countries’ defence budgets.
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n.os_a and should be negotiated for shifting assets to those institu-
.:onm that most need and can best use them. It surely would be more
nom?mmnmaﬁ,. for example, for Western governments and their
organizations to subsidize the OAU’s new Mechanism for Conflict
Prevention, Management, and Resolution than to intervene them-
selves to try to maintain peace and security throughout Africa,1%
Even the UN-affiliated Bretton Woods institutions (World mm.sw
Eﬁ International Monetary Fund) might be called upon to support
Rm_oﬁ; peace. Alvaro de Soto and a colleague have urged the
nmSE_mr.EoE of a closer link between the UN and the Bretton
goomm institutional group so as to introduce into peace-related
operations ‘the concept of rewards—the carrot’. At the very least
they propose, there ought to be enough flexibility to vnoiam
financial support for those reforms aimed at ‘peace-related national
governance’. Bank funding for the new National Civil Police in El
Salvador is a case in point.!! More controversial, but still conceiv-
m.En. would be Western (even NATO) financial support (perhaps
via the NACC) for Russian/CIS peacekeeping operations in m_mm
of Eurasia.!®? Inter-organizational synergy has costs a H_V_
rewards. T
A nr_:.u basic reason for a better, richer partnership between the
CZ. family and international organizations involved in preserving
regional peace and security is essentially a philosophical one. This
_m.nrm argument of pluralism, for variety, but of variation actin
within an overall world order. In the history of Eﬂngmﬂmosm_mmmﬁ
thought, the characteristics of civilization itself often have been
mmmcanm_ to derive from multiplicity—the Many in continual inter-
play i:r_.a. and sometimes even working against, the One. The
German historian Leopold von Ranke, in his 1833 essay o:. ‘The
Great Powers’ (Die Grossen Michte), likened the post-Napoleonic

1% Lincoln P. Bloomfield, ‘The Premature Buri
; 2 urial of Global La d s
M‘WWMEM.WQQM& the Three Cases from Hell’, Washington Quarterly ,ﬂ,%m: Ampm_“.“nnnm
e qwmmo H.W_no_.. nwmm?.wwﬁm_ M.m Zorw.anm* Sahnoun for joint mucnmo_..mzv by the UN
S moinw..n, “.H .5:« of ‘a monitoring system’ in different parts of the world.
0t Alvaro de Soto and Graciana del Casti .
. . 2 tillo, ‘Obstacles to Peacebuilding’
Mwﬂﬂmn:%wﬁw.mﬂ“ (Spring ﬂw.iw.uﬂ. The need for broader help ?Mhnw?% _Am,__%hm
) o 1s stressed in Erskine Childers, with Brian Urquh i
e : 5 rian Urquhart, Renewing
By _m Mulw.a:oam System (Uppsala: Dag Hammarksjéld Foundation, 1994),

192 Russia’s Foreign Minister Andrei i i
My mnﬂbz>q. Mv _m_.m.: rei Kozyrev in fact has suggested this to NATO.
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order in Europe to a ‘conversation’. A nation, like a mu_nm_o person,
‘only feels happy’, Ranke observed, J.qrnu many-sided vnwon.
alities, freely developed, meet on a r_mrnm common mmo:: _o_.
indeed produce this very meeting-place by stimulating and comple-
i e another’.10? .
Bﬂ”“m:w_..mﬂo&oa on an international scale nonmw.mnm in, m:@ mnmo
depends on, having a ‘choice of venue’ among a variety wm a“_..”..mmmo:-
making structures and the solutions ﬂrmw can ommmn in m_ annﬂ
places. Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali’s conception of glo N
‘democratization’ partakes of such a larger vision. wo. too mOnm ﬂrn
thinking of Andrei Kokoshin who, when Deputy Director Om mWn
Institute of the USA and Canada in Moscow E.z_n_. the USSR,
explained that, ‘when searching mo-..m new security mﬁ.:nwznn _Mo
ensure stability, it would not be wise, even in Europe, for ﬂ=n
Soviets to confine themselves to only one mu?.amnr ... After all,
given the discouraging historical experience in this area, _H.wn Soviet
Union can hardly trust one universal security structure’.™
Taken together, these three mnbnn.u_ reasons—political, institu-
tional, and philosophical—form a Bcwam_n for strongly mm_u__.u.wnﬂ_w
any serious attempt, such as that outlined v.w woca..om-nw aliin. »H
Agenda for Peace, to bring the one, central ES:..S:o.mﬂ ﬂ.mms_u_w
tion, the UN, into a functioning new v».nun_.mrﬁ wit _ﬂ ,_w_.n:m M
regionally based ones. The new partners include regiona m_ iance:
such as NATO as well as the growing list of Chapter .<.= OHm»n-
izations—the OAS, OAU, and Arab rnum.co, now joined .3 t _o
OSCE and, even more recently, the CIS. This broadly systemic mﬁ_ou_ A
as the present chapter has argued, wr01_a be sought i_nrom_n. undu «H
subordinating regionalism to m_o_um.rmnu_. for reasons o _EMEM
tional political reality, needed organizational effectiveness, and the

impulse of human freedom.

103 The Great Powers (Die Grossen Em&«&.. muc.wvwwn._mﬂmn-n MMM Laue, Leopold
s tive Years (Princeton: Princeton Up, , 218. . .
wmﬂkwwﬂmmﬂdihoﬁcmri. The Evolving International Security mv.mua%“. >” _Sn.m.c
From Moscow, CNA Occasional Paper (Alexandria, Va.: Center for Naval Analyses,
Dec. 1991), 27.

National Identity and the Revival of
Regionalism
James Mayall

HisTORICALLY, nation and region have stood in much the same
relationship to one another as actor and stage. The regions of the
world, separated as much by history and culture as by oceans,
deserts and mountains, provided the political space in which the
drama of nation, state, and empire-building was enacted. Proximity
frequently led to conflict over land, access to precious metals and
other resources, trade routes, status, and religion. Proximity also
made possible the dynastic and military alliances, the exchange of
goods and services, and the diffusion of ideas, tastes, and values
through which a modicum of security and welfare was provided
and without which neither national cultures nor international so-
ciety could have developed. The boundary between these separate
regional worlds was seldom unambiguous, let alone impermeable;
sometimes conflict across the line was deeply embedded—as in
South-East Europe where the division between the Orthodox and
Catholic worlds and between Christendom and Islam is often de-
scribed by analogy to a geological “faultline’, But, until the twenti-
eth century, politics, like architecture, was constrained within a
human scale.

The ground-plan of the modern world was laid down in the
previous century. The consequences of European imperial expan-
sion were far-reaching: for the first time all parts of the world were
integrated within a single economy; and the wars of the great
powers were also fought world-wide. As always, thought followed
action—grand ideological and geopolitical theories were generated
to explain what had happened. When European power was with-
drawn in the mid-twentieth century, there was a predictable reac-
tion. The concept of region ceased to be used in a purely descriptive
sense, to denote a cultural or geographical area, and was increas-



