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Power, Institutions and Moral Entrepreneurs

1 Introduction: Two Purposes of this Paper

This paper conditutes a component of a larger research project. The larger project
atempts to address two issues in internationd relaions—one substantive and theoreticd, the
second epistemological and ontological.*

The firg issue, which will be the focus of this paper, consders the puzzle of variance in
the successful application of globa norms? It seeks to explain the conditions under which global
norms become part of the agenda of globad governance and thus consequentid to the actions of
state and non-state actors aike® In that sense, the paper focuses on the critica factors that
explan variance in the adoption of norms onto the agenda of globad governance, ther
widespread acceptance as legitimate, and their enforcement. | outline three explanatory variables
and, according to their configuration, eight possible combinations*

The second aspect of this project attempts to apply some of the theoretica aspects of the
project to the case of the development of the norm of ‘preventative intervertion’ in intradtate
conflicts. In doing so | seek to understand both how, and the extent to which, the concept has
evolved during the course of the last decade. Specificdly, to wha degree has the idea of
preventative intervention become widely discussed and part of the policy agenda, and to what
degree and how is it implemented?

! For a discussion of these larger issues see Simon Reich, ‘ Power, Institutions and Moral Entrepreneurs: When Do Norms Matter in the Context
of Global Governance? Paper delivered at the Annual Meeting of the International Studies Association Annual Meeting’, New Orleans,
March 6, 2002.

2 Talcott Parsons defined norms as “generalized formulations — more or less explicit — of expectations of proper action by differentiated units
in relatively specific situations”. Parsons is quoted in Charles W. Kegley Jr. and Gregory A. Raymond, When Tru st Breaks Down: Alliance
Norms in World Politics, (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 1990) p. 14. Furthermore, Jepperson, Wendt and Katzenstein
suggest that “Norms are collective expectations about proper behavior for a given identity” in Peter J. Katzenstein (ed.), The Culture of
National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics (NY: Columbia University Press, 1996), p. 54. In the same book Martha Finnemore
maintains that norms “create permissive conditions for action” if not determinative of behavior, providing astandard against which palicies
are measured and behavior adjudged. See her chapter entitled * Constructing Norms of Human Intervention’ inibid., p. 158.

% O'Brien et. al. note that “Governance, according to the Commission on Globa Governance, isthe sum of the many ways that individuals and
institutions, public and private, manage their common affairs. Since world politics is characterized by governance without government, the
process of governance encompasses a broad range of actors. In addition to the public (interstate) economic organizations such asthe IMF,
World Bank and WTO, states retain a key decision-making role. Indeed, most of the international relations literature that deal with regimes
view states as the only sgnificant actor. Large scale private enterprises or multinational corporations also participate in governance by
attempting to influence the activity of international organizations and states. |n some cases private enterprises have created their own systams
of regulation and governance.” See Robert O’ Brien, Anne Marie Goetz, Jan Aarte Scholte and Marc Williams, Contesting Global
Governance: Multilateral Economic Institutions and Global Social Movements (New York, NY, USA: Cambridge University Press, 2000) p.
2. See also The Commission on Global Governance, Our Global Neighborhood: The Report of the Commission on Global Governance
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), especially pp. 2-7.

4 Although, as | shall demonstrate below, some of these combinationsare duplicated, reducing the actual outcomes.
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2  The Substantive Puzzle

The 1990s condituted a decade in which there was a hitherto unseen escdation in the
propendty for intra-state war. Indeed, while some American commentators wisfully camed
that the end of the Cold War marked the demise of violent conflict, others forecast that the
abandonment of a highly structured bipolar system would lead to a vaiety of ethnic conflicts®
Sadly, the less sanguine assessment proved to be more accurate. The overwhelming trend
towards the renewd of ethnic conflicts engaged the United Nations in a grester number of
peacekeeping operations than ever before in its history. Thirteen UN operations between 1948
and 1988 were subsequently exceeded in number, dwarfed in the sze of troop commitments and
cods, and far greater in terms of the variety of functions performed by peacekeepers, in the
1990s° Indeed, by the mid1990s aone, the number of UN troops committed had grown from
9,700 in 1988 to 73,000 in 17 missons, and an additional 21,000 were employed in a UN-
endorsed but US-led multinational force in Haiti.’

The multiplicity, scope and breadth of cases of intra-state war across Europe and Africa
rased a whole set of new issues for a new UN Secretary-Generd, Kofi Annan. His persond
mandate — oft repeated in UN publications—was that the UN had to move from a ‘culture of
reaction’ to one of ‘prevention’. He had repeatedly argued that inaction in the face of the threat
to large numbers of divilians was mordly indefensble® Once in office, simulated in large part
by the perception that the West was relative indifferent to the Rwandan genocide, Annan has
consstently sought to move the organization towards measures desgned to prevent such
catastrophes.

Yet the norm of peacekesping is by its very naure resctive and likdy (based on
evidence) to lead to dow and limited action only after the advent of a humanitarian criss that, in
the context of intraadtate wars, may include (but not be limited to) the extensve loss of human
life, sysematic rgpe, digplacement of the expulson of populations, and widespread Sarvation.
Such new complexities led critics to assart, by the middle of the 1990s, that the UN had logt its
direction regarding peacekeeping and intervention in civil wars®

® For contrasting perspectives see the now-familiar Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last Man (NY: Free Press 1992) and John
Mearsheimer, ‘Back to the Future: Instability in Europe After the Cold War’, International Security,Vd. 15, No. 4, Summer 1990), pp. 5-56.

® Mats Berdahl, ‘Whither UN Peacekeeping? An Analysis of the Changing Military Requirements of UN Peacekeeping with Proposals for Its
Advancement’, Adelphi Paper 281, (London: International Institute for Security Studies), p. 3.

" Donald C.F. Daniel and Bradd C. Hayes (with Chantal de Jonge Oudraat), Coercive Inducement and the Containment of International Crises
(Washington, DC: USIP, 1999), p. 10.

8 1bid., p. 15.

® See Stephen John Stedman, ‘UN Intervention in Civil Wars: Imperatives of Choice and Strategy’, in Donald C.F Daniel and Bradd C. Hayes,
Beyond Traditional Peacekeeping (London: MacMillan, 1995), p. 40.
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By extenson, the logica question such accusaions raised, therefore, is what is the norm
(if any) that could ether supplement or supplant the principles that under gird those of
peacekeeping? What form could a new norm teke consstent with the principle of a culture of
prevention and under what conditions can (or could) it be implemented as policy? The successful
devdlopment of a norm of preventative intervention has obvious and widespread implications for
those potentid victims most subject to danger. Yet, without years of reinforcement, the meaning
and gpplication of a norm is subject to manipulation (and dways reinterpretation). The fledgling
meaning of this norm is therefore precarious a best—as this paper will demongdirate.

Ultimately, examining this case rases a broader quedion: If we accept that the
aticulation, consolidation and application of globa norms is essntid to the development of
globa governance, why do some generally get accepted and enforced, while others never get on
the agenda or are generdly accepted in principle but smply not enforced?
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3  Three Alternative Perspectives on Global
Norms and Global Governance

The Redis, Neo-liberd and Condructivis ontologies, epistemologies, assumptions and
theories have been chronicled a length. So have their postions regarding the sgnificance of
globa governance. Only abrief recepitulation is required here.

Redists would, argue for a narrow definition of the role of globa governance. It is, at
best, ephemera to the processes of decisonrmaking, heavily conditioned by the familiar theme
of the need to assure state interest by maximizing power (or as a surrogate prestige).’’ Materid
power is the key explanatory varidble in explaning behavior within the membership of
internationd organizations.™

Neo-libera inditutiondism shares redisn's rationdist base. It focuses on the role of
materid interest in the context of the inditutions themsdves as the centrd component of globd
governance. Globa governance, often defined by neo-liberds more broadly in terms of regimes,
Is part of a research agenda that attempts to demondtrate that cooperation in addressing collective
action problems is possble even assuming an anarchicad sructure!? Actors are generaly
motivated, in the context of inditutions, by sdf-interest—inditutions here affecting uncertainty
through reduced transaction costs and incressed information flows™® Ingtitutions can be forma
or informd, enforce rules or rey on conventions, be crested or evolve. They sSgnify what is
impermissble and the conditions under which cetan actions ae permitted, specifying the
codliness of violaion and severity of punishment!* Ingitutions relate to globa governance
because neo-liberdism digns globd inditutions with the concept of regimes. Norms are pat of
the definition of regimes, a component aong with principles, rules, and decison-making
procedures, athough how norms are operationdly diginct from principles and decision-making

10 See Peter Katzenstein' s discussion regarding constructivism and rationalism in theintroduction entitled ‘ Introduction: Alternative Perspectives
on National Security’ to his edited book, The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics (NY: CoumbiaUnivasty
Press, 1996). In this regard, Katzenstein notes the work of Stephen M. Walt, ‘ The Renaissance of Security Studies’, Intermational Studies
Quarterly, 35, no. 2, (June 1991), pp. 211-239.

1 Such views are epitomized in Stephen Krasner’s noted analysis of regime theory in the International Regimes editedvoume See Sephen
Krasner (ed.), ‘Regimes and the Limits of Realism: Regimes as Autonomous Variables', in International Regimes (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1983), especially pp. 355-358.

2 There is an extensive literature on this issue. But see, for examples, Robert K echane, Afier Hegemony. Cooperation and Discord in the World
Political Economy (Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press 1984); Lisa L. Martin and Beth Simmons, ‘ Theories and Empirical Studies of
International Institutions’ International Organization 52 (4) 1998, pp. 729-757; Kenneth Oye, (ed)., Cooperation under Anarchy (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press 1986).

13 K eohane, After Hegemony, op. cit.; Douglass C. North, Institutions, Institutional Change, and Economic Performance, (NY: Cartricge
University Press, 1990) eg., p. 28. Congtructivists challenge the notion that international organizations (defined asingtitutions) are efficient in
the way conceptualized by neo-liberals. Rather, 10s devel op pathologies and contributeautonomoudy to socid learning. As Michadl Barnett
and Martha Finnemore suggest, “Because the neorealist and neoliberal arguments we engage have focused on intergovernmental
organizations rather than nongovernmental ones, and because Weberian arguments from which we draw deal primarily with public
bureaucracy, we too focus on intergovernmental organizationsin this article and use the term international organizationsin that way.” See
Barnett and Finnemore, ‘The Politics, Power and Pathologies of International Organizations,’ International Organization 53 (Autumn 1999),
pp. 699-732 (the quotation is from footnote 3, p. 700).

4 North, op. cit., p. 4.

4
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procedures from rules remains unclear.® Collectivdly, suggests Oran Young, regimes are the
central condtituent units of globa governance. According to Y oung,

International regimes are institutional arrangements whose members are states and whose operations center
on issues arising in international society. Transnational regimes, by contrast, are institutional arrangements
whose members are nonstate actors and whose operations are pertinent to issues that arise in global civil

society.......Global governance refers to the combined effects of international and transnational regimes. »10

Whether gpplied to the preferences of dates or non-date actors, it is regimes as
inditutions that mogst heavily influence preferences and thus provide the centrd rubric of globd
governance.

Where condructivisn has devoted attention to globa governance, the focus has
predominantly been on the role of nondate actors in defining the agenda and interests of
international organizations. In Martha Finnemore's solely authored work she focuses on idea of
the endogenous sourcing of preferences’’ In her co-authored work with Katherine Sikkink, they
suggest that the domestic or sociologica roots of norms “are deeply entwined with the workings
of internatiorel norms’ as pat of a two-levd game®® In that sense, internationd indtitutions
sarve as organizationd platforms through which norms are promoted, dong with NGOs and
larger transnational advocacy networks. As Finnemore and Sikkink state:

Sometimes these platforms are constructed specifically for the purpose of promoting the norm, as are many
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) (such as Greenpeace, the Red Cross, and Transafrica) and the
larger transnational advocacy networks which these NGOs become a part (such as those promoting human

rights, environmental norms, and the ban on land mines or those that opposed apartheid in South Africa).w

As conduits, internationd organizations play a crucid role in diffusng norms. For
example

The structure of the World Bank has been amply documented to effect the kinds of development norms
promulgated from that institution, its organizational structure, the professions from which it recruits, and its
relationship with member states and private finance all filter the kinds of norms emerging from it. The UN,
similarly, has distinctive structural features that influence the kinds of norms it promulgates about such

o . - . 20
matters as decolonization, sovereignty, and humanitarian relief.

Professonds, with legitimacy born of their expertise and access to information, influence
the behavior of other actors including dtates Those within international organizations such as
the World Bank or IMF have the benefit of the possbility of coercive leverage over states, while

15 Stephen Krasner, * Structural Causes and Regime Consequences: Regimes as Intervening Variables', op. cit. p. 1.

'8 Oran R. Young, Governance in World Affairs (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1999), p. 11.

"Martha Finnemore’s seminal work on this subject includes her book, National Interests in International Society, (Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press, 1996). op. cit., p. 9 and p. 17.

18 Martha Finnemore and K atherine Sikkink, ‘ International Norm Dynamics and Political Change’ in International Organization at Fifty:
Exploration and Contestation in the Study of World Politics, International Organization, Volume 52, Number 4, Autumn 1998, p. 893.

' Finnemore and Sikkink, op. cit., p. 899.

20 | hid.
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networks of NGOs and IGOs generdly do not. Sill, they collectively comprise what

constructivists regard as ‘global governance %

IOs are agents linking to internationd society, not Smply to be trested as sructure. Ther
roles chadlenge a daist ontology, clam Banett and Finnemore. They are not smply functiond
but can, in fact, be dysfunctiond. Barnett and Finnemore therefore contend that

Neo-liberal-institutionalists actually disadvantage themselves in their argument with realists by looking at
only one facet of 10 power. Global organizations do more than just facilitate cooperation by helping states to
overcome market failures, collective action dilemmas and problems associated with interdependent social
choice. They also create actors, specify responsibilities and authority among them, and define the work these
actors should do, giving it meaning and normative value. Even when they lack material resources, 10s
exercise power as they constitute and construct the social world.*’

These three approaches thus offer digtinct perspectives on globa governance. They
contrast on ther definitions and importance of globa governance as margina or centrd to
explanations of behavior; on the importance of socid and materia power as the primary catayds
for behavior; on whether preferences are exogenoudy or endogenoudy determined; and of the
relative importance of dtructure and agency in determining the behavior of date and non-state
actors in the context of globa governance. What is clear is that the areas of agreement are,
superficidly, far fewer than those of disagreement. What is less clear is if and how materid and
socia sources of power can be reconciled within the context of one form of anaysis.

2L For arepresentation of this perspective see O'Brien et. al., op. cit.
22 Barnett and Finnemore, op. cit., p. 700.

6



Power, Institutions and Moral Entrepreneurs

4 Reconciling Material Power
and Social Power

In a forthcoming book chapter, Thomas Rise agues in favor of a complementary
synthesis between constructivism on the one hand, and redism and neo-liberdisn on the other.?®
This important piece discusses the foundations, research questions and disputes among
condructivitss. What he underdtates is the sharp didinction between raiondism’s focus on
material power and congructivism’'s focus on discourse, identity, norms—and therefore socia
forms of power.>*

Congtructivists have argued that norms shape identity and interests, as well as behavior.?®

Yet, if norms are not simply derivative of material interests (here characterized as ‘power’), then what is the
relationship between the two—between material and(norms as reflective of) social power?

Much of the congructivig literature derives and employs concepts developed in the work
of Headley Bull and what laiterly became known as the English School. Bull did conscioudy
link the importance of power and norms (in a way generaly ignored by current corstructivists).?®
As Katzengein dates, “From this [Bull's] perspective the internationa system is a ‘society’ in
which dates, as a condition of their participation in the system, adhere to shared norms and rules
in a variey of issue aeas. Materid power maters, but within a framework of normative
expectations embedded in public and customary internationdl law.”?’

Yet the condructivi approach, while claming to recognize the continued relevance of
power, generdly avoids discussing its relationship to identity.?® Congtructivists largely ignore,
whether for epigemologicd or normative reasons, the relaionship between power and the
formation of norms®

% Thomas Risse, ‘ Constructivism and International Ingtitutions: Toward Conversations Across Paradigms’, Prepared for IraKatznelson/Helen
Milner (eds.), Political Science as Discipline? Reconsidering Power, Choice, and the State at Century’s End, Forthcoming, Risse, op.dt., p.
9. Finnemore also argues that rationalism and constructivism are complementary, because of constructivism’s focus on the shaping of
interests. Finnemore, op. cit., p. 27.

24 Finnemore notes this distinction, claiming that materialist explanations have limited utility, but doesn’ ttheoretically extensively devdlopthe
relationship between these two forms of power in her subsequent analysis. Finnemore, op. cit., pp. 6-8.

% For a discussion see Emanuel Adler, ‘Arms Control, Disarmament, and National Security: A Thirty Year Retrospectiveand aNew Set of
Anticipations', Daedalus 120, no.1 (Winter 1991), pp. 1-20. For examples see Audie Klotz, Norms in International Relations: The Struggle
Against Apartheid (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1995); and Nina Tannenwald, ‘ The Nuclear Taboo: The United States and the
Normative Basis of Nuclear Non-Use', International Organization, Volume 53, No. 3, 1999, pp. 433-468.

6 See Headley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics (NY : Columbia University Press, 1977). TheErgishSchodlis
discussed more extensively in Finnemore, op. cit., pp. 17-22.

2" K atzenstein, op. cit., p. 45.

28 One debatable counterexample to this claim may be found in the work of Alaistair lain Johnston. See, for example, his article entitled ‘ Treating
International Institutions as Social Environments', International Studies Quarterly, Volume 45, no. 4 (2001), pp. 487-515.

2 A redlist initiative that attemptsto link power to identity isfound in the forthcoming book by Henry Nau entitled At Home Abroad: Identity and
Power in American Foreign Policy (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, Forthcoming 2002).
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Why they do s0 is unclear. Perhaps condructivigts believe that any focus on a materia
conception of power cannot be sociologicd in its origing, and thus remains outsde their rubric of
sudy? This is not, | argue, necessarily true. The link between the sociologicd roots of US
foregn policy and the formation and implementation of globd norms, between maerid and
socid dements of power, are of enormous relevance to the viability of globa governance.
Redigs may have been correct in arguing that the US was indrumenta in the formation of
regimes, and neo-liberds may have been correct in asserting that ingtitutions play a profound
role in influencing the behavior of members of a regime. Yet condructiviss may dill have a case
in assating that norms remain influentid in determining the behavior of actors. Condructivigts
clearly conflate the meaning of inditutions and norms by defining the former as pat of the later.

But if we retain a distinction between power, forma inditutions and norms, the question is, how
do al three components fit together?
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5 So What to Study? Moral Entrepreneurs,
Power, and Institutions

The task that | have therefore defined for mysdlf is to understand the relationship between
power, ingditutions, and the role of globa civil actors in explaning (in operaiond terms) the
vaiable importance of norms in the context of globa governance. Rather than tregting them as
dternative explanatory factors in which any two of three are treated as of lesser importance (if
not margind), however, | try to act upon Risse's suggestion; to understand how they might be
reconciled with each other and offer a concrete focus of study.

Specificdly, | begin with a centrd propostion: That athough possbly socid (rather than
materid) in character, the rdative success of a globd norm in terms of its emergence,
widespread acceptance, and enforcement is generdly contingent upon three necessary and
aufficient factors. The firg is the presence of aggressve mord entrepreneurs in advocating
norms and ganering broad-based support for them. The second is the exisence of forma
international organizations that act as conduits for the codification, monitoring and enforcement
of policies based on those norms. The third is American commitment to provide resources and
implement policy based on specified norms. | offer the hypothess hat variaions in the degree to
which those three factors are present will result in corresponding variations in the fortunes of
globa norms, ranging from ther gppearance on the globa agenda, to their widespread
acceptance, and their subsequent enforcement. | now delineste how each is defined.

5.1 Factor 1. The Role of Moral Entrepreneurs

Although | do not address the question of the US source of preferences, | am interested in
how norms make it to the agenda of globa governance as part of a process of understanding the
vaiance in ther fate.

Keck and Sikkink focus on the notion of framing in which ideological entrepreneurs play
a drategic role in promoting norms*® Finnemore and Sikkink build on this work with their
description of norm ‘imitation’, ‘cascades or ‘bandwagons —a life cycle process by which
norms emerge, gan legiimacy and ultimaely become intendized or ingtitutiondized3! As
Finnemore and Sikkink contend:

%0 Margaret E. Keck and Kathryn Sikkink, Activists Beyond Borders: Advocacy Networks in International Politics (Itheca NY: Cormell, 1998),
p. 17.
%1 Finnemore and Sikkink, op.cit, p. 893.
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Norms do not appear out of thin air; they are actively built by agents having strong notions about
appropriate or desirable behavior in their community. ......consistent with the description Ethan Nadelmann
gives of ‘transnational moral entrepreneurs’ who engage in ‘moral proselytism’. ........Norm entrepreneurs
are critical for norm emergence because they call attention to issues or even ‘create’ issues by using
language that names, interprets, and dramatizes them. Social movement theorists refer to this
reinterpretation or renaming process as ‘framing’. The construction of cognitive frames is an essential
component of norm entrepreneurs’ political strategies, since, when they are successful, the new frames
resonate with broader public understandings and are adopted as new ways of talking about and
understanding issues. In constructing their frames, norm entrepreneurs face firmly embedded alternative

norms and frames that create alternative perceptions of both appropriateness and interest.>’

Finnemore and Skkink offer one explanation of wha motivates such behavior:
“Idestiond commitment is the main motivation when entrepreneurs promote norms because they
believe in the ideas and vaues embodied in the norms, even though the pursuit of the norms may
have no effect on ther well-being”.*® Rationdists offer an dtemative view of such behavior.
According to Dennis Chong such dtruigtic behavior is explained by ether the need to get dong
in the context of an iterative game or because of the sdective incentives offered by the
enhancement of one's socid reputation.3 Yet, regardiess of the motive, both constructivist and
rationaist versons concur that such entrepreneurs can play important roles in promulgating such
vaues.

O'Brien €. d. suggest that these people generdly are associated with socia movements, as

A subset of the numerous actors operating in the realm of civil society. They are groups of people with a
common interest who band together to pursue a far reaching transformation of society. Their power lies in
popular mobilization to influence the holders of political and economic power...They can be distinguished

from interest groups in that their vision is broader and they seek large scale social change.35

Such mord entrepreneurs are to be found working for NGOs or, ther internationa
equivdlents, Globd Socid Movements (GSMs).3® In considering the relaionship between
Multilatera Economic Inditutions (MEIs) and GSMs, O'Brien €. d.

....argue that there is a transformation in the nature of global economic governance as a result of MEI-GSM
encounter. This transformation is labeled ‘complex multilateralism’ in recognition of its movement away
from an exclusively state based structure...Such changes explicitly acknowledge that actors other than states
express the public interest.....The relationship developing between MEIs and GSMs highlights a contest over
governance between old and new forms of multilateralism. The ‘old’ or existing dominant form of
multilateralism is a top down affair where state dominated institutions are taken as given and minor
adjustments in their operation are suggested. The ‘new’ or emerging multilateralism is an attempt to
‘reconstitute civil societies and political authorities on a global scale, building a system of global

32 Finnemore and Sikkink, op. cit., pp. 896-897.

% |bid., p. 898.

34 Dennis Chong, Collective Action and the Civil Rights Movement, pp. 44 and pp. 48-55.
% O'Brienet. al., op. cit., p. 12.

% For alist of such comparable terms for social movements see Ibid., p. 12.
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governance from the bottom up’. The new multilateralism offers a challenge to existing multilateralism not

Jjust because it entails institutional transformation, but because it represents a different set of interests.”’

What the authors refer to as a ‘post-hegemonic form of organization’ entalls a focus on
representation by civil society. While clearly supportive of this process, the authors concede that

In the short run the MEI-GSM nexus is unlikely to transform either institutional functions or their inherent

nature to any significant degree. In the longer run, there is the possibility of incremental change in the

functioning and ambit of key institutions.>®

Y et they dso claim that

International public institutions are modifying in response to pressure from social movements, NGOs and
business actors, but this varies across institutions, depending upon institutional culture, structure, role of the

executive head and vulnerability to civil society pressure‘”

Ultimately, the mogt that the authors can clam from the evidence of their cases is that
GSMs may influence the agendas of, not the policies of, MEIs. This example therefore has a
broader implication relevant to this paper: That GSMs, NGOs or ‘mora entrepreneurs may play
a role in influencing wha gets on the agenda but they increesngly find that as dates learn
avoidance techniques, they cannot participate in negotistions—and certainly cannot get policies
enacted without the advocacy of states, particularly the largest of states*°

5.2 Factor 2. The Role of Organizations as Institutions

The ddfinition, foom and influence of inditutions are consgently contested in the socid
sciences*  Neo-liberds regard indtitutions as  structures for  addressing  collective  actions
problems. Inditutions have a broader definition than that of smple organizations, embedded in
regime theory. Congtructivists have, paradoxically, both a broader and a narrower conception of
inditutions than neo-liberds. The cdam that it is broader sems from the fact that congructiviss
cdosdy dign norms with inditutions, viewing them from the perspective of inditutions as
normative contexts themsalves*?

% Ibid., p. 3.

% |hid.

% 1bid., p. 6.

40 For adiscussion of this point see Ann Marie Clark, Elizabeth Friedman and Kathryn Hochstetler, ‘ The Sovereign Limits of Global Society’,
World Politics, 51, No. 1, 1998, pp. 1-35.

41| have discussed various conceptions of institutions in greater detail in ‘ The Four Faces of Institutionalism: Public Policy and a Pluralist
Perspective” Governance, Fall 2000, pp. 501-522.

“2 For the sociological origins of such argumentssee, for example, John W. Meyer and Brian Rowan, ‘ Institutional Organizations: Formal
Structure as Myth and Ceremony’, American Journal of Sociology, 83, (12977), pp. 340-363, JohnW. Meyer and W.R. Scott, Organizational
Environments: Ritual and Rationality (Beverley Hills, CA: Sage, 1983). See also Paul J. DiMaggio and Walter W. Powell (eds.), The New
Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991).
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James March and Johan Olson were among the forerunners of the adeptation of this
vason of inditutiond andyss They emphasize the dgnificance of politicd gructure, defining
itas

A collection of institutions, rules of behavior, norms roles, physical arrangements, buildings, and archives
that are relatively invariant in the face of turnover of individuals and relatively resilient to the idiosyncratic
preferences and expectations of individuals.... Theories of political structure assume action is the fulfillment
of duties and obligations...we assume that political actors consult personal preferences and subjective
expectations, then select actions that are as consistent as possible with those preferences and expectations...
That political actors associate certain actions with certain situations by rules of appropriateness. What is

appropriate for a particular person in a particular situation is defined by the political and social system and
transmitted through socialization.”’

Symbols become important here “not ... as devices of the powerful for confusng the
wesk, but more in the sense of symbols as devices of interpretative order.”** In describing the
concept of ‘normeative order’, March and Olson note that “action is often based more on
discovering the normatively gppropriate behavior than on cdculating the return expected from
dternative choices. As a reault, politica behavior, like other behavior, can be described in terms
of duties, obligations, roles, and rules. ...A broader theoretica examination of normative order
would congder the reations anong norms, the dSgnificance of ambiguity and inconsstency in
norms, and the time path of the transformation of normative structures”*® Likewise, ‘symbolic
order’—the role of symbols, myths and rituds—in ordering and trandforming politicd life, is
centrd to developing this notion of ingtitutionalism.*®

Peter Katzenstein therefore suggests that, in essence, inditutions are more abgract in
character in the sense that they are inherently cognitive:

Bargaining theory typically overlooks a central aspect of all bargaining—the framework or context in which
a particular issue should be seen. A richer conception thus emphasizes not only how institutions facilitate
bargains among political actors. It also investigates how institutions affect the context of bargaining,
primarily through the effects they have on the identity of the political actors who make political choices.*’

Yet | dso believe that congructivists are, paradoxicdly, narrower in their focus than neo-
liberdls in their conception of ingtitutions*® Why? Because dthough the ontological base may be
much broader and the autonomy accorded to inditutions much greaster among congtructivists,
they apply these arguments about inditutions to the study of internationa organizaions in the
context of internationa relaions—a narrower concept than regimes. Barnett and Finnemore

3 James G. March and Johan P. Olsen, ‘ The New Institutionalism: Organizational Factorsin Political Life', The
American Political Science Review, Vol. 78, September 1984, p. 741. For another example of important formative
work on this subject see Herbert A. Simon, Models of Bounded Rationality (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1982).
44 March and Olsen, op. cit.

“ |bid., p. 744.

*® Ibid.

47 K atzenstein, op. cit., p. 14.

8 The standard neoliberal definition is discussed in Robert O. Keohane, op. cit., p. 9.
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judtifidly dam to root ther work in the sociologicd inditutiondigt literature outlined above.
Yet they see internationd organizations as autonomous and authoritative bodies generating
norms, not as embodying norms themsalves.

The conundrum of how to conceive of inditutions thus risks a tautology. If 1 conceive of
inditutions as regimes, then it is drcula—usng a definition that incdudes norms to explan
norms. If | use a narrow verson of the congtructivist definition, however, such as that adopted by
Barnett and Finnemore, then | avoid circularity. | therefore dect to use |O0s as a factor in
explaining norms*® | define and operationdize ingitutions in the more forma, narower sense
An inditution is neither a rule, as characterized by Nicholas Onuf*®, nor a norm as depicted by
Jepperson. | adopt the term in specific, narrow terms of an international organization such as the
UN, IMF, World Bank or Internationa Energy Agency.

5.3 Factor 3. American Initiation and Support

The probability of globd norms being sustained or implemented (if not initiated) in the
absence of American energy and interest is limited. Scholars have pointed to the role of globd
socia movements, other forms of NGOs or 10s as central actors in the process of the formation,
acceptance and implementation of norms>! But these perspectives, | argue, avoid the compelling
counterpropogtion; that American support is becoming more, not less, centrd to the fortune of
globd norms in what gpproximates a unipolar world. While proponents of the growing
acceptance of globad norms point to the example of the role of NGOs in the spread of human
rights for evidence, there is a reasoned—and not theoreticdly or practicdly adequately
addressed—counterpropogition that the spread of human rights can primarily be explained by the
fact that the ‘export of democracy’ was the foreign policy cornerstone of the Clinton
Administration for the duration of his presidency.® In effect, in this interpretation the spread was
largely the product of overwhelming hegemonic dtate power. In the same spirit, Danid Drezner
comments about the prospects for a new globa environmenta accord that “objections in the
United States about the Kyoto Protocol’s costs of implementation, the distribution of cogts, and
the lack of enforcement measures have made implementation unlikely.”>® Globd norms, in the
absence of American commitment, face an uphill struggle, lacking vitdity, materid sources and
enforcement capacity.

“® Bo Rothstein offers one solution consistent with Barnett and Finnemore’s. He suggests that “ political ingtitutionsin anarrower sense can be
defined as “formal arrangements for aggregating individuals and regulating their behavior through the use of explicit rules and decision
processes enforced by an actor or set of actors formally recognized as possessing such power.” Bo Rothstein, ‘ Political Institutions: An
Overview’ in A New Handbook of Political Science, in Robert E. Goodin and Hans Dieter Klingemann, eds., (New York: NY, Oxford
University Press 1996), p. 145. Elsewhere Peter Hall and Rosemary Taylor concur, suggesting that “ many sociological ingtitutionalists put a
new emphasis on what | might think of asthe ‘cognitive’ in Hall and Taylor, op. cit., p. 948.

%0 Nicholas Onuf deliberates on the meaning of rulesin World of Our Making: Rules and Rule in Social Theory and International Relations
(Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 1989) especially pages 78-95 and 127-154.

%1 See, as examples, Martha Finnemore, op. cit.; Thomas Risse, Stephen C. Ropp, Kathryn Sikkink, The Power of Human Rights: International
Norms and Domestic Change (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1999); Robert O'Brien et al., op. cit; Barnett and Finnemore, op. cit.

52 See, for example, Douglas Brinkley, ‘Democratic Enlargement: The Clinton Doctrine’, Foreign Policy, Sing 97, |sie106, p. 110-128. For
a broad version of this argument see Tony Evans, The Politics of Human Rights (London: Pluto Press 2001), especidly pp. 15-23, pp. 33-34.

%3 Daniel W. Drezner, ‘Globalization and Policy Convergence’, International Studies Review, Vol. 3, No. 1, (Spring 2001), p. 74.
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Focusng on American commitment, however, is not the same thing as daming tha the
US mug initiate the development of a norm. Audie Klotz provides compelling evidence that the
United States joined a bandwagon effect in supporting the anti-gpartheld postion in the case of
South Africa (although, paradoxicaly, she does point to the sociologica sources of US support
for the norm).>* Yet, whether it was the support of American veterans for the Land Mine Barr>
or demondrations across American campuses agangt apathed, it would be just as blithey
misplaced to ignore the American sociologicd sources of the momentum in the process of
consolidating global norms>®

For the propogtion that American commitment is central to the successful consolidetion
and enforcement of a globa norm to have vdidity, there must be a way to evduate the reldive
importance of the degree of an American commitment. It is therefore necessary to identify the
relms or areas of globa norms to see if there is a strong, indeed causdtive relaionship between
the varying degree of US commitment to globa norms and the degree to which these norms have
been accepted and integrated as a component of the agenda of global governance.

| therefore identify three varidbles—American commitment, internationa organizaions
and moral entrepreneurs—dravn from the dominant paradigms in internationd reldions. Y,
indead of assuming that one is, a priori, more causdly dgnificant than the others in explaining
the reative success of globad norms, | argue that the configuration of dl three has contragting,
identifiable effects on the fortune of norms. What follows is a brief statement of that argument.

* Audie Klotz, op. cit.

%5 For an account see Fen Hampson, Jean Daudelin, John B. Hay, Holly Reid, and Todd Marting, Madness in the Multitude: Human Security and
World Disorder (NY: Oxford University Press, 2001).

%8 For the purposes of this study, | am not primarily concerned with where US preferences come from — whether they are endogenous as
constructivists claim or treated exogenously as realists and neo-liberals do. My concernison the conseguences of US preferencesand not its
sources. That is not to imply that | believe that preferences are exogenous. Rather, it is to suggest that they are identifiable and causal.
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6  Configuring Variables I: Variation on the
Outcomes

What are the possble variations in terms of the development or progresson of a globa
norm aong the process towards implementation? How can these stages be classfied?

a) No norm. The firg obvious answer is that a potential globad norm does not make it on to
the agenda of globa governance at dl, regardless of its virtues. Either nothing happens a
al or the US pursues a unilateral policy based on power palitics.

b) On the agenda. Operationdly, an issue has made it on to the agenda of globd
governance when it has been saioudy and extensvely debated in the context of
international  organizations whose “rule-cregting and rule-supervisng decisons have
important immediate consequences for states and peoples around the world” °’—such as
the IMF, World Bank, International Court of Justice or United Nations. The NGO
literature, offers no measure regarding whether an issue is on the globa agenda® |
suggest that it qudifies when it is debated on the forma agenda of the centra organ of an
internationd  (intergovernmentad) organization. This diginguishes, for example, between
a matter being debated in a UN conference (in which case it does not qudify) and the
Security Council or the Generd Assembly (in which case it would). Again, there are
three possible outcomes here: the norm proceeds towards a process of consolidation, is
rgected and is pursued as a unilateral policy by the US or amply terminaes as a policy
issue at that point.

C) Norms consolidated. Some issues are debated in such an organizational context but sal
there, never to be widdy accepted and therefore does not become legitimate. Others,
conversdly, do become consolidated. A third variance is therefore to be found in the
consolidation and thus widespread legitimization of a norm. Human equdity, Finnemore
notes, is a norm that has been overtly contested over the last two hundred years,
generdly emerged triumphant, and become increasingly legitimate.>

5" O'Brienet. al., op. cit. p. 11.

%8 Keck and Sikkink make reference to the role of entrepreneurs in encouraging issues to be placed on the agenda in various ways, such as
through their use of the media, lobbying and testimony. See Keck and Skkink, op. cit., pp. 2-3, p. 17.
%9 Finnemore, op. cit., p. 133.
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Y, the growth in wedth disparities, both between and within nations, suggests that her
optimism should be qualified®® The norm may become legitimate without its effective
enforcement; it may proceed and be implemented; or it may be rgected but Hill be
implemented (this looking more like an imperid policy in character).

Norms implemented. Norms can gan widespread acceptance without the additiona
aspect of codification, legdization and the coercive aspects of enforcement. The belief,
for example, in the norm of human rights is not the same thing as the sgting up an
Internationa Court of Judtice with the capacity to try war criminds accused of crimes
agang humanity. Similarly, a convention agangt genocide is not the same thing as the
exigence of a UN preventative intervention force designed to intervene forcefully to
avert mass brutdity. Codification and enforcement can be through law or precedent by
convention. But whichever form it takes, it requires the capacity for authoritative and
legitimate action backed by a credible sanction. When al conditions are met, them a
globa norm has achieved dl the conditions for successful implementation.

Below, in Figure 1 (see p. 19), | atempt to capture al the possible outcomes described

above. Clearly, dthough | have identified four stages, more than one option exists a each stage.
Terminaion can lead to a nothing hgppening a dl, to unilaerd policy or to wha | term
imperidism (the use of an internationd inditution to implement policy on a widespread bass
without its consolidation as a norm). So there are four stages of progress of a globa norm, but
the result is more than four possble outcomes. | shdl now identify the three key variadles that
account for this variance.

% For example see Lant Pritchett, World Bank official’s discussion of changing patterns of global wealth distribution in ‘ Forget Convergence:
Divergence Past, Present and Future’, Finance and Development, June 1996. Elsewhere, Ziring, Riggs and Plano note that the Law of theSea
discussions attempted to establish territoria rights regarding coastlines and a global jurisdictional body for seabed activities. It was debated in
the UN from 1958 to 1982 before substantial progress was made in the most crucial areas. Theconogat of teritorid integrity coupled withthe
norm of collective responsibility for seabed protection was slowly established as legitimate for many years before aspects of the norm were
finally enforced in 1998. See Lawrence Ziring, Robert Riggs and Jack Plano, The United Nations: International Organization and World
Politics (NY: Harcourt Brace, 2000), pp. 354-358.
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7 Configuring Variables II: Explanatory
Factors

7.1 Classification

| have dready outlined the three explanatory variables. Now | present an argument about
how they configure to explain the variance in outcomes outlined above. Each varidble may be
assgned, in andytic terms, a smple high or low measure. American commitment can be high,
measured in tangible terms, or low. Notably, American commitment might not teke the form of
drong verbd support but will ill be congdered high if they provide materid support. The
United States, for example, has refused to ratify the Land Mine Ban, much to the ire and
congernation of its proponents. Yet it contributes the largest amount of any country to
supporting the program.®’ Similarly, Americans criticize pescekesping operations but provide
enormous financid and logisical support. Without it, UN officds and scholars note, extended
UN operations in desolate places or where timdliness is essentid could not be carried out.?
Support may optionaly be verba but must be materid to quaify as‘high'.

Smilaly, a1 intenaiond organizstion may be a highly inditutiondized
intergovernmental  structure—such as a formd inditution like the UN or IMF—with dealy
codified rules and evident coercive capacities to enforce to qudify as high. Alterndively, it may
not be wdl inditutiondized and be composed of an informd and largely uncodified tangle of
protocols with little capacity for compunction to be consdered ‘low’. It may even be sponsored
by a formd internationa organization but its membership composed of civil society actors as
well as dates (Year of the Woman conference in Bejing?). Even this would conditute a low
leve of inditutiondization on my broad scale.

Cetanly, there may be exceptions. Finnemore might reasonably respond that the Red
Cross is not an inditution that would rank as ‘high’ on my smple scae, being nongovernmentd.
Yet, she argues, the Geneva Accords have been widdly accepted since their inception in 1864 as
a result of the mord commitment of a few individuds®® Finnemore's argument, however, says
little about enforcement. | ague tha intergovernmentd international inditutions become
important in the context of edablishing sanctions where the conditions for reciprocity or
unilaterd enforcement are lacking. Despite its initid growing pans, the Internationd Crimind

1 Hampson, et. al., op. cit.

62 See, for example, Edward C. Luck, ‘ The Case for Engagement: American Interest in UN Peace Operation’ in Dordd CF Danid and Bracd C.
Hayes, Beyond Traditional Peacekeeping, op. cit., p. 73.

% Finnemore, op. cit., especially pp. 73-82 and p. 87.
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Court of Justice (ICCJ) has recently been established, | would argue, for just such a reason. 10s
of this type also enhance the prospects of codification or precision to the rules®*

In the case of the Red Cross, how the Geneva Convention has been interpreted by sates,
or the exceptions to its gpplication, are key. The transgressons to the norm, defined in terms of
‘crimes agang humanity’, include some of massive proportions—stretching from The Holocaust
and Stdinism to Bosnia and Rwanda The utility of a norm is limited, | argue, until the ICCJ (or
a comparable inditution) has developed the widespread, legitimae and routine cepacity to
monitor and punish al transgressions with equity and impunity.

Finaly, mord entrepreneurship is dso adjudged in terms of high or low support for
norms. Although admittedly an inexact messure, the crucid question is to which ideas do they
aggressively and opportunigticaly throw their support, and which ones do they latently support
or lagdy neglect? Anti-globdization demondrators a Seettle provide (perhaps an over-)
zedous example of high mord support. Certainly history is replete with examples ranging from
anti-davery to suffragettes, anti-gpartheld to support for human rights Measured by media
exposure, testimony, negotiation with or demondrating againg 10s, mora entrepreneurs can
loosgly be distinguished in their support dong a high or low scde. The posshble configuraions
areoutlined in Figure 1 (p. 19).

Such outcomes are subject to comparison over time and space. Invariably, | argue, shifts
in the degree of mora entrepreneurid support, changes in the degree of inditutiondization or
dhifts in the American pogtion will dter the fortunes of a globa norm. A brief discusson of
methodology and the sdection of cases follow, before engaging the substance of the question of
the evolution of the norm of preventative intervention.

%4 Judith Goldstein et. al. discuss this issue in the context of legalization in the special issue of 0 on legalization. See Judith Goldstein, Miles
Kahler, Robert Keohane, and Anne-Marie Slaughter, ‘Introduction: Legalization and World Politics', International Organization,54,3,
Summer 2000, pp. 385-399.
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Figure 1

Power, Institutions and Moral Entrepreneurs

Variations in Explanatory Variables and Outcomes

High Low QOutcome
1)
American support X Articulation, consolidation
Institutionalization X and implementation of
Entrepreneurial support X global norm.
2)
American support X Articulation and
Ingtitutionalizatio X implementation of policies
support X lacking global legitimacy.
3)
American support X Unilateralism
Institutionalization X
Entrepreneurial support X
4)
American support X Norms articulated and
Institutionalization X consolidated but unevenly
Entrepreneurial support X or not implemented.
5)
American support X Norms articulated but
Institutionalization X but not consolidated and
Entrepreneurial support X unevenly implemented.
6)
American support X Global norm not articulated
Institutionalization X but neither consolidated
Entrepreneurial support X nor implemented.
7)
American support X Global norm not
Institutionalization X articulated, consolidated
Entrepreneurial support X nor implemented.
8)
American support X Global norm not
Institutionalization X articulated, consolidated
Entrepreneurial support X nor implemented.
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7.2 Methodology

For my argument to be correct, dl three jointly necessary and sufficient conditions must
be met: High mora entrepreneurship, US commitment and inditutiondization. In other words, if
only two conditions are met then a globa norm will not be implemented. The result is that the
combination is three variables (or conditions) each thet can be adjudged as ‘high’ or ‘low’ which
is 2% or eight possible options asillustrated in Figure 1 (see p. 19).

Yd, if my argument has utility, then successful examples of the policy implementation of
globd norms will only be found when dl three conditions are met (outcome 1). If only two are
met (from a high degree of mord entrepreneurship, of inditutiondization and U.S
commitment), the result will be something short of legitimate policy implementation on the
globa agenda.

Of my eight possble outcomes there are three posshilities where only one condition is
met (outcomes 3, 6 and 8): One resulting in US unilaterd policy; one being a case where
possible norms get articulated by mora entrepreneurs but don't make it onto the forma agenda;
and one where an inditution exists but what it does is largely irrdevant to norm generaion or
implementation (perhaps condituting an example of the peformance of regulatory functions
where no norms ae involved). In a fourth possbility, no condition is met and o this will
generate an empty cell (outcome 7). Yet in none of these cases will a globa norm get articulated,
consolidated and implemented over time or across cases. For the purpose of evauation, |
therefore need only to consder the four other cases (1, 2, 4 and 5). If my argument that al three
variables are necessary conditions is correct, the absence of even one will lead to the fallure of a
global norm being adopted as public policy. For tha to be true, the absence of two or three of
course will certainly lead to falure,

The cases gudies will thus number four because in three cases the combination will be
two variables coded as ‘high’ (i.e. US Commitment and degree of inditutiondization ‘high’ or
US commitment and mora entrepreneurship ‘high’ or degree of inditutiondization and mord
entrepreneurship ‘high’) and the remaining one as ‘low’ (outcomes 2, 4 and 5). Only where dl
three are graded *high’ will the globa norm get consolidated and implemented (outcome 1).

The argument | have outlined here does potentidly ental an dement of sequencing
because | suggest that mord entrepreneurship usudly precedes and prompts American action or
inditutiondization.®> Nevertheless, the absence of one eement in the process will nevertheless
lead to an ineffectud outcome.

® Thisis not always, however, necessarily the case. The argument that moral entrepreneurship isafirst stage for the development of aglobal
norm should not be confused for a pluralist argument that are state is ssimply the arena for politics. Globa norms may be derived from socia
forces, but not all state policies must, by necessity, be so. They can, at least in theory, be internally generated. For a discussion of this point
see Stephen D. Krasner, Defending the National Interest: Raw Materials Investments and US Foreign Policy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press, 1978), pp. 55-93.
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While the remaining cases might be interesting for other reasons, they are not essentia to
an evduation of my argument. In the broader sudy of which this research will eventudly form a
pat, | therefore propose to evauate four cases in the broader study; | will examine three cases
where two variables are coded as ‘high’ and one where dl three are coded as ‘high’, being
sengtive to the posshility that the rdevant coding may change over time to reflect changes in
the degree of mord entrepreneurship, ingitutiondization or US commitment.

Bearing this lagt point in mind, | examine the case of preventdive intervention in this
paper. It is interesting because of its fluctuating fortunes. Prior to September 11, the emergence
of preventative intervention as a norm, | argue, could be coded as ‘high’ in terms of the degree of
mord entrepreneurship and inditutiondization but not of US commitment. It has thus made it
onto the globa agenda and been modestly consolidated as norm without being implemented as
public policy on a widespread bass in the context of globa governance. Yet coincidenta events
surrounding September the 11" may have shifted the US stance towards greater materia support
for the concept of preventative intervention, enhancing the progpect that the norm will be
implemented in public policy—albeit in a form and for a purpose not anticipated or desired by its
origind proponents. The durability of the norm as a simulant to action may therefore be in its
flexible utility to two very different condtituencies.
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8 The Concept of Preventative Intervention

The purpose of the andyss that follows is primaily to illudrate the argument generated
above rather than to test it in a gdrict pogtivis sense. | seek to demondtrate here what happens in
terms of the emergence of a criticd new norm of globa governance; both the critical factors that
have dlowed it to flourish and those that have limited its implementation.

In the case of the norm of preventative intervention, | argue that it has indeed made it
onto the agenda of globa governance, is in the process of contestation and consolidation. For
pevese and largely unanticipated reasons, it may be in the process of being implemented in
policy rather sooner than might reasonably be expected. Its implementation, if it proceeds, may
not be in ways supported by its origina proponents.

In this section, | shdl firg ddineate the characteridic, traditiond presding norm (of
peacekeeping) and contragt it with those of preventative intervention. | shdl then utilize my three
vaiables of mora entrepreneurship, inditutiondization and US power to explan and describe
the three stages of this norm's evolution before concluding with a discusson of its relevance to
the framework previoudy outlined and it future prospects for implementation.
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9  From Peacekeeping to Conflict Prevention

9.1 Peacekeeping: The Traditional Position

There is an extendve, coherent and well-formulated literature on peacekeeping, expanded
upon a length in the course of the 1990s, that is too large to detall here. Indeed, rather than
recapitulae its content at length, | only seek to outline its mgor attributes in this discussion.

John Ruggie has argued that there has not been a systematic doctrinal approach adopted
towards peacekeeping a the UN. Rather, the organization’s understanding has been very poor,
notably when it strays into what he describes as a ‘gray ared operations that straddle the terrain
between peacekeeping (in its most limited sense) and ‘war fighting'.®® The term ‘ peacekeeping’,
Ruggie points out, isn't even mentioned in the UN Charter.®’

Ruggie doesv't digtinguish between a norm and a doctrine. He is content to argue that
peacekeeping's operationdization as a doctrine is the source of the problem. But the UN'’s
incapacity to form and implement a coherent doctrine does not detract from the notion that such
a peacekeeping norm (whether explicit or not) exists that guides behavior. Indeed, important to
the emergence of this norm over four decades was the centrd notion that the primary purpose of
peacekeeping is to alow antagonists to end aggression in order to generate a possible agreement.
Mediation is only of limited interest once both sdes have exhausted their desire to fight. As Mats
Berdahl has suggested, it

...has traditionally been used to describe various forms of legitimized collective intervention aimed at
avoiding the outbreak or resurgence of violent conflict between debutants. As a distinctive form of third-

party intervention governed by the principles of consent and minimum force, peacekeeping operations have

been expressly non-threatening and impartial.68

The thirteen UN operations between 1948 and 1988 generated, says Berdahl, a body of
principles, procedures and practices that came to condtitute a corpus of case law and customary
practice. As Sr Marack Goulding, former UN Under-Secretary Genera responsible for

peacekeeping operations, has importantly pointed out,

this collection of law and practice sets precedent in the UN and is the primary way in which all future

activity isjustiﬁed.ég

% John Gerard Ruggie, ‘ The UN and the Collective Use of Force: Whither or Whether? , in Michael Pugh (ed.), The UN, Peace and Force
(London: Frank Cass, 1997), pp. 1-2.

7 bid., p. 5.

® Mats Berdahl, ‘Whither UN Peacekeeping’, op. cit., p. 3.

59 Personal conversation between author and Sir Marrack Goulding, Zentrum fiir Entwicklungsforschung, Bonn, Germany, July 5™, 2002.
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In effect, this approach is conservative and what Thomas Weiss has referred to as
‘dasscds, mantaning that poliics and humanitarian intervertion should be completely
dissociated. As he states when describing this approach:

Until recently, the two most essential humanitarian principles—neutrality (not taking sides with warring
parties) and impartiality (nondiscrimination and proportionality)—have been relatively uncontroversial, as
has the key operating procedure of seeking consent from belligerents.”’

The am of intervention in the ‘classcis’ pogtion, according to Weiss, is ‘to do no
harm'. In contrast, Weiss suggeds that ‘maximdids “have a more ambitious agenda of

employing humanitarian action as part of a comprehensive strategy to transform conflict”.”

Unlike redigts, who rgjected most multilateral peacekeeping or intervention of any sorts
in the 1990s on the grounds that the interests were too low, the costs too high and the options too
few,’? both classicist and maximalist proponents of peacekeeping therefore favor involvement on
humanitarian grounds. In common with redigs, however, the maximaigs primarily concur with
the redist assumption that the sovereignty of states is sacrosanct. To them, that means that States
have rights (in the Weberian sense). In effect:

The traditional conception of sovereignty as rights attributes to states jurisdictional exclusivity within their
own borders and grants very limited and narrowly construed bases of legitimacy for other actors, whether

another state or an international institution, to intervene in any form in what in their territorial locus are

. . . 73
considered domestic affairs.

Intervention is only judified in extreme dgtuations, with the consent (if not a the
initiative) of dates, and thus legitimecy is predicated on the assumption that the activities of
peacekeepers are by the consent of al antagonists, impartid in conduct, and their operations are
transparent, norrintrusve, and minimaly coercive in character. Thus says John Ruggie,
“Peacekeeping is a device to guarantee transparency, to reassure al ddes that each is carrying
out its promises”.”

Indeed, the primary purpose of a peacekeeping force is to protect themsdves (abelt
minimaly or un-armed) rather than to enforce the peace or achieve broader humanitarian goas.”
Strategicdly, this pushes proponents of peacekeeping towards insulation rather than engagement,
withdrawa even when on the ground, and the criticism that their universdist belief that they can
sugtain their contribution to humanitarian fulfillment under most circumstances

™ Thomas G. Weiss, ‘ Principles, Politics, and Humanitarian Action’, Ethics & International Affairs, Vol. 13, 1999, p. 1.
™ bid,, p. 3.
2 Bruce W. Jentleson, ‘ Coercive Prevention: Normative, Political and Policy Dilemmas’ Peaceworks No. 35 (Washington, DC: United Sates

Institute of Peace, October 2000), p. 5. For a discussion of the conditions under which bilateral intervention might occur see Patrick Regan,
‘Choosing to Intervene: Outside Intervention in Internal Conflicts', Journal of Politics, Volume 60, Number 3, August 1998, pp. 754-779.

78 Jentleson, op. cit., p. 18.
™ Ruggie, op. cit., p. 6.
7 william Odom, ‘Intervention for the Long Run: Rethinking the Definition of War’, Harvard International Review, Winter 2001, p. 50.
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Some scholars have exhaudively atempted to develop a framework that subdivides
peacekesping operations into their various component parts’® John Ruggie, however,
summarizes the UN peacekeepers posture and operationd assumptions concisely when he
gates:

Above all, peacekeeping is predicated on the consent of the parties which, typically, have agreed to cease
hostilities before a peacekeeping mission is deployed. Moreover, peacekeepers fight against neither side but
play an impartial interpositionary role, monitoring a ceasefire or controlling a buffer zone. Indeed, they do
not fight as such. They carry only light arms and are authorized to shoot only in self-defense—and, on
occasion, in the defense of their mission if they come under direct attack. Unlike fighting forces, then,
peacekeepers are not intended to create the peace they are asked to keep. They accept the balance of forces
on the ground and work within it. Ironically, this military weakness may be an advantage in that it reassures
all parties that the peacekeeping force cannot alter the prevailing balance to their advantage. In short,

peacekeeping is a devise to guarantee transparency, to reassure all sides that each is carrying out its

. 77
promises.

9.2 The Evolving Norm of Preventative Intervention

By 1997, the authors of one mgor report concluded that this aternative norm, what some
have referred to as a ‘peace enforcement’ approach,’® was in the midst of unfolding. As they
remarked, “At the moment there is no specific internationa legd provison agang internd
violence (gpat from the genocide convention and more generad provisons contained in
internationa  human rights insruments), nor is there any widedy accepted principle tha this
should be prohibited.”

Y, this dternative norm was in a process of evolution. The foundations that under gird
the norm of preventative intervention sem from vadtly different roots to that of the peacekesping
norm. Rather than drawing from the idea of reaction and limited engagement, preventative
intervention darts from the assumption that potentia large-scade conflicts with dire humanitarian
implications can be identified and its purpose is to forestdl such crises Timdy action to
intercede can therefore be taken, it assumes, by relevant forces® Rather than being reactive,
organizations like the UN must learn to be preemptive®! Thisis coupled with the belief that

"8 For agood example see Paul F. Diehl, Daniel Druckman and James Wall, ‘ International Peacekeeping and Conflict Resolution: A Taxonomic
Analysis with Implications', The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Volume 42, Issue 1, (February 1998), pp. 33-55.

" Ruggue, op. cit., p. 5. Note that Ruggie draws extensively from Boutros Boutros Ghali’s An Agenda for Peace (NY : United Nations, 1992) to
be discussed later in offering this assessment.

8 Donald C.F. Daniel and Bradd C. Hayes (with Chantal de Jonge Oudraat), op. cit. p. 19.

" The Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, Preventing Deadly Conflict (NY : Carnegie Corporation of NYY, December 1997),
p. 28.

8 For such alist of factors see, for example, The Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, op. cit., pp. 43-44.

81 See, for example, The Report of the Secretary-General, Prevention of Armed Conflict: Report of the Secretary General, AI55/985-S2001/574,
7 June 2001, p. 1.
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Effective preventative strategies rest on three principles: early reaction to signs of trouble; a comprehensive,

balanced approach to alleviate the pressures, or risk factors, that trigger violent conflict, and an extended
82

effort to resolve the underlying root causes of violence.
The judification for such action rets on a contragting definition of sovereignty to the
traditiond, hitherto hegemonic one employed by proponents of peacekeeping that focuses on the
rights of daes. In the dternative versdon, states have responshilities or obligations to ther
citizenry. As one recent report summarized this pogition,

Where a population is suffering serious harm, as a result of internal war, insurgency, repression or state
failure, and the state in question is unwilling or unable to halt or alter it, the principle of non-intervention
yields to the international responsibility to protect.>’

Thus sovereignty

Does not include any claim of the unlimited power of a state to do what it wants to its own people... ... Itis
acknowledged that sovereignty implies a dual responsibility: externally—to respect the sovereignty of other
states, and internally, to respect the dignity and basic rights of all the people within the state. In international
human rights covenants, in UN practice, and in state practice itself, sovereignty is now understood as

embracing this dual responsibility. Sovereignty as responsibility has become the minimum content of good
international citizenship.84

According to this view, the implication of this pergpective is that date authorities are
responsible for the functions of protecting the safety and lives of citizens and promotion of their
welfare; that nationd authorities are responsible to both the nationd citizenry and internationd
community through the UN; and that the agents of dtates are respongble for their actions and
accountable for acts of commisson and omisson. In sum, they are accountable where hitherto
they benefited from purported impunity.?® Falure to accept these responsibilities is the
foundation for a‘just cause’ for intervention.8®

Such clams are made againgt the backdrop of the development of the concept of human
security, with its focus on the security of individuds as being of primary importance rather than
that of dates. This extends beyond civilian exposure in inter-state wars to the physica safety of
individuds in dl contexts, their economic and socid wdfare, and the protection of their human
rights®’

This kind of holigic gpproach to the definition of human security is conggent with the
norm of preventative intervention in a least three different respects. First, proponents of this

82 The Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, op. cit., p. XVIII.

8 The International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty, The Responsibility to Protect (Ottawa: International Development
Research Center, 2001) , p. XI.

84 1hid., p. 8. For an academic analysisin support of this view tracing a broader historical element see Bruce Cronin,' Changing Views of
Sovereignty and Multilateral Intervention’ in Joseph Lepgold and Thomas G. Weiss (eds.), Collective Conflict Management and Changing
World Politics (Albany, NY: SUNY Press, pp. 159-160).

% The International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty, op. cit., pp. 13-14.
% |bid., pp. 32-34. This point is also made by Jentleson, ‘ Coerciv e Prevention: Normative, Political and Policy Dilemmas’, op. cit., pp. 19-20.
57 The International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty, op. cit., p. 15.
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norm move beyond the precipitant causes to consder underlying ones. They do so by
diginguishing between structural and operational dements of prevention. Broader dructurd
components (such as the battle againgt poverty and disease) involve crucid long-term ways of
avoiding the conditions that foster intra-state conflict. Operationd aspects involve drategies that
address the immediate or contingent precipitants of war.28

Second, in this norm, in contrast to peacekesping, the focus is not exclusvely on military
intervention.  Military intervention is only one form of preventaive intervention. Broader
drategies can include politicd and diplomatic initiatives, economic threats or incentives, as well
as the threat or use of force. Intervention thus has twin components of sanctions and rewards that
extend beyond the threet of imminent duress®°

Third, this gpproach extends ‘downdream’ to include not only conflict resolution but
‘peace building’, often in the form of the reintegration and recondruction of fragmented Setes,
comparable to the process of date building currently underway in  Afghanistan. Conflict
prevention, where gppropriate, thus entalls an extended, indefinite commitment to a process
beyond the immediate use of force and sanctions. William Odem, former director of the Nationa
Security Agency, offers aless-than enthusiadtic, if redlistic comment that one does:

...have to recognize what successful interventions involve. Simply put, they must provide a surrogate
government for a very long time, normally decades, while effective indigenous governmental institutions are
created. Interventions inspired only by humanitarian impulses without a concomitant willingness and
capacity to provide surrogate government are both politically and morally irresponsible.”’

So the andyss of causes, the breadth of function and the degree of time commitment al
shift in the context of the norm of preventative intervention. Although there is some
disagreement over the timing of force, a war fighting capacity is essentid to edtablish and sugtain

credibility—and force remains ‘ an appropriate’ option. Its use should be ‘fair but firm' %

Yet it would be migaken to conclude that the only judifications for preventaive
intervention are idedigic or mordigic. Appeding to rationdist indincts, some commentators on
the utility of this norm aso congder the propostion that ‘an ounce of prevention is worth a
pound of cure. Bruce Jentleson, for example, offers a rationdist riposte to traditiond redist
gpproaches by suggesting that the option of preventetive intervention saves money because of
the huge @sts involved in peacekeeping operations in the 1990s compared to the estimated costs
of a preventative intervention operation.’? Such claims are dways subject to scrutiny, given the

8 This distinction is extensively discussed in The Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, op. cit. The distinction, by way of
illustration, is alluded to on p. 39. This point is amplified in The Report of the Secretary-General, Prevention of Armed Conflict, 0p. at., p. 7.

8 Again, this point is deliberated upon at length in The Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, op. cit., especially pp. 48-63.
Daniel and Hayes (with Oudraat), focus on avariety of coercive aspects to extend the notion they developed of ‘ coercive inducement’ option
that judiciously employs forceful persuasion implement community normsor mediatein crisis, including but not limited to military force. Op.
cit., pp. 21-22.

0 Odom, op. cit., p. 52.

°1 Jentleson, op. cit., p. 5.

2 1bid., p. 13.
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redity of one set of figures and the latitude dlowed by estimate of the other. But Jentleson's
approach does provide the bass for serious debate amongst rationdids, and thus shifts the
emphass away from a characterigic representation of the argument as being between worldly
rationalists and naive idedligs.

| therefore depict the features of the two contrasting norms are thus depicted in Figure 2.

Figure 2
Evolution of A Norm

Norm of Peacekeeping V. Norm of Preventative Intervention

Centrd but limited UN Role

Peacekeeping Contflict Prevention

Nature of Sovereignty: Rights Responsibilities
Nature of Primary Impartidity Partidity for Victims
Values: Consent Possibly Non-consensual

Culture of Reaction Culture of Prevention
Operational Attributes: Reective Proactive

Late entry Early entry

Force aslast use Force as appropriate use

Self Defense Citizenry Protection

No Political mandete Possible Political Mandate

Transparency of operation Clarity of Message
Broader Mandate: Humanitarian Operation

Commitment to Peace Building
Larger Coditiond Structure

Certanly, cdassfying and characterizing the two contrasting norms has some descriptive

utility. But if my argument is correct, then | should be able to do three things:

Attribute its emergence to the activities of identifiable mora entrepreneurs.

2. Locate its devdopment on the agenda of public policy in the appropriate internationd

organization.

3. Attribute its degree of implementation to the changing patterns of US support.

What followsis a section that consders these three components.
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10 Preventative Intervention in the 1990s:
Moral Entrepreneurs, Institutions
and US Power

The framework of my argument suggedts that it is helpful to identify 1) who conditutes a
mora entrepreneur and 2) which are the rdevant inditutions in the context of the norm of
preventative intervention before embarking on an empirica examination.

As discussed earlier, the literature on mord entrepreneurs primarily focuses on the role of
NGOs. Interestingly however, in this case, the most sgnificant advocates of the adoption of the
norm of preventative intervention have been UN Secretary-Generds rather than externd
advocates. Boutros Boutros-Ghdi and Kofi Annan have been among the most voca proponents
of this new gpproach. Critics might suggest that senior UN officids cannot smultaneoudy be
regarded as mora entrepreneurs. Yet, | would suggest that the inditutiona power of Secretary-
Generds in the organizaion's hierarchy is 0 atenuated and oft, that ther primary influence is
one of voice raher than ther formd legd powers. Lobbying the Genera Assembly and the
Security Council through reports, conferences and persond contact appears, a times, to confer
upon them a degree of influence that is incommensurate with redity. They are, in the context of
this paper, thus mora entrepreneurs operating interna to the UN able to have extensive access to
the world's government officids. NGOs, often composed of former UN officids, have—in
contrast—played a secondary advocacy role.

Every norm, | argue, requires a suitable inditution or set of inditutions in order to act as
an effective conduit for policy discusson, disssmination and implementation. Here, the primary
inditution for the development of this norm has been the United Nations, despite evidence
suggesting that the UN has a wesk record of effectiveness in conflict reduction.®® The andysis
will nonethdess focus on how the UN has played a role 1) as an arena for discussion 2) an
inditutional location for the dissemination of vaues and 3) a conduit for the implementation of
policies associated with the new norm of preventative intervention. The reasons for doing so are
understandable: From its involvement in the Korean War onward, the UN has been a source of
multilaterd military initiatives.

The UN, however, has not been the only possible legitimate source for implementation of
the norm. Firg, the UN has—on occasion—been willing to add legitimacy to other operations by
sanctioning the activity of ad hoc coditions of forces From the Allied military force in the Gulf
War to interventions in Bosnia, Haiti, and Somdia, the 1990s were notable for the UN's

93 See, for example, Paul F. Diehl, Jennifer Reifschneider, Paul R. Hensel, ‘ United Nations Intervention and Recurring Conflict’, International
Organization, Volume 50, No. 4 (Autumn 1996), pp. 683-700, especially pp. 685-686.
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willingness to bless generdly US-led missions around the globe designed to intercede in intra- or
inter-state wars. On occason these interventions were in pardld to the UN's own efforts,
sometimes they were in lieu of such activities. In ether case, a litany of UN resolutions bears
testimony to the fact that they were supported by the UN.%*

Second, it is arguable that other inditutions could play or do play a related role in
drategies predicated on the norm of preventative intervention. One set of inditutions of
higorical importance is regiond organizations capable of supporting the UN's efforts. The
Organization for African Unity (OAU), for example, esablished a Mechanism for Conflict
Prevention, Management and Settlement in 1993. The Organization for Security and Cooperation
in Europe (OSCE) has aso developed a series of internal mechanisms and practices designed to
prevent conflict in Europe®®

Third are a series of internationa regimes that ded with important component parts of the
preventative intervention issue. These include regimes on aspects such as ams control;
disaomament; the proliferation of nuclear, chemicd, biologicd and smdl ams wegpons the
issue of land mines, and others addressing issues of dispute-settlement and legd adjudication and
enforcement. The human rights regime, whose importance was epitomized so recently by
debates over the jurisdictiond reach of the Internationd Crimind Court of Justice, are more than
incidentd in this regard®® Yet many of these regimes influence underlying structura factors
whose immediate effect cannot necessarily be felt in addressing acriss.

A notable Carnegie Commission report points to an extensve lig of actors who have a
potentid impact on preventing deadly conflict. It includes the media, NGOs and business. But in
more proximate terms to the issues discussed here, a relaed potentiad set of contributory
inditutions discussed in the report are the financid inditutions of the Bretton Woods system.
The IMF and World Bank, in particular, are inditutions whose financid influence can conditute
an importance source of leverage under particular circumstances (dthough that is not to be
overdaed). In the andyss that follows, however, the focus is overwhemingly on the UN as the
centrd inditution in the norm’s development and gpplication.

As | previoudy dated, my anadyss mus include an assessment of the US role in the
norm’s development. | argue that in the course of the last decade, American thinking on the issue
of preventative intervention has been marked by shifts back and forth but the overadl trend was
of an incrementad congruence towards the postion of mora entrepreneurs prior to the Bush
Adminidration taking office. While the American government's reluctance to commit the
country to peacekeeping operations has been rdatively consstent in the postwar period, they

% For a discussion of thisissue see Henry F. Carey, ‘US Domestic Politics and the Emerging Humanitarian Intervention Policy: Haiti, Bosniaand
Kosovo', World Affairs, Fall 2001, Vol. 164, i2, especially pp. 72-75.

% The International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty, op. cit., p. 20. See also the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deady
Conflict, op. cit., pp. 146-150.
% Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, op. cit., pp. 70-81.
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were increasingly willing to engage in preventative or peace enforcement operations during the
course of the 1990s.%”

The Bush Adminigration has twice reversed course, resolving to withdraw from policies
supportive of preventative intervention and then resolving to be supportive for vastly different
reasons, after September 11'".%8 Unpredictably therefore, | argue that this incremental congruence
has been given a significant boost by subsequent American policy in the aftermath of the attack
on the World Trade Center—a theme returned to later in this paper. Whether for humanitarian or
domedtic security reasons, preventative intervention therefore seems to be gaining advocates
among influentid American figures. It's meaning, purpose and practice, however, has become
increasingly contested.

Furthermore, consgent with my broad argument, many andyss have argued that
preventative operations cannot be implemented without American logisica support. One
influentid Canegie Report, for example in recognizing the indigpenssble capacity the US
provides for supporting UN preventative intervention forces, suggested that:

It seems clear that because of its unparalleled capabilities in certain areas, the United States should be
called upon to bear a large, perhaps primary responsibility for the logistical, communications and
intelligence support, including heavy lift aircraft able to fly the force within days anywhere in the world for
UN missions. This would mean that the United States would not always be expected to contribute ground

troops, although at times that too may be necessary.gg
Danid and Hayes offer a comparable point when they clam that

Without American lift capabilities and logistics, UN forces could not carry out some distant missions in a

timely fashion or be sustained over time in desolate places.mo

As | hope to demondrate, this fact plays a central role in contests over the gpplication of
the norm.

97 Note that, interestingly, the Gulf War does not seem to have been grouped under the rubric of preventative intervention. Perhaps because of its
status as ainterstate war rather than an interstate war, or because of its characterization as preponderantly war fighting rather than peace
keeping or enforcement, the largest single US military engagement of the 1990s seems to be treated as incidentd tothematter of broader US
commitment to preventative intervention in the context of humanitarian crises. A case that could therefore be examined as a possible example
of the failings of preventative intervention is largely overlooked by this literature.

% Richard Haass, Director of the US Policy Planning Staff, has been among the most vocal proponents of intervention in the last decade. See, for
examples of his reflections on the issue of intervention, Richard N. Haass, Intervention: The Use of American Military Force in the Post-Cold
War World (Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Press, 1994); Richard Haass, ‘Imperial America’, Foreign
Affairs, November 11, 2000; and most recently in what he terms outlining an ‘integrationist’ doctrinein‘Defining U.S. Foreign Pdlicy ina
Post-Post-Cold War World', US Department of State, http://www.state.gov/s/p/rem/9632.htm.

%9 Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, op. cit., pp. 66-67.

190 Egward Luck in Daniel and Hayes, Beyond Traditional Peacekeeping, op. cit., p. 73
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11 Empirical Evidence

11.1 The Initial Stage of Norm Development:
The Cold War Transition from 1986 to 1996

Ealy efforts by the UN to ded with the fragmentation of severa dtates in a post Cold
War world through peacekeeping operations soon reveded the inadequacy of UN preparedness.
Of the postwar efforts in Namibia, Western Sahara, Angola, Cambodia and El Salvador, only the
Namibian case was generdly adjudged as successful. This led critics to conclude that the UN
then had neither the resources nor strategy to act effectively. %

Yet, | ague that three largely unrdlated cases were criticd to the norm’'s development.
They provided mora entrepreneurs with the fud for judifying the incrementd move away from
traditiona peacekesping in what | argue was an initiad shift towards preventative intervention.

The fird case was that of Macedonia, a very smdl and otherwise undistinguished
operation who importance lay in the fact that it set a precedent by becoming the first case where
the principle of preventative intervention was used to judify UN activities under Resolution
795.12 Troops under the umbrella of the UN Preventative Deployment Force (UNPREDEP)
were initidly deployed as ‘an early waning sysem’ in serving a deterrent function in January of
1993. Their broader mandate included border patrols, protecting human rights, monitoring
dections and assisting the local police force1®

The second case was that of Rwanda who importance lay in the very size of the genocide,
the dear sgnds of impending daughter, the apparent cagpacity of the West to intervene a a
relatively smdl cosd—and its refusd to do so. More notable therefore for what the UN didn’t do,
Rwanda became inextricably associated with Generd Romeo Ddlare's dtributed clam in April
of 1994 that the deployment of a reative smadl number of 5000 mobile troops could have
significantly reduced the daughter in Rwanda, if not quell it.1%4

The third case was that of Somdia, where the UN made significant movement away from
the traditiond peacekeeping paradigm towards something that was far more coercive in
operation and broader in intent. Of the three, the importance of Macedonia as a higtoric

101 stedman, op. cit., pp. 40-41.

192 gee, for examples, Alice Ackermann and Antonia Pala, ‘ From Peacekeeping to Preventative Deployment’, European Security, 5,No. 1,
(Spring 1996), pp. 83-97; Mats Berdahl, ‘ United Nations Peacekeeping in the Former Yugoslavia in Daniel and Hayes (ed.), Beyond
Traditional Peacekeeping, op. cit., p. 232; Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, op. cit., p. 64; Bruce W. Jentleson,
‘Coercive Prevention’, op. cit., p. 6 and p. 16.

193 Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, op. cit., p. 64.

104 For just one example of this oft-cited claim see Report of the Secretary-General, Prevention of Armed Conflict, op. cit., p. 6.

32



Power, Institutions and Moral Entrepreneurs

precedent cannot be overstated. The role of the Rwandan genocide in illugtrating the lack of
equity and mora paucity of the West was of enormous importance in promoting the norm of
preventative intervention. But, having sad thet, | argue the activities of mord entrepreneurs in
the case of Somaia cannot be overdated; because of the way in which the West was both
extensve involved, and yet how the failure of both the US and UN missons illustrated the need
for amore coherent strategy (than peacekeeping) in the context of humanitarian crises.

Condgent with my argument, it was the then-presiding Secretary-Generd of the UN,
Boutros Boutros-Ghdi who initidly became the most voca proponent of the development of a
capacity for preventaive intervention. In An Agenda for Peace, a 1992 report published
relatively soon after his taking office, he described it in terms of being a new technique designed
to prevent cross border or intra-state conflict from erupting.'® Boutros-Ghali there introduced
the concept of ‘peace enforcement’ as one being designed to maintain cease-fires. As Edward
Luck suggested, Boutros-Ghali stressed “ that low-level action, & modest cost and risk, may
prevent the need at alater point to choose between doing nothing and intervening foroefully.”*%

Two months later—as Daniel and Hayes—point out, Boutros-Ghdi characterized this as
a task beyond a traditiond peacekeeping function, entailing deployment beyond the expressed
consent of antagonists and in which the UN could use necessary force. “In this way he
sanctioned the term ‘peace enforcement’ and, whatever his intentions, helped advance the view
that the internationd community now had avalable a continuum of options with peece
enforcement in the middle’. %7 He saw it as a way of enforcing the peace againgt al signatures to
an agreement who violated itS terms. “In such a conception the peace support contingent is
somewhat like a policeman on the beat with authority to support community-backed norms
agangt dl comers regardless of ther afiliation.” °® In a further development of this idea, by
1995, Boutros-Ghdi dropped the term ‘peace enforcement’ and smply began to refer to
‘enforcement’ instead—thus further ddinesting between peacekeeping and enforcement in the
move towards prevention. %

During this initid period of conception, Kofi Annan became the Under Secretary Generd
responsible for Peacekeeping Operdtions in early 1993. Even before then, he had been more
vocd in offering an opinion in favor of a new paradigm for peace support built around
inducements founded on the principle that “inaction in the face of massve violence is mordly
indefensible, non-involvement an illusory option”.*'° Indeed, Annan had been outraged by the
inequity he perceived in the West's willingness to act to intervene in Bosnia when Somdia,
Sudan, Mozambique and Liberia al then ranked markedly higher in terms of the potentid
magnitude of the human tragedies,. Annan conddered such a choice to be motivated more by the

195 Berdahl, ‘Whither UN’ op. cit., p. 18.

198 Edward C. Luck, op. cit., p. 69.

97 Daniel and Hayes (with Oudraat), op. cit., pp. 18-19.
198 |hid., p. 23.

199 |bid., pp. 18-19.

110 K ofi Annan so cited in op. cit., p. 15.

33



ZEF Discussion Papers on Development Policy 65

location of the war in Europe than congderation of the human implications—a clear if unpopular
point he made during avisit to Sargievo in 19921

Cetanly, BoutrosGhdi’'s demands were most immediady dimulated by events in
Somdia, where hundreds of thousands of victims were dying, yet the Organization of African
Unity (OAU) opposed UN intervention because no Somai government had requested
assistance.™? The Organization of Idamic Conference, however, did press for action, providing
Boutros-Ghdi with a judification to vist Somdia In the mids of the fighting, BoutrosGhdi
prevailed upon the Generd Assembly (GA) under resolution 733 to edtablish a totd ams
embargo (abeit belated), urge a cease-fire, edablish a humanitarian rdief effort and issue an
invitation to dl parties in Somdia to attend a meeting in New York in an atempt to establish a
compromise. But efforts a reconciliation proved unsuccessful, complicated by a higory of
persona animosity between Somali warlord Mohamed Aideed and Boutros-Ghdi himsdif. 3

The UN and the US did eventudly intervene in Somdia, an episode chronicled
extensvely esawhere!!® That intervention, according to critics, proved to be such a failure in
large part because of the bad faith that existed between the United States and the United Nations.
The United States was initidly intent on pursuing an independent policy through UNITAF
predicated on the provison of immediate rdief to sarving Somai’s. Boutros-Ghdi’s intent was
to inditute a policy intent on the kind of nation building that would precipitate a further move
towards preventative intervention. The Americans, according to Stephen John Stedman, were
never going to be interested in such goas!'® Indeed, they were preparing for an independent,
short-term action before handing the operation over to UN responsibility.

Commentators have suggested that UNITAF under American leadership maked a
watershed in the expanson of functions from traditiond peacekeeping to broader pesce
operaions. In contradt, it was the initid UN deployment, UNOSOM |, that congtituted a classic
peacekeeping operation there® The UN Security Council passed resolutions 751 and 767.
These resolutions sanctioned the deployment of troops, airlift of emergency supplies to Somdia
and the provison of an advisory team there.

The US commitment extended to the provison of UNITAF troops designed to dabilize
the violence and provide a secure environment for the ddivery of humanitarian assgtance. This
initigtive, Resolution 794, was approved by The UN Security Council in December of 1992. The
UNITAF force would act forcefully and without the consent of locds if necessary, however,

11 stedman, op. cit., p. 47.

112 Daniel and Hayes (with Oudraat), op. cit., p. 84.

113 |hid., p. 86.

114 spe, for examples of an extensive literature, Mike Blakely ‘ Somalia in Michael E. Brown and Richard N. Rosecrance, The Costs of Conflict:
Prevention and Cure in the Global Arena_(New Y ork: Rowman and Littlefield, and the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deady Corflict,
1999), pp. 75-90; Daniel and Hayes (with Oudraat) op. cit., pp. 73-112; and William J. Durch, ‘Introduction to Anarchy: Humanitarian
Intervention and ‘ State Building’ in Somalia’, in William J. Durch, UN Peacekeeping, American Politics and the Uncivil Wars of the 1990s
(London: MacMillan Press, 1997), pp. 311-366.

115 stedman, op. cit., p. 48.
118 This view is expressed by Daniel and Hayes (with Oudraat), op. cit., p. 86.

34



Power, Institutions and Moral Entrepreneurs

under the designated ‘Operation Restore Hope'. The Resolution dlowed for a greater use of dl
necessary force when faced with resstance, the appearance of wegponry, the congtruction of
roadblocks, or evidence of banditry.*’

Pointedly, the Americans were ghifting outdde the parameters of the traditiond
peacekeeping approach—pushing the agenda of Boutros-Ghdi’s peace enforcement paradigm. It
was notably conddered a successful  humanitarian  operation, effective in securing  the
digtribution of relief supplies and semming the deeth of Somdlis.

Subsequently, and condstent with my generd argument, it was Boutros-Ghdi himsdf
who engendered the next move towards the paradigm of preventative intervention. In the
wrangling over the second UNOSOM mission, the United States reiterated its unwillingness to
sugdain its paticipation and pressed the UN to begin the trandtion towards its phased
withdrawal, to be replaced by UN troops in the field. Resolution 814 crested UNOSOM I, its
mendate being humanitarian intervention, generdting a secure environment for economic
assistance and the political reconstitution of a Somdli government.**®

Yet Boutros-Ghdi recognized that only the United States could effectively disasm and
demohilize the militias, and it was he who advocated and cgoled the US to implement a coercive
disamament plan, extending its operations to throughout Somaia and not just in the South
where it had primarily operated.

In fact, the Secretary-General did not even want to start planning for UNOSOM II until the United States
accepted this broader mandate and began carrying it out. But despite a change in administrations [Bush to
Clinton], the US course of limiting the geographic scope of the operation, and avoiding general disarmament
activities was set and would not change. As a result, Boutros-Ghali continued to insist until late April 1993
that it was premature and dangerous to begin planning for a US takeover. He was so certain that UNITAF

could be pressured into implementing a ‘coercive disarmament’ plan that the United Nations never prepared

, 119
a plan of its own.

Notably it was thus Boutros-Ghdi who himsdf demanded further aggresson in a move
avay from the peacekeeping norm and towards greater coercive preemption.'?® Indeed,
paradoxicdly, as the dtuation in Somaia worsened (and the US introduced a war fighting
‘Quick Reaction Force to Somali in search of the warlord Mohamed Aideed), the gap between
the UN pogtion and that of the UN subsequently widened. For, counter intuitively, it was
Boutros-Ghali who advocated that the UN adopt an increasingly-aggressive line even as the US
position was softening. Lobbying hard for Security Council Resolution 837, he advocated that dl
necessary means be used by UN forces to arrest, detain and prosecute those Somali’s who had
attacked UN forces. As Danid and Hayes assert, the successful adoption of Resolution 837

117 Daniel and Hayes (with Oudraat), op. cit., p. 90.
118 |hid., p. 98.
119 1bid., p. 99.

120 gee Gary Anderson, ‘UNOSOM 11: Not Failure, Not Success', in Daniel and Hayes, Beyond Traditional Peacekeeping, 0p. Gt., p. 273and pp.
278-279.
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“changed the entire premise upon which UNOSOM had been operating. The United Nations was
now at war.” %

This new directive did not meet with the univers goprovd of dl UN contingents. The
French and Itdian missons refused to conform, and issued conflicting orders to their troops. In
the ensuing months, violence did escdate between UNOSOM troops and Aideed’'s Somdi
National Army faction, a conflict in which the US force became entwined. This resulted in a
dtuation in which a US force exided, operating under its own authority, intent on locating
Aideed, and a separate UN force operated determined to defeat Aideed’'s SNA forces, stabilize
the environment and begin the process of nation building. Neither operation succeeded in
ataining itsgods.

UNOSOM failed, according to Danied and Hayes, because it lacked the doctrine,
resources or political backing to fight a war. Furthermore, according to Stephen Stedman, the US
refusd to support the UN mission, and the US eventud withdrawal doomed the operation to
falure®? Indeed, Edward Luck has offered the assessment that even the mere US announcement
of its intention to withdraw its troops from Somdia and not join the UN operation was enough to
let the latter unravel. 1>

Nonetheless, despite the misson's evident fallure, | bdieve that events in Somdia proved
to be a watershed. They sgnded the consolidation of a move away from peacekeeping to
something that was broader in scope and different in character. Boutros-Ghdi’s efforts to bring
order to Somdia and consolidate the humanitarian operation there may have faled. But they lad
the foundation for the idea of linking enforcement powers to a politicd mandate. Kofi Annan
may have been correct in suggesting, in a 1994 interview, that it would be some time before the
UN would support a peace enforcement mission of its own.*®* But the foundation had been laid
for the construction of anorm in support of that idea!?®

Events in, this peiod had demondrated three points. The firs was that mord
entrepreneurs have pushed the cause of the norm of prevention in the face of humanitarian crises
caused by intra-state wars. The second was that the UN had been the location for discussion, and
was the evident inditution through which erforcement of relevant policies would take place
ether directly or by a process of legitimating an ad hoc codition. Findly, the relative success of
any operaion rested on US commitment. The US commitment of troops in Macedonia (however

21 |bid., p. 102.

122 gtedman in Daniel and Hayes, op. cit., p. 69. Gary Anderson’s comments are consstent with Stedman’ s assessment. See Anderson, op. dit., p.
273.

123 | uck in Daniel and Hayes, op. cit., p. 71.

124 stanley Meisler, ‘Kofi Annan: The Soft Spoken Economist who runs UN Peacekeeping Forces', Los Angeles Times, 21 June, 1994,

125 An outstanding case for examination is that of Bosnia. B, | believe, doing so would support a comparable argument detailed in the Somalian
case. Unlike in Somalia, UNPROFOR, the provided force provided by the UN preceded any US involvement. It initially proved inadequatein
dealing with the aggression of the Bosnian Serbs. It was only when US policy changed course, and they began air strikes against Bosnian Serb
positions, that all antagonists were coerced into participating in the Dayton Peace Accords. See, for example, JosphR. Biden, ‘Bosia Why
the United States Should Finish the Job’, SAIS Review, Summer-Fall 1998 v18 n2 p. 1.

36



Power, Institutions and Moral Entrepreneurs

smal the operation), was adjudged by some as essentid to that operation’s success, signaing to
possible protagonists the US seriousness of the US commitment.2°

Condgent with this argument, the Ameican ‘s countervaling refusd to commit to
UNOSOM Il was considered by some to be centrd in explaning the misson’'s demise. The
norm of preventative intervention, nonetheless, remained in an early stage of development.

11.2 The Second Stage. After the Humanitarian Crises and Into the
Consolidation Phase, 1996-2001

This period was marked by a different kind of conflict and intervention, tracesble to the
low-level sustained presence in Macedonia into 1999, and the precipitous series of events that
marked the sustained NATO campaign in Kosovo as sanctioned by the UN. Both could be linked
to the principles of preventative intervention. But neither was precipitated by the same kind of
broad-based humanitarian criss as was evident in the first half of the 1990s.

Among mora entrepreneurs (and notably UN officids), the argument in favor of the
norm of preventative intervention continued, nonetheless, unabated. Boutros Boutros-Ghdi  had
been the firg high-ranking person to s0 aggressively promulgate the intdlectud and emotiond
development of the norm of preventative intervention. But the gppointment of Kofi Annan as
Secretary-Genera of the UN signaled the redl ‘take off’ stage for the norm.*?”

Embedded in the principle of ‘sovereignty as responghilities raher than rights as
outlined earlier, Annan aggressvely promoted the concept of humanitarian intervention, dating
from the UNDP yealy reports. In perhaps his cumulative satement, The UN’s Millennium
report entitled We the Peoples: The Role of The United Nations in the 21% Century, Kofi Annan
offered his views about the mgor chdlenges facing humanity in the new century. The centrd
theme in his discusson about poverty, ads, debt reief, and conflict prevention was that of a
‘human-centered”  approach to security—'human security’ as it has come to be more widey
known.!?® It redefines security in terms of demographic, poverty-rdated and substantive violent
threats to individuds rather than the more traditiona conception of security as being a threat to
the territoria integrity of states!®

In tha context, Annan consigently argued that preventative intervention plays a crucid
role—whether sructurd intervention designed to address long-term issues or operdiond in

126 | yck in Daniel and Hayes, op. cit., p. 69.

127 For a perspective consistent with this see, for example, Adam Garfinkle, ‘ Strategy and Preventative Diplomacy: US Foreign Policy and
Preventative Intervention’, Orbis, Fall 2001, V.45, i4, p. 503.

128 K ofi A. Annan, We the Peoples: The Role of The United Nations in the 21" Century, (NY : United Nations Department of Public Information,
2000), p. 43.

129 gee, for example, Caroline Thomas, Global Governance, Development and Human Security: The Challenge of Poverty and Inequality
(London: Pluto Press, 2000).
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character to ward off imminent disaster, Annan characterized the necessary move as being from

the movement from a‘ culture of reaction’ to a‘ culture of prevention’.**°

Furthermore, the UN Charter, he clamed, was issues in the name of peoples and not
governments, This, according to Bruce Jentleson, suggests that Annan has sought an enormous
dhift to reinterpret a series of UN Articles as being collectively threaded to judtify preventative
intervention. These include Artices 2(7) on sovereign rights, Article 3 on rights regarding life,
liberty and persond security; Articde 55 on human rights as a fundamentad and universd
freedom; and Article 56 that pledges membership action towards this end. Thus, according to
Annan, “even nationd sovereignty can be st adde if it dands in the way of the Security

Coundil’s overriding duty to preserve international peace and security” 13!

In this period, such rhetoric found its way in a series of UN documents sponsored and
issued by the Secretary-Generd designed to exhort the Secretary Council and Genera Assembly
to accept this interpretation. In attempting to judify a new interpretation of ‘sovereignty as
repongbility’, Annan, for example, dated that “conflict prevention is one of the primary
obligations of member states set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, and United Nations
efforts in conflict prevention must be in conformity with the purposes and principles of the
Charter”. 32 Military and diplomatic intervention has therefore become one of the key dements
of this*culture of prevention'.

While Anan's efforts certainly stretched to addressing issues of Aids and broader issues
of poverty as pat of the peace and security agenda, his rhetoric was most acute and focused
when discussing military prevention. He suggested in a recent document that “the time has come
to trandate the rhetoric of conflict prevention into concrete action”.*®** Annan atempted to
reorganize the UN inditutiondly dong these lines focusng on reorienting the fourteen
departments under the umbrella of the Interdepartmenta Framework for coordination in 1998
primarily to address the issue of prevention. He aso aggressvely promoted a series of UN
resolutions designed to strengthen peacekeeping and nation building capacities, and to focus the
efforts of the Department of Politica Affairs on playing a ussful rolein such cases3*

Annan was not done in these efforts. He was asssted by a series of senior former
politicians and high profile UN officids in promoting the norm of preventdive intervention.
Among the leading members of this group were Lakhdar Brahimi, former Algerian Minister for
Foreign Affars and char of The Report of the Panel on United Nations Peacekeeping
Operations; Mohamed Sahnoun (senior Algerian Diplomat, OAU and Arab League officid, and

130 Although there are numerous examples of Annan offering this statement, for emphasis, see the first lineof the Executive Summary of the
Report of the Secretary-General,_Prevention of Armed Conflict, op. cit., p. 6.

131 See Bruce W. Jentleson, ‘ Coercive Prevention’, op. cit., p. 20.

132 Report of the Secretary-General, ‘ Prevention of Armed Conflict’, op. cit., p. 1.

133 .
Ibid., p. 3.

34 Ibid., pp. 13-15.
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Brundtland Commisson member); and Gareth Evans, former Austrdian politician and MP.1%°
The latter two served as co-chairs of the report published in 2001 entitted The Responsibility to
Protect issued by an NGO, The Internationd Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty.
That report is arguably the most comprehendve satement of the foundations of a preventative
intervention norm to date. Not surprisngly, athough funded by the Canadian government, the
mandate of the commisson was to respond to Secretary-Generd Kofi Annan's cdl for a greater
focus on theissue of preventative intervention.

The fird phase of the evolution of the norm of preventative intervention was therefore
developed by mord entrepreneurs in the context of widespread conflict across Africa and
Europe. The second, however, generdly was not. War raged in the former Yugodavia, as NATO
forces brought a dictator to his knees. But the case made by moral entrepreneurs focused rather
more on the cases that predated 1996, and how the genocides of the period could be avoided.

American reaction to these efforts was sporadic and occasondly hogtile, dthough it is
arguable that a concerted case was being built in favor of the norm between 1996 and 2001.
Some American scholars, such as Bruce Jentleson (formerly a State Department officid and
senior advisor on foreign policy to Al Gore), were writing extensvely on the normative, politica
and policy aspects of what Jentleson preferred to term ‘coercive prevention’.3® Some of his
andytic work was complemented by a series of public opinion survey pieces he authored (or co-
authored) that examined what Americans generdly fet about the idea of American participation
in preventative intervention. In genera, Jentleson provided evidence that contradicted the
traditional conservetive assessment that clamed that the American public opposed military
intervention in regardless of the cause. Indeed, Jentleson suggested, this was not the case
differentiating between the motives for intervention reveded that support increesed when the
issue was that of addressing the large- scale effects humanitarian crises ™’

This period was marked by severa cases of what has been termed ‘indirect American
intervention (East Timor, Sera Leone, and Liberig™® one outstanding case of direct
intervention; that of the American decison to join with its NATO partners and lead a bombing
campaign in Kosovo that proved so contentious. Critics contended that the NATO bombing in
Kosovo might have been illegd under internationd lan*® (dbeit that the bombing was
purportedly judtified by Belgrade's abrogation of UN Security Council Resolution 1199) because
China and Russa refused to sanction the bombing campaign. Others have denounced the
American pogtion as hypocritical because Clinton cdamed a mordis and collectivis impulse

1%5 Gareth Evans also serves as President of a Brussels-based NGO, the International Crisis Group, devoted to the issue of preventative
intervention.

136 Jentleson, op. cit.

137 See Bruce W. Jentleson and Rebecca L. Britton, ** Still Pretty Prudent: Post-Cold War American Public Opinion on the Use of Military Foroe,
Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 42, No. 4, August 1998, especially p. 406

138 Henry F. Carey, op. cit., p. 72.

139 See, for example, Julie Mertus, * Reconsidering the Legality of Humanitarian Intervention’: Lessons from Kosovo', William and Mary Law
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but was in fact unilaerdist in action and sdlf-serving in moative*® Proponents of the action, in
contrast, suggested that the action took place without Security Council support, but may have
been legdl under agrowing volume of humanitarian law by virtue of precedent.4

Concerns about interventional law, however, seemed to play no obvious role in
explaning the decison by Presdent Bill Clinton to articulate ‘the Clinton Doctrin€ on June 22,
1999. Here, in offering a perspective consstent with and congruent to, the norm of preventetive
intervention, Clinton offered “an avowd to stop mass murder everywhere despite the cost to the
principle of sovereignty.”*4?

Perhgps proponents of this norm thought that the articulation of this doctrine would result
in the consolidation of American support, and subsequently the broad implementation of this
norm in policy. If so, they had not counted on the vagaries of US palitics.

For the dection of George W. Bush as Presdent sgnded an explicit, fresh hodtility by
the new Adminigration to such humanitarian missons, preferring to pursue a narrower definition
of df-interet in a spirit of unilaerdism.**® The new Administration’s position on the Kyoto
Accord, the ICCJ, The Biologica Weapons Protocol, and the Anti-Bdlidic Missle Treaty were
congistent with this unilateral posture.***

The Bush postion on preventaive intervention was indefatigably dated during his
presdentid campaign, summed up with characteristic brevity with the statement that “We should
not send our troops to stop ethnic dleansing and nations outside our strategic interest.”**° Pressed
to view American involvement as necessary, conditioned more by American interests in and the
sructurd conditions that others argued necesstated engagement, Bush and his advisors seemed
immovable on the issue. Their postion echoed the sentiment of some commentators that it was
not the American role to prevent each tragedy (nor was it cgpable of doing so) and that American
national interest, not moralism, should be the basis of decision-meking.**°

Military force was supposedly to be used by the US quickly and a moderate codt,
conggtent with supposedly higtoric (if in fact factudly inaccurate) American behavior. Such a

140 Eor a discussion of this issue see Jeffrey C. Isaac and Suzanne Dovi, ‘Hypocrisy and the Limits of Debunking it', Polity, Fel 2001, Vd. 34,
i1, pp. 31-40.

141 See, for example, Klinton W, Alexander, ‘NATO'S Intervention in Kosovo: The Lega Case for Violating Y ugosl avid sNationd Sovereignty
in the Absence of Security Council Approval’, Houston Journal of International Law, Sring 2000, Vol. 22,13, p. 403. For afurther variety of
assessments by notable legal scholars see Editorial, ‘NATO’s Kosovo Intervention’, American Journal of International Law, 93, No. 4, 1999,
http://www.asi|.org/kosovo.htm

142 Cited in Garfinkle, op. cit., p. 507.

143 For a sympathetic statement of this perspective see Charles K rauthammer, ‘ The New Unilateralism’, Washington Post, lne8, 2001, p. A29.

144 Michael Mazarr, * Saved From Ourselves? , The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, p. 228.

145 George W. Bush to ABC News, January 23, 2000 quoted in Adam Garfinkle, * Strategy and Preventative Diplomacy’, op. cit., p. 503. For
supporting evidence see Condoleezza Rice, ‘ Promoting the National Interest’, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb 2000, pp. 45-62.

148 For an expression of this position see, for example, Christopher Layne, ‘Minding Our own Business: The Case for American Non-
Participation in International Peacekeeping/Peacemaking Operations’, in Daniel and Hayes (ed.). Beyond Traditional Peacekeeping, 0p. Git.,
pp. 87-88.
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view did not recognize that the United States has often been involved in wars that subsequently
required nation building, Germany and Japan being among two of the more notable examples*’

Other governments—such as the Dutch, Canadian, British and Swedish—shifted towards
fodtering far better pragmatic connections between humanitarian assstance and conflict
resolution in this period, according to Thomas Weiss'*® The American objective as defined by
Bush and his advisors, however, was moving in the oppodite direction. It was conditioned by two
condderations;, to avoid being bogged down in the prospect of ‘nation building (‘the Vietnam
syndrome’) and to avoid taking casudties as the foremost god (the ‘zero casudties syndrome).
Humeanitarian intervention, many such as influentid columnig Charles Krauthammer  argued,
would dearly transgress both of these primary policy gods!®® Bush, in effect, was echoing and
responding to the policies and events of his fathe’s administration. George Bush Senior had
wanted to avoid ether problem when initidly engaging in Somdia, driven to act by a
humanitarian impulse but keen to avoid the suggestion that Americans were either there to
govern or to assist in forming a new government.*>°

Thus, American commitment to the devedopment of the norm of conflict prevention
seemed to have stdled—and with it any momentum stymied.

11.3 A New World: Contestation and Vying for Legitimacy, 2001-

If indeed ‘politics makes drange bedfelows, then few can be dranger than the
‘fdlowship’ of George W. Bush and Kofi Annan. For vadly different reasons, both would
probably prefer not to identify with each other as proponents of a comparable norm. Yet | argue,
somewhat perversely, that the events of September the 11" 2001, set in train a series of events
that have created a far greaster congruence in support of the norm of preventaive intervention
than ether Bush or Annan would probably care to admit in public. Mativated by very different
gods, founded on contrasting values, for vastly different reasons, each is now drawn towards the
same norm—the advocacy of the principle of preventative intervention founded on the principle
of ‘sovereignty as responshilities. The aorogation of responshilities condtitutes for both Annan
and Bush suitable grounds for preventative intervention.

Annan's purpose has dways been human security as defined in developmentd terms:
combating ethnic conflicc on a massve scde, addressng problems of Aids, poverty and the
dissembling of human rights. He seeks to protect civilians immediately exposed to the dangers d
violence and war that is often the product of the date’'s imploson or disntegration—of
‘humanitarian crises.

147 william Odom, op. cit., p. 48.

148 Thomas Weiss, * Principles, Politics, and Humanitarian Action’, op. cit., p. 17.
149 Wwilliam Odom, op. cit., pp. 48-49.

%0 |bid., p. 51.
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George Bush would aso clam to advocate preventative intervention, with the purpose of
protecting civilian populaions. His dam might even extend to the suggestion that the targets for
such intervention ae often ‘faled or captured dates that provide fertile and rdatively
welcoming environments for forces intent on the pursuit of globd terrorig activities. But the
sress here on the purpose of action is more akin to the traditiond notion of date security, even
asits primary targets are civilians, than human security as defined by Annan.

Two dternaive conceptions of the meaning and purpose of preventaive intervention
therefore now tusde in a fragile process of consolidation. From the American perspective,
among the leading American proponents of such a norm is Richard Haass, current director of the
Policy Planning Staff of the US State Department. In perhgps his most dramatic statement to
date, Haass outlined a view in a gpeech before the Foreign Policy Association more than faintly
reminiscent of an imperid notion of America srole in the world.

Haass spoke of the paucity of, and confuson about, both the goas and the means of
policy. This confuson engulfs the way in which Americans respond to a series of transnationd
threats, including mass destruction, terrorism, infectious diseases and environmenta degradetion.
In the aftermath of September 11", according to Haass, there i a need to develop a new doctrine
that fuses the “transnationd and the traditiond” and to provide a coherence and rationde for
addressing a series of threatening Stuations across Latin America, Asaand the Middle East.

Such a doctrine, according to Haass, “not only gives overdl direction to policy, but it dso
helps establish basic priorities. It can help shape, Sze, and direct the dlocation of resources,
while dlowing policymakers to consarve that most precious of dl resources, ther time'.
Furthermore, suggests Haass, “a doctrine offers strategic darity”.®* He labds the one he
advocates a doctrine of integration. Haass outlines the central rudiments of such a doctrine when
dating thet

In the 21st century, the principal aim of American foreign policy is to integrate other countries and
organizations into arrangements that will sustain a world consistent with U.S. interests and values, and
thereby promote peace, prosperity, and justice as widely as possible. Integration of new partners into our
efforts will help us deal with traditional challenges of maintaining peace in divided regions as well as with
transnational threats such as international terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. It
will also help bring into the globalized world those who have previously been left out. In this era, our fate is
intertwined with the fate of others, so our success must be shared success.

We are doing this by persuading more and more governments and, at a deeper level, people to sign on to
certain key ideas as to how the world should operate for our mutual benefit. Integration is about bringing
nations together and then building frameworks of cooperation and, where feasible, institutions that reinforce

. 152
and sustain them even more.

151 See Richard Haass, ‘ Defining U.S. Foreign Policy in a Post-Post-Cold War World”, http://www.state.gov/s/p/rem/9632.htm
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The vdues reflective of this doctrine are predictable—the rule of law, limited Sate
power, respect for women, private property, equa access to judtice and rdigious tolerance—and
are characterized as universa vaues. In sum, says Haass, these vaues “are captured by the idea
of integration”, a “profoundly optimigic gpproach to internationd relaions’ in which (through a
process of consultation and cooperation) power can be pooled.

Integration applies to both relationships (between the US on the one hand, and both
developed and developing countries on the other) and to inditutions (multilaterd and regiond).
The present purpose is to creste “an architecture for this new globa era that will sustain the
cooperative pursuit of shared globd interests’. In addressng the concerns of humanitarian crises
that have more commonly been associated with preventative intervention, Haass comments (with
gpologies for the long quote) that

Some nations and their people cannot now tap into the benefits of the globalized economy because of these
countries’ institutional and economic weaknesses. It would be morally repugnant—and defy our nation’s
deepest values—to ignore the plight of the citizens of such countries. And, as Afghanistan taught us all too
well, it would also be unwise to look away when states begin to fail. Today’s humanitarian problem can all
too easily become tomorrow’s strategic threat.

It is for reasons such as these that the United States is pressing for fundamental reforms in how the World
Bank handles development assistance. And, that is why President Bush announced last month his bold
initiative to dramatically increase American foreign assistance by 50% over the next three years. The
Millennium Challenge Account, moreover, will be allocated according to criteria that stress the mutually
reinforcing connections among good governance, the rule of law, investment in people, open markets, and

poverty reduction.

Establishing new norms for this new era will be equally important to our success. The right to self-defense is
an international norm that none deny. But over the past decade, we have seen an evolution in how the
international community views sovereignty. Simply put, sovereignty does not grant governments a blank
check to do whatever they like within their own borders. Instead, the principle that sovereignty carries

responsibilities is gaining ground.

We saw this in the humanitarian interventions of the past decade, such as in Kosovo. When governments
violate the rights of their people on a large scale—be it as an act of conscious policy or the byproduct of a
loss of control—the international community has the right and sometimes even obligation to act. Since
September 11, behind President Bush’s leadership, we have seen similar changes in how the international
community views states’ responsibilities vis-a-vis terrorism. Countries affected by states that abet, support,
or harbor international terrorists, or are incapable of controlling terrorists operating from their territory,

have the right to take action to protect their citizens.!”’

The tools for implementation are diplomatic, economic, military, financid and legd. The
purpose, according to the doctring, thus clearly extends to nation building in addressng a series

of transnationd, collective action problems. America, Haass points out, may provide leadership
but (given their scale and scope) cannot address them aone.

153 Haass, op. cit.
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Notably, Haess explicitly suggests that coditions in addressng problems will be fluid in
character, as will the issue of using formd inditutions as conduits. By implication, the role of the
UN will therefore not be embedded in the functioning of this doctrine (one aso referred to as
condituting a new norm by Haass). The NATO decison to take military action regarding
Kosovo in the absence of a Security Council sanction may therefore have initiated an
unanticipated precedent by Russa and (perhgps more sgnificantly) the People's Republic of
China

Haass integrationist doctrine is obvioudy a satement of proposed intent and therefore
diginct from the norm of preventaive intervention previoudy described. But the linkage is tha
the doctrine serves to legitimate the norm by advocating a crude specifications of conditions
under which preventative intervention is gppropriate. The doctrine thus justifies action.

In a subsequent speech, George Bush echoed many of the themes of the norm of
preventative intervention, abeat in a vadly different context from that delinested in the context
of intragtate conflict. He emphaszed the ‘culture of prevention’ notion, in spesking of a
possble terrorigt atack, when he dated that “If we wait for threets to fully materidize, we will
have waited too long”. Furthermore, Americans must “be ready for pre-emptive action, when
necessary, to defend our liberty and defend our lives’. Bush contended that "Mord truth is the
same in eveay culture, in every time, and in every place’, and emphasized that “targeting
innocent civilians for murder is adways and everywhere, wrong. Brutdity agangt women is
adways and everywhere wrong’. In reference to China and Russa Bush dated that: “When the
great powers share common vaues, we ae better able to confront serious regiond conflict
together, better able to cooperate in preventing the spread of violence or economic chaos’. The
» 154

purpose, he suggested, is “to build the pressure for peace’.

As Michad Mazar has pointed out, the evident risk of this kind of postion is the
perception by foreigners of cultural imperidism as part of a twin drategy thet accompanies the
promotion of globdlization.'> Paradoxicaly, while drawing nearer in commitment and practice
to an evolving or emergent globa norm, its invocation and usage in what appears to be a sdf-
sarving manner will dienate the United States from those who support its use for humanitarian
purposes. Thiswould serve to undermine the very norm in its fledgling Sate.

154 See excerpts in Bush's speech in Gerry J. Gilmore, ‘Bush: West Point Grads Answer History’s Call to Duty’,
http://www.usma.edu/publicaffairs/pv/020607/calltoduty.htm
%5 Michael Mazarr, op. cit., p. 224.
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12 Conclusion

In this paper | have atempted to outline the basis for a board argument about the fate of
globd norms—the conditions under which they become important as determinants of policy. |
began by outlining variance in possble outcomes, three variables that congtitute necessary and
aufficient conditions for the successful implementation of globa norms. | provided a coding of
the variance in the outcome according to these three variables.

Subsequently, | have attempted to apply the argument to understanding the evolution of
the norm of preventaive intervention. | have described this as a three-stage evolutionary process.
The fird stage was developed in the midst of intra-state war in the late 1980s and firgt haf of the
1990s. Advocated vociferoudy by perhaps the ultimately placed moral entrepreneurs, senior UN
officids, the process marked the rudimentary formation of the norm of preventative intervention
as an dternative to that of the traditiond one of peacekeeping. The catdys in this first period
was that of ‘shame’, particularly of the West’ s lack of a response to events in Rwanda.

The second period dretched from the mid 1990s until the Fdl of 2001. During this
period, the norm evolved and consolidated as a legitimate bass for humanitarian intervention.
Sovereign responshilities became part of the vocabulary, discussed in the language of the United
Nations and even given preeminence by American Presdents. The norm itsdf, consgent with
my agument, had begun to consolidate with a seemingly grester US commitment, to be
implemented through the indtitutions of the UN and possibly those of regiona organizations.

The third period began with the events of September 11'". These events, while traumatic
and involving a paradigmétic shift for the U.S,, were of understandable less sgnificance for most
of the rest of the world. The exception to this statement was certainly the countries that became
targets of Americanrled hodility such as those forces of fundamentaism engaged by codition
forcesin Afghanigtan.

Indeed, Issues of attacks on American (or even Western) targets are probably coincidental
to the concerns of most nonrAmericans. But U.S, behavior often has more extensve implications
for those in the developing world. The unforeseen consequences for those subject to intra-state
wars in the context of humanitarian crises become more evident here. For the cortestation of the
definition and purpose of the norm of preventative intervention not only risks a shift in the
ensuing policies but dso one in terms of the corresponding resources. Will it develop into a norm
gpplied to locating terrorist oppodtion, to addressing threats of genocide in humanitarian crises,
or indeed is there enough flexibility in interpretation to judtify its legitimating of both?
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In terms of my origind framework, | believe that the norm itsdf is therefore in a process
of trangtion between the three variables. Mord entrepreneuridism has been evident. Of course
this paper raises the question of who congtitutes a moral entrepreneur? Is it only to be found
anong NGOs or can the term be extended to individuds operating within internationd
organizations as wel?

Wha is clear is that the process of inditutiondization is open to interpretation. On the
one hand, it might be reasonable to assart that it has been dow and uneven in the face of the
repeated intra-state conflicts of the 1990s. On the other hand, the reative formation and
inditutiondization of the norm of preventative intervention looks quite rgpid in the context of
the consolidation of the Red Cross over a 140-year period. An dternative paradigm (however
mallegble a the edges) has formed to the traditionad one of peacekesping within a decade-and-a
hdlf.

Findly, the American commitment to materidly supporting this norm is crucd to its
success. That commitment has been eratic a best. Furthermore, American policy risks the
appearance of being the kind of sdf-sarving judification that could undermine the case made by
moral  entrepreneurs.  American  reinterpretation  risks  diendting the condituency of the
Developing World who see it is a possble prescription for endemic forms of violence that are
currently far greater in scope and depth than terrorism However heinous the events of September
11" might have been, they do not compare to the 800,000 degths in Rwanda or the hundreds of
thousands currently dying in the Congo.

The norm itsdf is now being contested and defined. The didtribution of power suggests
that it might fal to be universdly consolidated and accepted if it is seen as purdy an American
(or even Wedtern) guided ingrument in the fight againg globa terrorism. If, on the other hand
that become only a component part of the norm, and there is room for eements of preventative
intervention that sanctions and supports preventative intervention in the context of humanitarian
crises, then dl three of the conditions | specified will have been met. In effect, the ensuing
period will be crucid in determining whether the process of implementation will take place and,
ultimately, for what purpose. The future agenda of globa governance may, however, include this

as akey aspect.
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