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THE COMMITTEE

Welcome to the External Discussion Forum from your Chair and Co-Chairs! This is the first time we have this Forum at the VIMUN, and we’re excited to see how it will work out. We will be leading you, our delegates, in discussing various issues and writing resolutions. In this capacity, we are there to assist you to the best of our abilities. But the real hands-on work is yours! YOU are going to be the ones presenting your country’s take on the issues, and YOU are going to be the ones negotiating and re-negotiating the resolutions. It’s going to be a lot of fun!

OUR EXPECTATIONS: 

We expect you to be familiar with your country’s perspective on the fundamental questions raised in this paper. The most important of these questions are: 

- What is security?

- Is security the privilege of the state, or can certain aspects of it be ceded to international organizations such as the UN, NATO etc.?

- What is the role of the UN/regional security organizations going to be in the future? How does your country want to contribute?

More concretely, this means that you need to be able to tell your fellow delegates in the Forum about your country’s stance on these questions, and, even more importantly: by the time of the conference, you need to know what kind of resolution would be acceptable to your government, and what kind you would have to reject. You will also need to know what coalitions you may or may not enter in order to push for a specific outcome. Please think about this well before the conference, for otherwise the discussion and resolution writing will be tedious. Keep in mind that we will be in session for many hours. It should be fun nonetheless, so be prepared to speak up and represent your country!  

As for your delegate paper: we DO NOT want a research paper about structures, and international/regional security mechanisms. Don’t get us wrong: you are going to have to do some research, whatever it takes for you to be prepared. You need to see the broader picture of how the different actors relate, and where your actor is located in the picture. We want you to be able to contribute to solutions, and not bombard us and your fellow delegates with historic facts, except when necessary to explain your country’s position. Be creative, be a diplomat, and give us a thoughtful statement of your country’s position with references to the relevant institutions! 

PREPARATION PAPER

What does security mean/require?

     A principle implying the right of individuals and groups to protection against arbitrary   

     encroachment on their integral mode of existence, including their ethos and culture?

     Collective self-determination?

     The recognition, and realization that peace anywhere is in the interest of the international 

     community everywhere, and that conflict somewhere is a threat to the community as a whole?

I. SHORT OVERVIEW: NATO, OAU, OAS, OSCE, ASEAN, ARAB LEAGUE, UN, EU

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)

Membership: Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States

NATO stands for North Atlantic Treaty Organization, a security organization. NATO’s purpose and aims are: deterrence against direct threats to its members; participation in UN/OSCE missions if requested; a military role (most limited in pre-conflict situations); assistance in post-conflict situations; as well as the provision of rudimentary training and doctrinal development in field of peace operations (more specifically in dealing with political obstacles, establishing operational credibility and conferring legitimacy to out-of-area operations).

The greatest risks to the security of NATO member states stems from instability outside NATO territory rather than from acts of aggression by non-NATO states. Therefore, NATO operations outside the Alliance’s territory indirectly contribute to maintaining security within NATO territory, and can be construed as part of NATO’s obligations in order to fulfill its purpose.

Currently, NATO is undergoing enlargement in the Central and East European Countries, and the latest candidates are: Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia. Accession protocols were signed in March 2003 and are expected to be ratified before the next NATO summit in 2004. The enlargement process, which started after the end of the Cold War with Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic, causes tension in the relations between NATO and Russia. Officially, Russia has joined the Partnership for Peace, a program designed by NATO to foster cooperation in former Soviet region, but to keep former Soviet states at arms length. Accordingly, there have been disagreements as to the extent of NATO-Russian cooperation. At the moment, the official stance on both sides is “From talking together to acting together” – especially in the NATO-Russia Council. An emphasis is placed on being open for a broadening and intensification of cooperation. However, it is not easy to overcome the differences of the past: contemporary Russia is accused by Western analysts of being neo-imperialist, because it seeks closer economic ties with the CIS states as well as common defense provisions. 

During the Cold War, the Soviet Union acted as the ideological and military counterweight to the US which, to this day, remains the world’s sole super power. In light of NATO expansion, Russia is seen by the West as an ‘apprentice state’ needing to study and implement the concepts of democracy, free-market economy, pluralism, and international cooperation. Russia, on the other hand, seeks to retain, or rather regain, its status as a great power even during the implementation period of its westernizing reforms. Therefore, the Russian Federation is unwilling to accept patronizing western actions, and has also insisted on developing a special status within the Partnership for Peace  – NATO’s new program geared to extend its ‘western security community’ to the central and eastern European countries without admitting them as full NATO-members. Even on this issue, there is no domestic agreement in Russia, as Aleksey Podberezkin (then-Vice Chairman of the Duma Committee on International Affairs; Communist Party’s principal thinker on foreign policy) argued in 1996 that “The Partnership for Peace does not afford the participants any security guarantees, but offers a useful cover under which Americans may organize their short-term military presence on the territory of the previous members of the Warsaw Pact.” He furthermore called for Russia to concentrate on its internal military development. Obviously, the democratic West, above all the US, is not the only actor who retains Cold War thinking. Within Russia, there is the conviction that NATO, and especially its expansion plans, are ultimately a threat to the country’s national security. This raises the question of where Russia fits into a potential global security architecture in the future. NATO and the EU, on the other hand, are forming a strategic partnership, and aim to combine assets to enhance peace and stability (e.g. cooperation in Macedonia). 

Organization of African Unity/ African Unity (OAU/AU)

The Organization of African Unity (OAU) was established in 1963 with the goals of promoting self-government, respect for territorial boundaries and social progress in Africa. The OAU has 53 members: Algeria, Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Republic of the Congo, Côte d´Ivoire, Djibouti, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Africa, Swaziland, São Tomé and Príncipe, Tanzania, The Gambia, Sudan, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe. There is some overlap between members of the OAU and members of the Arab League.

In the first thirty years of its existence, the OAU was active in the decolonization of African states, as well as the fight against apartheid. The OAU has been involved in the 1990s in the following conflicts: Rwanda, Burundi, Comoros, Democratic Republic of Congo, Eritrea and Ethiopia. The organization aims to compliment the UN – as is mandated in its charter as well as in the UN Charter in Chapter VIII. In 1993, a special security mechanism was established within the OAU. During the same period of time, the OAU began cooperating with the European Union on issues the UN oversees. This cooperation was aimed at resolving conflicts in Africa and providing regional stability through peacekeeping missions, emergency and refugee aid, the strengthening of domestic institutions and state structures, preventive diplomacy, and support for disarmament and military demobilization.

In July 2001, the OAU dissolved and announced that it would transform into “African Unity” (AU). All 53 members will be part of the new IGO, modeled loosely after the European Union.

Organization of American States

Membership: Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba (however, current government excluded from membership), Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, St. Kitts and Nevis, Trinidad and Tobago, United States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela

The purpose of the Organization of American States (OAS) is to strengthen democracy, advance human rights, promote peace and security, expand trade, and tackle complex problems related to poverty, drugs and corruption. With the end of the Cold War, the organization moved to greater agreement and has cooperated more closely. For instance, it is the leading organization in the effort to remove landmines in Central America, and also reports on the status of human rights in the member countries and so on. The OAS Charter does not state specifically that the organization expects to cooperate with the UN or implement resolutions of the UNSC. However, it explicitly states that any activities undertaken by OAS member states shall not interfere with each member’s duties, rights and obligations in the UN system. In reality, there is cooperation, with the UN as well as other national and international organizations, for instance on the issue of terrorism.

As a regional organization with historic roots in the 1820s, the OAS primarily focused on promoting technical cooperation, and nurturing social and economic progress in the Americas. As most intergovernmental organization, the OAS has changed significantly over the past few years, and redefined both its mission and structure. The OAS is now concentrating more on creating partnerships in the governance of multilateral cooperation programs and policies, moving away from the formerly typical donor-recipient aid programs. In the security realm, the CIDI (Inter-American Council for Integral Development) takes on all sorts of tasks, including hemispheric security, the combat of terrorism, de-mining efforts, the combat of crime and prevention of delinquency. One of the most important agencies of the OAS is the Inter-American Committee Against Terrorism which was founded in the late 1990s, and has been particularly active in the aftermath of 9/11.

Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe

Membership: 

Full Members: Albania, Andorra, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece, Holy See, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Moldova, Monaco, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russian Federation, San Marino, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States of America, Uzbekistan

Admitted Members that have not signed the Charter of Paris or Charter and the Helsinki Final Act: Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Czech Republic, Serbia and Montenegro, Slovak Republic, Tajikistan, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkmenistan.


The OSCE is the only regional security organization that quite literally provides a transatlantic bridge from Vancouver across Europe and into Eurasia all the way to Vladivostok. All members have equal status because the decision-making process is based on the rule of consensus, and the premise that security is indivisible. In its region, the OSCE is the only organization recognized by the UN under Chapter VIII as a ‘regional arrangement’, and therefore the primary organization providing early warning, conflict prevention, crisis management and post-conflict rehabilitation. The OSCE’s tasks include: arms control, preventive diplomacy, confidence- and security-building measures, human rights, election monitoring and economic and environmental security. 

From the start of the Helsinki process in 1973, the OSCE (formerly CSCE) has considered untraditional security issues to be just as important for maintaining peace and stability as politico-military issues. This is reflected by its activities. While the OSCE regularly cooperates with the UN, it has no legal standing under international law, making its decisions politically binding, but not legally. 

In 1999, the OSCE agreed on the Platform for Co-operative Security and in 2001 on the Framework for Co-operation in Peace-building, which was presented at the Fourth High-Level Meeting between the UN and Regional Organizations. The Platform for Co-operative Security calls upon the OSCE to cooperate with organizations and institutions whose members respect the principles of the UN Charter and the OSCE principles, both individually and collectively. Moreover, cooperation can only happen when the members of the organization in question are members of their free will. The goal of the Platform is the establishment of a flexible coordinating framework to foster cooperation. This is supposed to ensure that complimentary organizations benefit from sharing their respective strengths with each other.

The OSCE has also extended its cooperation with other regional security organizations, such as ASEAN-ARF for experience sharing, the OAU/AU, and the League of Arab States. One of the OSCE’s recent successes was the adoption of the OSCE Charter on the Prevention and Fight against Terrorism. Through this Charter, the OSCE hopes to increase its contribution to the international community and its fight against terrorism.

ASEAN

Membership: Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Vietnam.

In 1967, ASEAN started as an organization for economic and cultural cooperation with the aim of strengthening regional solidarity, and help settle regional problems through peaceful means. It seems to have developed most strongly in the political field, although it did play an important role in Asia, as well as in the UN, after the invasion of Cambodia by Vietnam. Since its inception, the Association of South East Asian Nations as a forum of multi-lateral decision-making has provided its members with a sense of power and capability, thus turning them into confident actors in the international political system. The resulting sense of community among ASEAN members is the basis for a structure of trust, confidence and goodwill. 

One of the important features of ASEAN is its loose structure with regard to relations at the top levels of participating governments. These frequent top-level summits are called even in absence of crises, and focus on establishing and maintaining good relations rather than problem-solving. These meetings are supplemented by a great number of meetings between ministers and officials at lower levels that engage in intense problem- and issue-oriented diplomatic consultations. ASEAN stands for joint diplomatic-political action and cooperation towards goals that are important to as few as one of the organization’s members. ASEAN’s problem-solving skills were applied, for instance, for regional conflict resolution between Malaysia and the Philippines. The most effective means of conflict resolution in the hands of ASEAN is not the use of force, but the sublimation and defusing of conflicts. The organization also sets the rules for any peace pursuits in the region, and thus can be seen as a pluralistic security community that follows the principles of pacific resolution of conflict, non-interference and non-intervention in the domestic affairs of other states, respect for each state’s territorial integrity and independence, and is committed to the principle of non-invitation of external big power intervention on one’s behalf. Within ASEAN, the Conference for Security Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific (CSCAP) deals with issues of comprehensive security, maritime security, the enhancement of security cooperation in the North Pacific, and confidence- and security-building measures.

An outgrowth of ASEAN that may become for more important in the Asian security context and more far-reaching than the mother organization is the ASEAN regional forum (ARF). ARF members are: Australia, Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Canada, China, European Union, India, Indonesia, Japan, Democratic Peoples' Republic of Korea, Republic of Korea, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, Mongolia, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Russian Federation, Singapore, Thailand, United States, Vietnam. The ARF is a relatively new organization, which faces several problems. Being a sub-organization of ASEAN, yet operating Asia-wide, the ARF stands and falls with the willingness of non-ASEAN countries to accept and follow ASEAN’s leadership in the development of the ARF. Moreover, the ARF is of purely consultative nature, and also fears the influence of its western members on its decision-making structures and habits. While it is advantageous that the ARF extends to all of Asia, this also has the disadvantage that it may, as part of the ASEAN structure, thus preclude a new and independent North-East Asian security dialogue outside of the ARF. However, it is still too early to judge whether North-East Asia looks to the ARF in security matters rather than aiming to establish another sub-regional security organization.

Arab League

Membership: Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, Djibouti, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, Palestine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, and Yemen. 

Established in 1945, the Arab League is a consolidation of the state-system and marks the quest for Arab unity. It originated in the search of a post-war Arab order. The League aims to peacefully settle disputes, and operated on the premise that all member states are equal in their voting rights. Moreover, all important issues require consensus. Decisions are binding only to members who vote in their favor. This is coupled with a lack of compulsive and punitive means or judicial authority to guarantee that decisions by the Arab League are implemented. Another interesting point is that there is no membership requirement except that the applicant state be an Arab state – meaning that existing regimes are considered legitimate regardless of their nature and regardless of the situation of their citizens. This Arab focus also limits the peaceful settlement of conflicts to issues between Arab states. The Council of the League is only allowed to mediate and arbitrate disputes with the explicit consent of all states involved. 

Externally, the security function of the Arab League has some problems: first of all, there in no real conception of security in the Arab world. Even economic, cultural and political threats were barely recognized until recently. Moreover, there is no obligation for the member states to follow a common foreign policy which results in a jumble of different policies of independently acting member states. While there is a military committee, and the League acts as a council on joint defense, there is no independent armed force. Also, the Treaty for Joint Defence and Economic Cooperation is not part of the Charter. The member states rely in a very limited way on the collective security offered by the League. The priorities lie as follows: external security takes precedence over internal security. Externally, military security is seen as more important than ideological security issues. Internally, it is considered more important to secure existing regimes than to improve the institutions of the Arab League.

The League benefits from the cultural homogeneity and continuity of economic patterns throughout the region, which provides a certain level of cohesiveness between the member states, especially with regard to the strong duality of nation and religion that is absent in Western states.

United Nations

Membership: near universal with 191 member states.

The main UN body tasked with discussing security issues and providing support in the form of resolutions authorizing the use of force or humanitarian assistance, for instance, is the UN Security Council (UNSC), as established in Chapter V of the UN Charter. The UNSC is tasked with the following: coming up with plans for the establishment of a system for the regulation of armaments (Chapter V); the pacific settlement of disputes (Chapter VI); and action with respect to threats to the peace, breaches of the peace, and acts of aggression (Chapter VII). For more detailed information on the structure, modus operandi and voting procedures of the UNSC also refer to the preparation paper of the VIMUN Security Council.

The UNSC and UN in general could benefit from regionalizing security, i.e. from involving more regional security organizations in order to solve conflicts and, as Boutros Boutros-Ghali said in 1992, at the same time give member states a “deeper sense of participation, consensus and democratization in international affairs.”

The UNSC has ten rotating and five permanent members (USA, Russia, China, France and Britain) who are the only ones to have the power to veto any resolution in the UNSC. For this reason, the UNSC was of marginal importance during the Cold War, since there was an ideological divide in the body which prevented it from taking action in most instances. According to Chapter V, all members of the UN are permitted to participate in the UNSC (without voting rights) when the issue under discussion pertains to them, especially when they are participants in the discussed dispute. After the Cold War the UNSC became highly active in the 1990s, authorizing a greater number of peace-keeping missions than ever before.

 Chapters VI and VII respectively deal with the pacific settlement of disputes and action with respective to threats to the peace, breaches of the peace, and acts of aggression. Chapter VII specifically calls upon all UN members to “make available to the Security Council, on its call and in accordance with special agreement or agreements, armed forces, assistance, and facilities, including rights of passage, necessary for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security.” This is precisely what makes a UNSC resolution authorizing the use of force so important and coveted. In the recent Iraq war, for instance, the US could have counted on much more international cooperation and support for its use of force after obtaining a second resolution, specifically authorizing it to remove Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq. As this was not the case, we saw diplomatic hang-ups over the use of airbases in Turkey, and over general backing of the US.

While the UN Charter does not provide a formal basis for “subcontracting” of this kind under Chapters VI and VII, regional organizations such as the OSCE and others can be and have been authorized by the UNSC to engage in peacekeeping operations under Chapter VIII, Article 53, which states the importance of regional organizations in the maintenance of international peace and security. This means that single nations or groups of states can be authorized to implement UN decisions. While this practice has obvious advantages, it is important to make sufficient monitoring provisions along with “subcontracting” operations to regional powers to ensure the proper conduct of such operations and safeguard the stamp of approval of the international community from abuse by single states or a group of states.

Currently, there is again a rift in the Security Council, this time dividing the US and Britain from the other permanent members. After having obtained a first resolution 

European Union

Membership: Germany, France, Belgium, Netherlands, Sweden, Finland, Austria, Italy, Spain, Portugal, Greece, Ireland, United Kingdom, Luxembourg, Denmark

The European Union (EU) did not start out as a security organization, but as a coal and steel union, i.e. with a purely economic purpose and the potential to evolve into a multi-faceted institution. 

The EU started out as an economic organization to evolve towards a political one.  The main motivations were clearly security policy ones: peace and security in Europe, i.e. no more wars on the continent. They decided to start with economic integration, since it is the most pragmatic way to create basic interdependence. The fact that the EU finds it difficult today to develop its CFSP or/and ESDP is a problem of finding common positions concerning external security issues.

 Since its inception, it has grown from 6 to 15 members, and is in the process of a major new enlargement to include 10 of the Central and East European Countries (CEEC). This is currently the fourth EU enlargement, and each new round makes it more difficult for the EU to integrate new members into the original institutions that were laid out for the original 6 members.  

The security branch of the EU is the WEU – an organization with no military structure or command structure, which shares military resources with NATO. One of the main reasons the WEU never had a highly evolved traditional (i.e. military) security structure and agenda is that the member states have trouble speaking with one voice when such matters are concerned. The diversity of the European Union is a major obstacle in establishing a so-called defense identity in the framework of a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), part of which is the Rapid Reaction Force. Even if it seems obvious, delegates have to understand that “defense policy” in EU jargon is used in the sense of a reaction force, which should intervene outside EU boarders. The EU is not (or not yet) a defense alliance as NATO. Therefore the use of the term  “defense” in an EU context is misleading even if it is the official term.

As, by nature, the EU is limited to being a pluralistic security community cf. above (based on the sanctity of borders and the nonuse of force), the WEU has limited chances of quickly evolving into a more mature and more active security provider. Currently, the EU is working on a constitution, as well as looking to establish the office of one common foreign minister. The future security identity of the EU heavily depends on the outcome of these efforts as well as the structural and decision-making changes due to this development and due to the ongoing enlargement. 

II. Relationship description:

Under Chapter VIII of the UN Charter, there are provisions for regional arrangements. This is the basis for a closer look at the relationship between the UN and regional security organizations. The UN Charter states that the activities of regional security arrangements need to be “consistent with the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations.” Moreover, members of such regional arrangements are called upon to refer to those regional organizations before addressing their security problem to the UN. The UN furthermore reserves the right to utilize such organizations for UN authorized enforcement action, and requires that the UNSC be at “all times … kept fully informed of activities undertaken or in contemplation under regional arrangements or by regional agencies for the maintenance of international peace and security.” 

This suggests that regional security arrangements are seen as subordinate to the UN with its global reach. However, the UN is not always well-connected to regional systems. For instance, the WEU and UN experience a lack of coordination. What, for example, would happen if the WEU was to get involved in peace-keeping missions? There is no solid legal basis for cooperation, as the WEU has not declared itself a ‘regional arrangement’ according to Chapter VIII; and there is no provision that WEU operations need a UN mandate. The operational relationship between the WEU and the UN during UN-sponsored peacekeeping missions is also unclear. Turning the WEU into a ‘regional arrangement’ would simplify things in that it would prevent debate inside the WEU as occurred during the first Yugoslav conflict. Moreover, the WEU would have to wait for Security Council authorization for out-of-area missions. And lastly, such a step would provide the WEU with legitimacy under international law. The downside to declaring the WEU a ‘regional arrangement’ in the UN sense is that it might limit the WEU in its actions, especially when there is no UNSC resolution to authorize certain engagements. 

The OSCE, on the other hand, is a ‘regional arrangement’ according to Chapter VIII. This led to the adoption of a Framework for Co-operation and Co-ordination between the UN Secretariat and the OSCE (then CSCE) in 1993. The same year, the OSCE was given observer status at the UN.

The OAU declared officially that “the services of the United Nations will be sought under the general terms of this charter”, if the OAU requires “international intervention and policing”. The OAU recognized that its emphasis lay on the early detection and prevention of conflict, while permitting it to address the UN for expertise and assistance in peacekeeping operations.

NATO has found a slightly peculiar way of engaging with the UN: on the one hand, through a partnership based on Chapter VIII. On the other hand, it disengages completely from the UN if absolutely necessary.

The OAS does have close economic ties to the UN, but could be better integrated in security concerns. 

ASEAN is another more general organization that is willing to cooperate with the UN for security issues, but on a limited basis. Post-9/11, ASEAN states were primarily looking to the US for guidance on how to combat terror. 

According to UN documents, the Arab League is recognized as a Chapter VIII ‘regional arrangement’. 

III. Meaning of the UN as a mediator 

Unclear UN role in the reconstruction of Iraq

How could you not want a part in reconstructing Iraq after the ousting of Saddam Hussein’s regime? This is the question that all involved actors face. The more important issue, however, is carving out roles for all who – for various reasons – feel the need to participate in the reconstruction of post-war Iraq. Yet why is it Iraq – a country with about 1.2 times the area of Germany, and, at approximately 24 million, slightly over a quarter of the population of Germany – that raises such security concerns? The most obvious answer is that the US sees it as harboring terrorists and possibly producing weapons of mass destruction (WMD), and has therefore made Iraq a priority on its own as well as the international agenda. Filling the power vacuum after the ousting of Saddam Hussein is of vital importance. Properly reconstructed, democratized, and empowered to act on its own, Iraq could also serve as an exemplary democratic state in the Middle East, and contribute to peace and stability in the region. Then, of course, there is always the question of the Iraqi wealth in oil; and, most importantly, the need for the United Nations to redeem itself after being bypassed by the US and the UK. Therefore, what role should the UN play, and does it have a chance to be readmitted to the security theatre as a mediator?

An effort to reconstruct Iraq could take varying shapes, from the expensive unilateral US (and UK – as part of the same alliance of occupying forces) post-war clean-up, or a multilateral effort involving the US, UK, and several other states – such as a Trusteeship of the UN together with the Arab League – to an arguably polylateral approach encompassing the US, UK, United Nations, regional intergovernmental organizations, private military companies, and other non-governmental relief organizations. This discussion focuses on the current as well as potential role of the United Nations in a semi-polylateral setting. At the moment, the UN is experiencing an identity crisis, and searching for a redefined purpose, and possibly a slimmer structure and decision-making processes. The particular UN organ of interest is the Security Council (UNSC), which, after the Cold War, has once again become the focus of UN activity – the agency that just refused to grant legitimization for the US-led war through a second resolution after Resolution 1441 (which acknowledged Iraq’s failure to comply with UN requirements) regarding the US-UK effort in ousting Saddam Hussein. The US’s ignoring the reluctance of the UNSC to authorize this war specifically has pushed the Council and its mother organization into a deep crisis, since it marks the most recent of many UN failures in reigning in the US. Therefore, the UN does not have much of a role in the situation at the moment, which is reflected by the prevalence of information about US involvement from which the current and potential future UN role needs to be derived. Just to reiterate: the US sees the justification for the war on Iraq in UN Charter Article 51 (Chapter VII) on self-defense – which the US under Bush Junior reinterprets to include pre-emptive strikes against countries that might harbor terrorists or produce WMD which could potentially be turned against the US in the future. This bypassing of the UN and an increasingly hegemonic behavior of the US, and in particular of the Bush administration post-9/11, raises the question of whether the UN is needed or desired any longer. 

Option: Semi-polylateral post-conflict arrangement

The concept of polylateralism (Geoffrey Wiseman) can be applied to the problem of how big a role the UN as a state-based international organization is going to have in the reconstruction of Iraq, considering the current US tendency to “go it alone”, as well as the involvement of trans-national actors (TNCs) such as the Halliburton subsidiary Kellogg, Brown & Root – privileged as an organization of US-origin – that is dealing with burning Iraqi oil wells and post-war oil distribution. There are several kinds of actors usually involved in polylateral activities: states, international governmental organizations, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), TNCs. Polylateralism is basically multilateralism with the addition of NGOs and private companies, ideally at the negotiation table. The concept describes these actors as communicating and negotiating with each other, in the setting of agendas as well as the implementation of joint decisions. Representatives of all the above actors are currently either vying for a piece of the Iraqi pie (since the country is wealthy in terms of vast oil resources) or concerned enough about regional and global security to make Iraq a focal point of their attentions. The motivation behind wanting to be a part of the reconstruction effort in Iraq varies: the US wants to set a precedent in the war against terrorism; both the US and UK might benefit from acting on their own by securing their access to Iraqi oil; the Halliburton subsidiary, of course, can make a profit and keep options open for a later involvement in the Iraqi oil business; NGOs could provide humanitarian aid and assist in reconstruction issues; other TNCs – such as non-US private military companies who are furious at the secretive bidding process for contracts to rebuild Iraq – would be in it for economic gain; and last but certainly not least, the UN needs a quick way to recover from the blow it has just been dealt by the US and UK. The UN basically needs to provide a reason for the remaining 189 member states to continue placing their faith in the UN after the US and UK, both permanent members of the Security Council so clearly demonstrated that they do not need the UN to authorize important missions. If this were an isolated case, it might not be much reason for concern, but trust in the UN is limited to begin with, and the organization faces an even more difficult task in establishing grounds for its continued legitimacy. This also means that the UN may need to concentrate on post-war reconstruction after other actors have concluded the destructive portion of a conflict. This, of course, would only apply where conflict prevention was unsuccessful or impossible.

The current situation is only a semi-polylateral one, since TNCs and other NGOs will not be at the negotiation table in this particular post-conflict question. However, they still play an important role when states – such as the US – are looking to outsource certain tasks during the war, and especially after; for instance, for police-keeping, or resource-protection/gathering in an occupied territory. The involvement of these private organizations is particularly important, as the US not only has to satisfy her international commitments, but also needs to appease the domestic public, which has been strained to the core by the attacks of September 11 and the consequent call to weapons first in Afghanistan, and then in Iraq. The domestic expectation is that the troops will come home – the sooner the better. Yet this would leave a power vacuum in Iraq, since the US does not seem particularly keen on asking the UN to take a very active role in this particular case of reconstruction. Additionally, there are not many allies the US can count on to administer the needed police-keeping and peace-keeping in the defeated Iraq without a UN mandate. The lack of UN authorization also precludes Arab – for instance, Iranian – contingents of forces from taking on tasks such as police-keeping and other reconstruction efforts. Consequently it seems much simpler and safer to contract these tasks out to private companies that have specialized in such services. 

Please keep in mind that this is the US contracting out, and not the international community as represented by the United Nations. This again begs the question, and rather urgently, what the UN will have to do at all in Iraq, and whether or not this organization has outlived itself due to its incapacity to act, and will be condemned to return to its dormancy of the Cold War years – or, worse still, whether it will ultimately collapse. These issues call for a groundbreaking reform of the UN system, including what the Brahimi Report terms a doctrinal shift in regards to shifting the focus of UN activities to post-conflict reconstruction and empowerment of affected states through  police-training and democratization. All the more reason to talk about the role of the UN in the post-war reconstruction of Iraq.

UN needed

This much is certain: right now, even the US needs the authorization of the UN to legally export Iraqi oil once the oil for food program from 1996 runs out in June 2003. Does Bush care, though? He might or might not, depending on whether the emphasis of US foreign policy is more on the unilateral side or on the multilateral side as needed to secure continued international (financial) support for global security measures. As it stands right now, the resolution under discussion in the UNSC may be interpreted as displaying some inkling on the part of the US that it needs international support to finish this part of its ‘war against terrorism’. However, the draft still gives comparatively free reign to the US and UK as occupation powers – especially in administrating Iraqi oil resources – and is automatically renewed each year unless the UNSC takes action to the contrary. This is still not the kind of solution favored by Russia, Germany and France, all of whom would prefer on a broader UN mission to reconstruct Iraq, and are willing to pledge support to such a mission. However, the latter three countries are in a bind concerning their relations with the US and have therefore accepted a revised version of the resolution.

The problems connected to regime change in Iraq also include, according to Graham Day and Christopher Freeman, the fact that this US intervention may be seen as motivated by US security interests or its possible desire for a hegemonic role in a region where the US is not particularly well-liked as a Western and apparently hegemonic power. Therefore, the better solution for the US – should it truly want to provide security and stability in the region – may be to demonstrate that it has no such intentions by involving the UN, other member states, and possibly even NGOs. This kind of stabilization and reconstruction without the external imposition of an image of a democratic and peaceful Iraq is also what the Iranian ambassador to the United Nations emphasizes for Iran’s potential involvement in Iraqi reconstruction.

A related motivation for the US to involve the UN would be the need for administrating the Iraqi oil resources. This is important, since rebuilding and enabling Iraq to function on its own are both vital to US interests; firstly, regarding the security of the region and in the domestic US, and secondly in regards to the need of pulling out of Iraq as soon as possible. Therefore, the US should seek to act as an occupying force in Iraq that is there to rebuild and empower its people, and not to exploit the country after bombing it. Therefore, it might be a good idea for the US to slightly reword the resolution currently debated in the UNSC – to include an expanded role for the UN, as well as a controlling mechanism for the administration of Iraqi oil.

UN relevance as mediator secured

In conclusion, the continued relevance of the UN system seems secured, even in light of US national interest, and in the (high politics) security area. The main dilemma faced by the UN is that it probably will never become a truly strong organization. It might never be able to tell the US as its most powerful member state how to proceed on international issues. In this regard, it may well be the great powers who continue to determine the nature of the international system. However, even these great powers, or, in the case of the US, this superpower will benefit from involving the UN (as well as TNCs/NGOs) as an international forum with universal membership and the credibility this universal approach has, especially with non-Western countries. There is a danger that the UN may be turned into a US puppet. Yet, one way for the UN to retain, or rather, regain power after losing its countenance prior to and during US engagement in Iraq in March and April of 2003, will be to establish credible and functional provisions for future post-conflict UN involvement. And this may only be possible if there are continued efforts to establish a more effective conflict prevention system consisting of the UN as a mediator, and states and TNCs/NGOs of all kinds as agents with UN authorization, so that the much dreaded power vacuum caused by Iraq-esque regime changes can be circumvented.

IV. Possibility of designing an International Security Architecture for the 21st century/3rd Millennium

The first question here is whether this International Security Architecture (ISA) has to be connected to the UN system at all, or whether these two entities are separable. A UN-based ISA seems unlikely in the current situation with the US as the main military actor in the international arena and its problems in dealing with fixed institutions, as the US favors ad hoc solutions á la “the coalition of the willing”, consisting mainly of the US and the UK. (Please keep in mind that any security architecture discussed here is only one solution to the problem. There are many others.)

What kind of security institutions?

One of the big questions for the 21st century/3rd millennium is what kind of security institutions will be desirable. The confusion about the purpose of the military security organization NATO after the Cold War demonstrates that it might not be wise to keep the former focus on military security. In fact, insisting on a mission statement based primarily on military security may even undermine the legitimacy for the existence of any such organization. Since the collapse of the Soviet Union and the accompanying demise of the Warsaw Pact (the Soviet-bloc counterpart to NATO), NATO has been going through a process of redefining itself. This redefinition includes a shift of focus from a purely defensive organization to one that expands its scope of influence and intervenes in conflicts that do not touch NATO territory. In terms of non-military means of providing security, the UN Charter includes in Chapter VII, Article 41 the “complete or partial interruption of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio, and other means of communication, and the severance of diplomatic relations. These measures aim at undermining the ‘economic’ or ‘societal’ security of the target state, in order to contain or solve a conflict. The seeds for non-military security provisions were clearly sown in 1945. If expanded and applied to post-conflict operations, the same mechanisms used to cut off a state from the world can be used to reconnect it, reconstruct it, and prevent future conflict through economic/social/military stabilization.

Again, we need to ask whether there will be need for fixed institutions or whether the current trend toward ad hoc solutions will continue and take hold. The nature of some of the organizations covered by this discussion forum suggests that military security may not be the focus of the future. The EU, for instance, as well as the ASEAN, OAS, OAU etc. has its origins in non-security policy sectors such as the economic area. Regional environmental concerns, including but not limited to the scarcity of resources, as well as non-war related migration issues often are points of concern for regional security organizations.

However, assuming there will be regional organizations to better deal with local problems that are of limited interest to the rest of the world, there might be an umbrella organization that acts as a facilitator between regional organizations. These regional organizations may be dealing with specific security problems on their respective territories, but should have access to this umbrella organization and the support it can rally if needed. This also means that regional security organizations would have to be strengthened – in Africa, for instance, where the Organization of African Unity (OAU) dissolved in 2001, and its successor organization, the African Unity (AU), is still struggling to define itself. For such an umbrella organization to function properly and effectively, these issues would have to be sorted out, for otherwise, existing and functioning organizations such as NATO would have to get involved. This does not seem very feasible at the moment. Another possible source of confusion in this regard could be the Russian Federation and its sphere of influence. While some Central and Eastern European Countries have been or will be admitted to NATO, most of them are only “networked” in NATO’s Partnership for Peace program, which does not replace a regional security organization in that it does not grant its members full access to the benefits of NATO membership. Moreover, the Russian Federation aims to reestablish its former sphere of imperial influence, and possibly even annex its nearest neighbors. It is obvious that Russia is unlikely to ever be a member of NATO or the EU, and that it is looking to become a major actor in security issues itself. The latter means a continued effort in lobbying its ‘near abroad’ with the possibility of the establishment of another regional security focal point.

Sovereignty

One of the major issues of the UN and regional security organizations is the reluctance of states to cede power and control to such organizations. A country’s security has traditionally been considered a high politics issue, and thus been placed firmly in the realm of the state. Intervention in domestic affairs, even if supposed to serve the greater common good, is considered an attempt at constraining a state’s sovereign legal authority. This leads to the dilemma that states, which make up the UN and regional security organizations, are more likely to agree to the establishing a fairly weak intergovernmental organization which then lacks the powers to reign in its member states and induce a quick and effective decision-making process.

Delegation

Assuming that it is possible to establish an international security architecture in the future that does not abuse the interests of nation-states and remains effective, the questions of coordination, recognition of global commons problems, existence of different core values, and – if everything else can be overcome – of delegating tasks remain. There is a fine line between wanting to control any (security) organization or NGO/TNC so closely (for instance by requiring unanimous decisions) that it is almost impossible for the organization to respond adequately to (unanticipated) problems, and giving the same organization too much freedom to act. The latter scenario indicates that states have given too much unconstrained authority, and therefore an organization empowered in this way is very likely to counteract the interests of the involved states. 

UN as umbrella organization?

If an umbrella organization as an institution allocating aid or resources to regional sub-forums is desired and delegates tasks to NGOs/TNCs, the UN might lend itself to the purpose, since it has near-universal membership. 

Involvement of an organization with near-universal membership, however, raises the question of efficiency. In the current UN setup, the Security Council (SC) already has trouble passing resolutions on certain issues – the war on Iraq, for instance. This has historically been a problem, especially during the Cold War years, but continues in the present to the point where the legitimization for the existence of the UN seems called in question by the US’s hegemonic demeanor. The efficiency issue is also related to the structure of the UN Security Council, with its five permanent members with veto-power. 

A definite advantage of involving the UN would be that it not only has security related bodies, but covers basically any policy area you could ask for – if not with its own agencies then by delegation to outside institutions. This might lead to a security function that relies heavily on economic sanctions, for instance, rather than operating on a military threat basis. This, in turn, coincides with the Millennium goals the UN issued, stating that the UN aims to shift the focus from a culture of reacting to conflict to a culture of preventing conflict – especially by non-military means. 

General questions:

-What about the future of NATO? NATO vs US. What if NATO is used always –as it seems to be the case- less and less by the US?

-Isn’t it to some extent naïve to think that the UN can do conflict prevention only by tackling soft issues? If you consider that every part of the world except for Europe is today basically in an arms’ race situation: China, North Korea, Russia, and of course the US (inter alia via NMD) are increasing armaments, only Europe disarms.

-What about focusing on the future of regional security organizations or potential ones, cf. EU / Nato / coalitions etc.? For instance, what about coalitions within Europe going beyond the EU cf. France, Germany, Russia vs Spain, Italy as in the last war?  What about other coalitions within the EU i.e. Germany, France, Luxembourg, that would go for enhanced cooperation?

-Delegates should find an answer to the question or at least challenge the view that the UN only does “post-war cleaning up” in major conflicts –and even that does not seem easy in the case of the last Iraqi war- instead of fulfilling its mandate in maintaining international peace and security. Again, they should ask themselves whether the only way is an in depth reform of the SC or there are other effective alternatives.  

Links

http://www.un.org
http://europa.eu.int
http://www.osce.org
http://www.oas.org
http://www.nato.int
NATO’s strategic concept: http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1999/p99-065e.htm
Charter of the OAU: http://www.dfa.gov.za/for-relations/multilateral/treaties/oauchart.htm
Background Paper on African Union (AU) – successor to OAU:

http://www.worldfederalist.org/ACTION/africaunion1001.html
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