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INTRODUCTION: THE END OF THE COLD WAR

[image: image1.emf]The end of the Cold War brought new global challenges to a United Nations (UN) security structure that had teetered on the verge of collapse on more than one occasion. With ethnic bloodletting in the Balkans (Southeast Europe), political turmoil in Central America and the Caribbean, and the African continent ravaged by famine and war, the UN was soon engaged worldwide in a variety of roles, from election monitor, truce observer, and civil police officer to active participant in aggressive peace operations…[But differing from the] Cold War-era…[studies show that] the new operations [would amount] to nothing less than attempts to "remake war-shattered states as liberal democracies”….
PART I: CHANGES, 1989 TO THE PRESENT
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Traditionally, the UN functioned as a neutral, lightly armed force within a clear and accepted buffer zone. [But after the Cold War, things changed.] Observe the stats below. 
1. Spending on UN peace operations increased from $190 million in 1980 to $3.5 billion by 1994 (1700% increase)
2. Of the 55 peace operations established by the UN since its founding in 1945, 41 started after 1988. 

3. 10,000 personnel (from 26 countries) joined peace operations in 1988, and by 1994, the number was eight times higher and the number of contributing countries almost three times higher.

4. Overall, in the period from 1992 to 2001, 120 UN members contributed troops, observers, and police personnel to support UN operations, and an average of 76 countries participated each year.


PART II: WHO LEADS? WHY?

But which countries are the “active participants? Were the “democratic countries” a vital force behind the expanded UN role? [Examination reveals that]…the “middle powers” of Canada, Austria, Chile, Sweden, and Denmark…are said to increase their international stature by participating in peace operations….The UN once sought to avoid relying on forces from the permanent members of the Security Council (China, Russia, France, the UK, and the U.S.)…but has been forced by the sheer number and intensity of post-Cold War operations to welcome the involvement of a diverse set of states, including many democracies. [Some scholars have] focused on the so-called democratic peace, the finding that.

Compared to non-democracies, democracies…

1. …more readily accept the view that individuals possess inalienable rights that must be safeguarded and promoted, and, 

2. …pursue humanitarian objectives…[as it is generally believed that] the spread of democracy is essential [for world peace]: "individuals everywhere ... are best off pursuing self-preservation and material well-being," and "freedom is required for these pursuits…
3. …do not fight one another as much

4. …have a tendency to keep the peace (avoid war) among themselves.
[There is a hypothesis that] the democratic character of a country influences its decision to contribute personnel to UN peace operations. Whether taking the lead or responding to appeals, democracies are predicted to have carried a significant share of the burdens of United Nationals Peace Operations (UNPOs). [Ultimately, it seems as if the] immediate security interests of a country determine its UNPO contribution (including a state's power, rivalry with others, involvement in conflict, and stake in these operations). See Table 3 below for who’s participated the most based on the overall percentage of all personnel contributed.
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PART III: TOO MANY DEMOCRACIES? IS THIS BAD?

[It’s important to note that in this case, a “democracy” is] not an exclusive club, geographically or economically. Although the countries of Western and Eastern Europe were heavily represented among the largest contributors, the democracies of India, Argentina, Uruguay, Australia, Thailand, Brazil, the Philippines, Botswana, New Zealand, Japan, Chile, and Colombia also fell roughly within the top half of personnel contributors in the 1992 to 2001 period. 
[Ironically, it appears as if “putting the democracies in charge” is not always the best method]… The U.S. political system is particularly noteworthy for its abundant veto points for blocking or forestalling government action. [Furthermore], the ability of all democracies to act decisively and forcefully can be impaired when [a specific country’s government] is weak or when the [public] is [disconnected from UN matters]. Public support for military intervention is reputedly soft and short-lived and might wither with combat casualties.
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[In a speech to the United Nations in 2002,] George W. Bush [requested a UNPO in Iraq]…with liberal assumptions about the ease with which Iraq would take to democratic and free market principles. [The UN rejected this proposal]…because the request went against an emerging tradition of multilateralism (countries acting together), one that had been reinforced, ironically, by the first Bush administration in Somalia and Kuwait. Multilateralism…indeed makes it harder for countries to justify unilateralism (acting alone) or to stand aside and let a catastrophe unfold in some part of the world.
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A cartoon by Dave Granlund, honoring the 10th Anniversary of the Iraq War, March 19, 2013
