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Abstract 

This thesis conducts and evaluative research as to whether or not UN peacekeeping 

forces and UN humanitarian interventions are effective and viable as tools for human 

rights enforcement. This thesis analyses three important UN operations that have had an 

impact into the creation of the UN peacekeeping system in place today. It finds that 

while UN peacekeeping may be effective in enforcing human rights depending on the 

conflict, it lacks in viability due to the application system and legal framework 

surrounding the use of enforcement action. 
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Glossary 
 

AMISOM = African Union  Mission in Somalia 

AU = African Union 

CDR = Coalition for the Defence of the Republic 

DMZ = De- Militarised Zone 

ICESCR =  International Covenant on Economic,Social and Cultural Rights 

Inter alia = Among other things 

MINUSMA = United Nations Multidimensional Integrated Stabilisation Mission in Mali 

NMOG = Neutral Military Observer Group 

RPF = Rwandan Patriotic Front 

UK = United Kingdom 

UN = United Nations 

UNAMIR = United Nations Assistance Mission in Rwanda 

UNEF = United Nations Emergency Force 

UNITAF = Unified Task Force 

UNMIH = United Nations Mission in Haiti 

UNOMUR = United Nations Observer Mission in Uganda Rwanada 

UNOSOM = United Nations Operations in Somalia 

UNSOM = United Nations Assistance Mission in Somalia 

UNSOS = United Nations Support Office in Somalia 

US = United States 
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UN peacekeeping & Humanitarian Intervention as Tools for Enforcement of Human 

Rights 

1. Introduction 

This Thesis holds that human rights and peace are closely intertwined. Thus, without 

peace there can be no solid foundation for human rights to be built, promoted and 

enforced. This is further shown through general assembly resolution 163, which lift up 

peace as a key requirement for the enjoyment of human rights.1 Peace is a vital element 

in the development of human rights, as former UN deputy Secretary-General Jan 

Eliasson once said, “There can be no peace without development, no development 

without peace, and no lasting peace or sustainable development without respect for 

human rights and the rule of law”.2  

The UN was established in 1945 with the central objective of maintaining peace and 

security3. The protection and promotion of human rights is another key objective of the 

UN, as human rights are clearly stated several times in its founding charter.4  

 

How does the UN protect and promote peace and human rights? The different ways in 

which the UN works to achieve these objectives are very varied, they range from the 

promotion of democracy and rule of law to peacekeeping, peace monitoring through the  

UN Human Rights Council, High Commissioner for Human Rights and of course the 

promotion of peace negotiations as we will see further on in this thesis.5.  

This thesis will focus on the use of UN intervention and peacekeeping forces as a tool 

for enforcement of human rights. This thesis will do an analysis of UN peacekeeping 

operations and interventions, to determine the issues involved and the effectiveness and 

viability of UN peacekeeping or interventions as a tool. This thesis will analyse and 

evaluate the system which regulates peacekeeping and the UN operations undertaken in 

order to identify issues and effectiveness. 

1.1 Research Question 

Are humanitarian interventions and peacekeeping an effective and viable tool in 

enforcing and protecting human rights? To answer this question, This thesis will use the 

method of evaluation, in order establish whether UN interventions and peacekeeping are 

effective and viable as tools for human rights enforcement. 

1.2 Human Rights Violations in Conflicts 

When hearing of human rights violations arising from a conflict, one often thinks about 

the most abhorrent ones, such as genocide, torture, sexual-slavery, extra-judicial killings 

                                                           
1 United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) Promotion of Peace as a Vital Requirement for the Full 

Enjoyment of all Human Rights by all (2006)  UN Doc A/RES/60/163. 
2 Jan Eliasson, `11 Top Quotes on Human Rights´(United Nations Foundation 2015) 

<https://unfoundation.org/blog/post/11-top-quotes-on-human-rights/> Accessed 22/05/2019. 
3 United Nations, `History of the United Nations´ < https://www.un.org/en/sections/history/history-
united-nations/> Accessed 23 May 2019. 
4 United Nations, Charter of the United Nations, (Signed 26 of June 1945, entered into force 24 October 

1945), 1 UNTS XVI. 
5 United Nations, Protect Human Rights,<https://www.un.org/en/sections/what-we-do/protect-human-

rights/> Accessed 24 May 2019. 

https://unfoundation.org/blog/post/11-top-quotes-on-human-rights/
https://www.un.org/en/sections/history/history-united-nations/
https://www.un.org/en/sections/history/history-united-nations/
https://www.un.org/en/sections/what-we-do/protect-human-rights/
https://www.un.org/en/sections/what-we-do/protect-human-rights/
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and disappearances/ arbitrary detentions. One tends to forget that a conflict for a civilian 

also affects that individual’s normal everyday life, such as the right to work in peace6, 

the right to receive an education7, and the right to enjoy a decent standard of mental and 

physical health8. these are just a few examples of everyday human rights that are 

commonly violated in war/conflict zones. This thesis means in no way to mitigate the 

seriousness of the prior mentioned human rights violations. This thesis simply means to 

show the extent to which conflicts affect human rights. thus, explaining what an 

important role peace has in protecting these rights so that they may be enjoyed by all. 

What this thesis wants to show is that human rights work in a much larger scope in 

everyday life than just protecting people from the most abhorrent violations. 

1.3 UN Peacekeeping Forces 

So, who or what are the UN peacekeeping forces? The UN peacekeeping forces is built 

through the contribution of troops, police and observers from all its member states.9 The 

peacekeeping forces were first created by the UN in 1948 to monitor the peace treaty in 

the middle east, the UN peacekeepers have undergone 70 peacekeeping operations and 

have 14 active operations at this time.10 

The peacekeeping forces and operations are regulated by the UN charter, specifically 

chapter VII of the UN charter and by the Security Council11 who decides the mandate 

and size of the operation.12 They also follow 3 main principles which are envisioned in 

chapter VII of the charter, when it comes to humanitarian interventions or 

peacekeeping.13 

The first principle is consent of the parties involved in the conflict or at the very least 

the consent of the government in power.14 meaning that UN peacekeeping operations 

are deployed with the consent of the involved parties in the conflict. The acceptance of a 

peacekeeping operation means that the UN are free to act with the necessary freedom of 

action both political and physical in order to fulfil its mandate in the region.15 The 

consent given by the involved parties to the UN peacekeeping mission does not 

necessarily mean that consent is given on the local level in the conflicted region, 

especially if third non-governmental parties are involved in the conflict.16 Absence of 

                                                           
6 International Covenant on Economic and Social Rights (adopted 16 December 1966, entered into force 

3 January 1976) UNTS Vol 993, 3, art 6. 
7 International Covenant on Economic and Social Rights (adopted 16 December 1966, entered into force 

3 January 1976) UNTS Vol 993, 3, art 13. 
8 International Covenant on Economic and Social Rights (adopted 16 December 1966, entered into force 

3 January 1976) UNTS Vol 993, 3, art 12. 
9 United Nations Peacekeeping, `Our History´ <https://peacekeeping.un.org/en/our-history> Accessed 23 

May 2019. 
10 ibid. 
11United Nations, Charter of the United Nations, (Signed 26 of June 1945, entered into force 24 October 

1945), 1 UNTS XVI. 
12 UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), United Nations Peacekeeping Operations: 

Principles and Guidelines (UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) 2008) 16. 
13 ibid 31. 
14 ibid 31. 
15 ibid 32. 
16 ibid. 

https://peacekeeping.un.org/en/our-history
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consent would risk the operation getting dragged into the conflict and thus their mission 

would change from peacekeeping to peace-enforcement.17  

Second principle is impartiality.18 Impartiality is key to maintain the consent and 

cooperation of the parties involved in the conflict.19 However, impartiality does not 

equal neutrality as UN peacekeepers need to be impartial to the parties involved, but not 

neutral when carrying out their objectives and mandates in the conflicted region.20 UN 

peacekeepers in that sense act a bit like referees, while impartial they penalize 

infractions, and should not condone actions made by the parties that puts in jeopardy the 

undertakings of the peace process or of the international norms and principles that the 

UN peacekeeping operation upholds.21 However, they must still establish `good´ 

relations with the related parties, and must act in a way that does not compromise the 

image or neutrality of the UN peacekeepers.22 A UN peacekeeping mission should not 

shy away from the rigorous application of the principle of impartiality for fear of 

misinterpretation or retaliation.23 Failure to do so may result in the withdrawal of 

consent by one or more parties in the conflict and put a halt to the whole peacekeeping 

operation24.  

The third and final principle is the, non-use of force except in self-defence and defence 

of the mandate.25 According to this principle, UN peacekeeping operations are not 

meant to be used as an enforcement tool.26 However, it can be authorised to use force on 

a tactical level if they have the authorization of the Security Council and it is done in 

self-defence and or the protection of the mandate.27 In other words the UN operation 

may be granted enforcement powers under chapter VII of the charter by the Security 

Council.28 If a situation during an operation turns `volatile´, the security council may 

grant the Peacekeeping operation a `robust´ mandate which authorizes them to use `any 

means necessary´ to achieve their mandate.29 This is done in order to deter the forceful 

attempts of disrupting the political peace process, and/or assisting the national 

authorities in maintaining law and order.30 Although, it is similar to enforcement rather 

than traditional peacekeeping, the third principle states that there is a difference between 

a “robust” mandate and enforcement envisaged in chapter VII of the UN charter.31 It 

states that peace enforcement in contrast does not need the consent of the involved 

                                                           
17 ibid 32-33. 
18 ibid 31. 
19 ibid 33. 
20 ibid. 
21 ibid. 
22 ibid. 
23 ibid. 
24 ibid 33-34. 
25 ibid 34. 
26 ibid. 
27 ibid. 
28 ibid. 
29 ibid. 
30 ibid. 
31 ibid. 
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parties.32 The use of force should be used as a last resort in peacekeeping operations.33 

In part because the needless use of force would go against the purpose of the mandate, 

but also because UN peacekeeping operations need to attain a high degree of public and 

political acceptance in order to be properly carried out.34 Therefore, judgement in the 

use of force needs to be based on several factors, such as public perception, mission 

capability, humanitarian impact, safety of personnel, force protection and the effect that 

such an action may have on the consent given on national and local level.35 

These principles are a bit blurry and contradictory at times, since it can be argued that 

since such force is allowed to uphold the `robust´ mandate, this thesis would argue that 

it is in fact enforcement. Furthermore, peace enforcement may be authorised by the 

Security Council under the current peacekeeping doctrine.36 

Furthermore, the use of “robust” mandates is “envisioned” in chapter VII of the UN 

charter, but not clearly laid out in any of its articles, thus it is not clearly regulated by 

the UN charter37. This creates an issue were the principle of rule of law may be 

questioned, since there is no clear regulation on the use of a “robust” mandate.  

It should be noted that both the principles and the implementation of UN peacekeeping 

have developed under the years.38 the first generation of peacekeeping which took place 

mostly in the early years of cold war from 1949.1964.39 These were largely ineffective 

and very passive in upholding their mandate.40 The aim of first-generation peacekeeping 

was to support peace-making efforts by creating conditions where negotiations could 

take place in order to settle disputes peacefully as envisioned by chapter VI of the UN 

charter41.  It is with this generation of peacekeeping that certain principles emerged, 

these principles are very similar in nature to the ones existing today, they were consent 

of the parties to the dispute, non-use of force, voluntary contributions of contingents 

from small neutral countries to participate in the force (Sweden and Ireland for 

example), impartiality and non-intervention, and day-to-day control of peacekeeping 

operations by the Secretary-General.42 These principles are similar in function and 

nature to the three guiding principles used today, impartiality, consent and non-use of 

force remain today as the core principles of peacekeeping.43 However, this does not 

mean that these principles are fulfilled in every case of peacekeeping.44 A party to the 

                                                           
32 ibid. 
33 ibid 35. 
34 ibid. 
35 ibid. 
36 ibid 18. 
37 United Nations, Charter of the United Nations, (Signed 26 of June 1945, entered into force 24 October 

1945), 1 UNTS XVI, chapter VII. 
38 Steven R Ratner, The new UN peacekeeping (St Martin’s Press 1996) 10. 
39 Michael Bothe, ‘Peacekeeping Forces’ (2016) in Rüdiger Wolfrum (ed), Max Planck Encyclopedia of 

Public International Law (online edn) para 8-12. 
40 Steven R Ratner, The new UN peacekeeping (St Martin’s Press 1996)  10.  
41 Mari Katayanagi, Human rights functions of United nations peacekeeping operations (Martinus Nijhoff 

Publishers 2002) 43. 
42 ibid 43-44. 
43 UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), United Nations Peacekeeping Operations: 

Principles and Guidelines (UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) 2008) 31. 
44 Mari Katayanagi, Human rights functions of United nations peacekeeping operations (Martinus Nijhoff 

Publishers 2002) 44. 
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conflict may at any time withdraw their consent, thus forcing the peacekeeping force to 

either, to use enforcement to sustain the mandate or, take a more passive approach and 

ultimately withdraw, this example happened during UNEF I45.    

At the end of the 80s a new generation of peacekeeping began to emerge. Second-

generation peacekeeping also called “the new peacekeeping” is defined by Ratner as, 

`UN operations, authorized by political organs or the Secretary-General, responsible for 

overseeing or executing the political solution of an interstate or internal conflict, with 

the consent of the parties46.´ 

 According to Ratner the main function of second-generation peacekeeping is the 

implementation of a political solution, that is securing a lasting peace treaty that 

functions without UN presence, Ratner lists the following characteristics of second-

generation peacekeeping:47 increase in non-military mandate, complex agendas with the 

broad notion of peace building, response not only to interstate conflicts but also 

intrastate, increase in number of actors involved such as political parties and guerrilla 

movements and finally he describes it as a fluid phenomenon ,were the operation 

mandate may be adjusted depending on the situation.48 

Another existing viewpoint of second-generation peacekeeping is the military 

viewpoint, in this viewpoint the expanding span of legitimate military tasks in UN 

operations, is represented by the following continuum.49 (a) conventional observer 

missions, (b) traditional peacekeeping, (c) preventive peacekeeping, (d) supervising a 

ceasefire between irregular forces, (e) assisting in the maintenance of law and order, (f) 

protecting the delivery of  humanitarian assistance, (g)the guarantee of rights of 

passage, (h) sanctions and (i) enforcement.50 Ratner compares first and second 

generation peacekeeping and points out that there is a clear shift in the nature of the 

operations.51 From provisional to permanent peace, and from primarily military – 

catered operations to politically centred ones.52 

With the end of the cold war, there was a surge of optimism surrounding UN 

peacekeeping operations.53 This gave rise to discussions regarding peacekeeping and the 

maintenance of international peace and security using UN peacekeeping forces54. The 

optimism at the time is shown through a phrase from the UN chronicle from 1993 that 

states:  

`UNOSOM II is the first UN peace[k]eeping operation authorized by the Council, under 

Chapter VII of the UN Charter, to use force in the crucial task of disarming Somali 

                                                           
45ibid. 
46 Steven R Ratner, The New UN Peacekeeping (St Martin’s Press 1996) 17. 
47 ibid 22-24  
48 ibid. 
49 Mari Katayanagi, Human rights functions of United nations peacekeeping operations (Martinus Nijhoff 

Publishers 2002) 46. 
50 ibid. 
51 Steven R Ratner, The New UN Peacekeeping (St Martin’s Press 1996) 17. 
52 ibid. 
53 Mari Katayanagi, Human rights functions of United nations peacekeeping operations (Martinus Nijhoff 

Publishers 2002) 51. 
54 ibid. 
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factions. In fact, with this enforcement mandate, UNOSOM II may well represent the 

emergence of a third generation of peace[k]eeping operations, it has been said.´55 

This optimism was the start, of what would give rise to the idea of a third-generation 

peacekeeping.56 We will cover UNOSOM and UNOSOM II later on, but in short there 

were setbacks with UNOSOM II.57 After these setbacks, new discussions came forth 

regarding peacekeeping with an emphasis on greater use of force in UN operations.58 As 

we have briefly covered previously, second-generation peacekeeping in theory had the 

viewpoint of taking a calmer approach to peacekeeping, instead shifting focus to 

humanitarian aid and political peace process.59 Third- generation peacekeeping in 

contrast took a more `aggressive´ stance.60 Third-generation peacekeeping took the 

definition of self-defence to its limits61. Third-generation peacekeeping, in contrast to 

second-generation, envisages the use of military force beyond the principle of self-

defence62. this is were the confusion or grey area so to speak, between peacekeeping and 

enforcement occurs.63 

However, peacekeeping and enforcement albeit that they have their differences are often 

linked to one another.64 The line between peacekeeping and enforcement action is often 

unclear, peacekeeping derived from the practice of UN’s mechanism for peace and 

international security, and there are no provisions of the UN charter that we can rely on 

to explicitly define it65. Secondly, due to the absence of agreements pursuant to article 

43 of the UN charter, the Security council employed an alternative procedure in regard 

to enforcement actions, which may authorise states carry out certain types of 

enforcement operations66. Thirdly, UN resolutions tend to not identify any specific 

articles that they are based on.67 While this promotes flexibility and political 

compromise in the implementation of the specific resolution, it also makes an already 

complex legal analysis of the situation even harder68. Finally, it is common that a 

mandate in a UN peacekeeping operation is to be expanded and/or changed according to 

the developing situation in the operation.69 UN forces have therefore been entrusted in 

recent years with not just peacekeeping but also enforcement as with the case of 

UNOSOM70. 

                                                           
55 ibid. 
56 ibid. 
57 ibid. 
58 ibid. 
59 Steven R Ratner, The New UN Peacekeeping (St Martin’s Press 1996) 22-23. 
60 Mari Katayanagi, Human rights functions of United nations peacekeeping operations (Martinus Nijhoff 

Publishers 2002) 51-52. 
61 ibid 51-52. 
62 ibid 52. 
63 ibid. 
64 ibid 54. 
65 ibid 59. 
66 ibid 59-60.  
67 ibid. 
68 ibid. 
69 ibid. 
70 ibid. 
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A criterion was put forth by the World Court that makes the legal distinction between 

peacekeeping and enforcement a bit clearer, simply but the criterion is whether the 

measures are taken against a state or not71. 

This shows that UN peacekeeping keeps evolving and changing.  This together with the 

fact that protecting and enforcing human rights is taking a bigger role in UN operations, 

points to the fact that these actions may be used as tools for enforcing and protecting 

human rights in conflicts to come. an example of this is one of the more recent UN 

operations in Mali called MINUSMA were according to resolution 2164 from 2014, 

promoting and protecting human rights is one of the core mandates of MINUSMA72. 

MINUSMA is still ongoing, with its mandates renewed through resolution 2423 in 

2018.73 

1.4 Humanitarian Intervention 

Humanitarian intervention is the action of entering into a state with armed forces in 

order to stop further human rights violations.74 As such this is an enforcement action 

with the aim of enforcing and safeguarding human rights since it acts without the 

consent of the host state or the parties involved.75 The UN Security Council may 

authorise these types of interventions, when the state subject to the intervention is 

considered to have abused it sovereignty so that it is regarded to having made itself 

liable to action by another state which is prepared to intervene.76 The Security Council 

thus authorises states to voluntarily carry out certain enforcement operations.77 

Humanitarian interventions has also been defined as, `the alleged right of forcible 

intervention in states whose treatment of their populations `shock[s]´ the conscience of 

mankind´.78  

Due to the political conditions during the cold war, any ideas of non-consensual UN 

action for the purpose of ending human rights violations or aiding in the event of 

humanitarian disasters appeared as an unrealistic alternative.79 A key legal difference 

between humanitarian intervention and peacekeeping, is the lack of consent of all 

parties involved. As such, there is a greater use of force involved when military forces 

intervene in a state or conflict on humanitarian grounds.80 

UN sanctioned interventions started in 1991, when the Security Council adopted 

resolution 688.81 In resolution 688, the Security Council condemns the massive 

repression of the Kurdish populations in northern Iraq by the Iraqi government, as well 

as calling on its member states and the Secretary-General to do all in their power to 

                                                           
71 ibid 60. 
72 United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Res 2164 (25 June 2014) UN Doc S/Res/2164. 
73 United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Res 2423 (28 June 2018) UN Doc S/Res/2423. 
74 Mattias Falk, The Legality of Humanitarian Intervention (1996) 7. 
75 UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), United Nations Peacekeeping Operations: 

Principles and Guidelines (UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) 2008) 18. 
76 Mari Katayanagi, Human rights functions of United nations peacekeeping operations (Martinus Nijhoff 

Publishers 2002) 239. 
77 ibid. 
78 Mattias Falk, The Legality of Humanitarian Intervention (Juristförlaget 1996) 7. 
79 ibid 53.  
80 ibid 61-62. 
81 United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Res 688 (5 April 1991) UN Doc S/Res/688. 
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provide humanitarian relief for the civilian populations82. While not explicitly calling 

for an armed humanitarian intervention, this resolution would be the start of a series of 

UN sanctioned humanitarian interventions during the 90s.83 Arguably, one can say that 

the idea of states intervening with the authorisation of the security council, started 

earlier with resolution 678.84 This resolution called upon Iraq to withdraw from Kuwait 

during the Gulf war in 1990, if Iraq did not withdraw its forces from Kuwait, the 

security council urged the member states of the UN to use any means necessary to force 

Iraq out of Kuwait.85 This led to a US-led coalition intervening in the conflict which led 

to operation desert shield and desert storm during the gulf war.86 This set a precedent 

for the UN calling upon its member states to stop conflicts by force.87 The ongoing 

political situation with the gulf war and prior sanctioned intervention, surely facilitated 

the decision of going into Iraq on humanitarian grounds to protect the Kurdish 

population from a possible genocide.88 As such it can be argued that resolution 678 

gives a legal justification for resolution 688 to be implemented which gave rise to 

operation provide comfort in 1991.89 However, this argument is not necessarily a strong 

one,90 since while it seems right to intervene from a `moral´ standpoint due to the 

protection of civilians and human rights, article 2 paragraph 7 of the UN charter forbids 

the UN from intervening in another states internal affairs.91 

The legality of humanitarian interventions can be questioned at times, especially the UN 

sanctioned ones since the UN peacekeeping principles are built on the idea of peace and 

negotiations.92 Expanding and or creating conflicts is therefore contrary to its supposed 

purpose.93 However, it can also be argued, that few things are ever black and white, and 

that sometimes force is necessary to keep a conflict from spreading or genocide from 

occurring as in UNAMIR.94  

Regardless, resolution 688 saw the emergence of new humanitarian interventions during 

the 90’s, from UNITAF and UNOSOM (I and II) in Somalia in 199295, UNAMIR in 

Rwanda in 199396, to Operation uphold freedom in Haiti with subsequent peacekeeping 

mission called UNMIH in 199497.  

                                                           
82 ibid. 
83 Mari Katayanagi, Human rights functions of United nations peacekeeping operations (Martinus Nijhoff 

Publishers 2002) 245. 
84 United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Res 678 (29 November 1990) UN Doc S/Res/678. 
85 ibid. 
86 Mattias Falk, The Legality of Humanitarian Interventions, (Juristförlaget 1996) 69. 
87 ibid 67. 
88 ibid 69. 
89 ibid. 
90 ibid. 
91 United Nations, Charter of the United Nations, (Signed 26 of June 1945, entered into force 24 October 

1945), 1 UNTS XVI, Article 2, Para 7. 
92 UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), United Nations Peacekeeping Operations: 

Principles and Guidelines (UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) 2008) 16. 
93 ibid 17-18. 
94 Sidney Yankson, 'UNAMIR and the Lessons Learned' (2010) 4 HK J Legal Stud 211, 216-218. 
95 Mattias Falk, The Legality of Humanitarian Interventions, (Juristförlaget 1996) 72-73. 
96 ibid 77. 
97 ibid 82–84. 
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In order to properly see how these types of operations, both peacekeeping and 

humanitarian interventions work, and evaluate whether or not they are effective for the 

purposes of protecting and enforcing human rights. This thesis must first see how prior 

UN operations have fared and highlight the results and possible issues that they have 

faced. 

2. Introduction to chapter 2 

This chapter covers three UN operations that have impacted the creation of modern-day 

UN peacekeeping, through the issues they highlighted. They include short analyses in 

them as the general analysis of the thesis is given in the third chapter together with the 

conclusion. 

2.1 UN Operations 

The decision to create a UN operation in a conflict zone is made by the Security 

Council.98 If the Security Council determines that it is appropriate to deploy 

peacekeeping troops, it will formally authorize a UN operation through a resolution.99 

this resolution in turn determines the objectives, size and mandates of said UN 

operation.100 The budget and resources of the operation is then decided by the General 

Assembly.101 

As stated earlier, in order to evaluate as to whether these types of operations are viable 

and effective tools for enforcement of human rights this thesis must first see how 

previous operations have fared. As there are a great many UN operations this thesis will 

limit itself to the ones who have had a considerable impact on the UNs decision to 

provide humanitarian relief by force. And that have had an impact in the development 

of modern-day peacekeeping. This thesis will focus on the more recent UN operations 

from the 90s. The reason for this is because these Operations had a deep impact in 

forming the current peacekeeping policies as this thesis will show. 

2.2 Resolution 688 Operation Provide Comfort 

While military force was not expressly mentioned in resolution 688, the resolution 

became a turning point in which human rights violations could come under the direct 

scrutiny of the security council and the UN.102 On April 5th of 1991 due to the alarming 

concern with the repression of Kurdish civilians by Iraqi forces, the security council 

requested the Secretary-General to pursue humanitarian efforts in Iraq.103  

Resolution 688 was also intended to put pressure on the Iraqi government to stop the 

repression by asking the Iraqi government to cooperate fully with resolution 688 by 

ending the repression and allowing humanitarian organisations into the country.104 

Regardless, the Iraqi forces continued to launch attacks on refugees, this prompted the 

                                                           
98 UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), United Nations Peacekeeping Operations: 

Principles and Guidelines (UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) 2008) 16. 
99 ibid 13-14. 
100 ibid 13-16. 
101 United Nations Peacekeeping, `Forming a New Operation´ <https://peacekeeping.un.org/en/forming-

new-operation> Accessed 23 May 2019.  
102 Pease, Kelly Kate and David P Forsythe, ‘Human Rights, Humanitarian Intervention, and World 

Politics.’ (1993) HRQ 15 290, 303. 
103 United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Res 688 (5 April 1991) UN Doc S/Res/688. 
104 ibid.  

https://peacekeeping.un.org/en/forming-new-operation
https://peacekeeping.un.org/en/forming-new-operation


 

10 
 

debate of creating safe havens for the Kurds in northern Iraq.105 On the 17th of April a 

multinational coalition led by the UK and US (allied side) established a no-fly zone and 

safe havens in northern Iraq.106 This multinational operation is referred to as operation 

provide comfort.107 The Iraqi government albeit while offering little to  no military 

resistance condemned and protested against this action.108 The allied side on the other 

hand described the operation as being consistent with resolution 688, and that their aim 

was to hand over the jurisdiction of the no-fly zone and safe havens to the UN.109 

No fly zones were imposed in order to protect Kurdish civilians in the north of Iraq, and 

the civilian Shia population in the south110. The no fly-zones were enforced by 

“alliance” members, such as the US and the UK until the outbreak of the invasion of 

Iraq in 2003111.  

The legality of operation provide comfort is questionable.112 While it does have a great 

moral argument through protecting civilians and human rights.113 the actions undertaken 

by the alliance members in this case is questionable from a legal standpoint.114 As we 

stated earlier Iraq’s protest clearly indicate that this operation was carried out without 

the consent of the Iraqi state and therefore illegal based on article 2 paragraph7 of the 

UN Charter.115 Furthermore, resolution 688 does not give the same freedom of action as 

the previous resolution 678 which empowered states to use `all means necessary´116. 

Also, albeit that the actions taken were within the framework of resolution 688 it cannot 

be used as a legal basis since it does not authorise the use of force in the same way as 

resolution 678117. Furthermore, the UK and the US both have varying legal 

justifications for their actions. The UKs Legal basis stands on a customary law to 

intervene in order to avert an overwhelming human catastrophe.118 Furthermore, they 

also state that their actions were in line with resolution 688, although not authorised by 

it since it did not state “by all necessary means” and it was not adopted under chapter 

VII of the charter.119 The US justification is based on the argument that use of force is 

“implied” in resolution 688.120 Furthermore, they argue that when read in light of 

resolution 678 which authorised force in Iraq inter alia to restore international peace 
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and security, that it by extension would authorize them to intervene in Iraq under 

resolution 688.121 

This operation showed issues relating to the legality of the operation according to 

international law.122 It showed that this issue could compromise the credibility and 

legality of UN peacekeeping operations.123 However, in this case the worldwide 

reaction to the plight of the Kurds led to very few states disputing the operation.124 

Operations such as these are rare, even so it is important to remember that this sets a 

precedence were the UN will authorise interventions if it deems that the humanitarian 

situation in a country is abhorrent enough.125 

 

2.3 UNITAF, UNOSOM, UNOSOM II Somalia 

The crisis in Somalia started in 1991 when the already troubling situation in Somalia 

quickly deteriorated, after the overthrow of president Siad Barre’s government in 

1991.126 With no effective government in power several factions within the country 

engaged in widespread and intense fighting within the country.127 At the same time, 

Somalia was suffering from a severe draught which led into a large-scale famine by 

1992.128 thus launching the country into a massive humanitarian crisis, leading to a mass 

exodus of refugees into neighbouring countries129.  

In January of 1992, the Security council declared its concern over the developing 

situation in the country and decided that the situation constituted a threat towards 

international peace and security130. Therefore, they chose to act under chapter VII of the 

UN charter and adopted resolution 733 which imposed an embargo on all military 

weapons and equipment to Somalia.131 UN led negotiations led to a cease-fire 

agreement between the two main warring factions, and the Security Council issued 

resolution 751 which established UNOSOM.132 The main purpose of UNOSOM was to 

monitor the cease-fire agreement and to monitor the weapons embargo in Somalia at the 

time.133 This operation was intended as a `classic peacekeeping operation´, based on the 

consent of the parties and the use of force in self-defence only.134 However, in 

resolution 767 the security council stated that in the absence of co-operation from all the 

factions involved in the conflict, it would not exclude `other measures´ in order to 

deliver humanitarian assistance.135 Resolution 767 also highlighted the continued 
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fighting in the country, even with the cease-fire in place. It also reported on an alarming 

concern regarding the, `availability of arms and ammunition in the hands of civilians 

and the proliferation of armed banditry across Somalia´.136  

This clearly indicated that both the weapons embargo and the cease-fire agreement were 

not working effectively as there was still intense fighting and loss of life occurring in 

the conflict.137 The severe lack of Co-operation between the UN and the warring 

warlords in Somalia became one of the main factors behind the serious delay in 

implementing UNOSOM, at such an extent that by September of 1992 only 60 out of 

3,500 UN peacekeeping troops had arrived in Somalia138. During this time, the delivery 

of humanitarian aid was proving to be growing more difficult, while relief supplies were 

available in warehouses and ready to be distributed to those in need, the widespread 

extortion, robbery and looting threatened the lives of the UN aid workers.139 This led to 

only a fraction of the aid reaching those in need, this, during a time were 1,5 million 

Somalis were estimated to be in imminent danger of starvation and were it was 

estimated that as many as 3000 Somalis died every day.140  

With this major humanitarian crisis as a background, the then Secretary-General 

Boutros Boutros-Ghali, suggested to the Security Council that it may become necessary 

to, `review the basic premises of the UN effort´141. The United states responded by 

offering to provide troops for a substantial military operation in Somalia under US 

command called UNITAF.142 On November 3rd the Security council unanimously 

adopted resolution 794.143 Resolution 794 authorised the United States to lead a 

humanitarian intervention in Somalia due to the alarming humanitarian situation in the 

country, the intervening operation was named UNITAF144.  

Thus, at this point, the UN operations in Somalia could no longer be considered as 

`traditional peacekeeping operations´.145 The Security Council felt that the situation in 

Somalia required an immediate and exceptional response, determining that: 

`the magnitude of the human tragedy caused by the conflict in Somalia, further 

exacerbated by the obstacles being created to the distribution of humanitarian 

assistance, constitutes a threat to international peace and security´.146 

UNITAF, the US-led task force eventually grew to encompass a coalition of 20 

different states147. Resolution 794 also gave UNITAF a `robust mandate´ when it came 

establishing a secure environment for humanitarian relief operations in Somalia.148 This 

meant that the UN/UNITAF forces could use “any means necessary” to achieve their 
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mandates149. UNITAF was spread out into separate but simultaneous peacekeeping 

operations in Somalia, the force showed a willingness to fulfil the mandates set for the 

operation by force if necessary.150 A use of force which went beyond the force 

necessary for self-defence151. This allowed UNITAF to secure major feeding centres 

and opening supply routes which led to a dramatic increase in aid being delivered and a 

dramatic increase in the effectiveness of the aid operations in the country.152 

While there was success with the humanitarian effort through UNITAF, there was still 

widespread violence and the conflict was still raging.153 Therefore, the secretary-general 

proposed an enlargement of UNOSOM to UNOSOM II.154 UNOSOM II was adopted 

through resolution 814155, in this resolution the security council gave UNOSOM II a 

more `robust mandate´.156 Effectively giving them enforcement powers as well as 

increasing the amount of military personnel and activities, such as the disarmament of 

Somali militia157. This widening of mandate meant that even though UNOSOM II was 

designated as a peacekeeping force on paper, the rules of engagement and armament 

carried was similar to the ones employed by UNITAF forces158. This widening and firm 

stance to peacekeeping was reaffirmed through the adoption of resolution 837159. 

Furthermore, resolution 837 reaffirmed the secretary-generals authority to `take all 

necessary measures´ against hostiles attacking UN personnel and achieving the mandate 

of establishing the authority of UNOSOM II in the region.160  

After the adoption of resolution 837, UNOSOM II together with the US led quick 

reaction forces became involved in an open military conflict with one of the major 

Somali factions in the region, this conflict became known as the battle of Mogadishu  

which lead to a large number of casualties on both sides.161 This led to critique against 

UNOSOM II and the UN.162 The critique highlighted the fact that by becoming party to 

the conflict they were there to resolve, the UN was allowing its military operations 

overtake their humanitarian objectives in the operations163. 

The UN operation in Somalia is seen as a normative landmark for the practice of the 

Security Council.164 During the UN operations in Somalia, the Security Council went 

into a decisively more interventionist direction as opposed of a `traditional 
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peacekeeping direction´.165 The Security Council acted expressly under Chapter VII 

granting enforcement powers when drafting their resolutions, and the use of military 

force was authorized for what was essentially humanitarian reasons.166  

Normally as this thesis have pointed out earlier during chapter 1, the consent of the 

`host´ country is needed in order to establish a UN peacekeeping operation.167 However, 

the political situation in Somalia provided a unique situation in which there was no 

effective government in power.168 Oxford professor Adam Roberts points out that this 

situation created a unprecedented circumstance where the UN could act with military 

force without the consent of the of the “host” state with the motivation of protecting 

international peace and security169. Furthermore, Mattias Falk points out that 

international peace and security became entwined with humanitarian crisis and human 

rights for the first time170. This thesis would argue that this shows a will by the UN 

Security Council to use force if necessary in order to enforce and protect human rights. 

After the withdrawal of UN forces at the end of March 1995 through resolution 954.171 

fighting continued between the different factions in Somalia.172 Several peace 

negotiations were held during the 90s, some mediated by the UN while others where 

mediated through neighbouring states.173 However, these peace negotiations often failed 

due to lack of inclusiveness of all factions or contradictory processes.174 

While the political reconciliation process met relative success in the northern parts of 

Somalia between 2000-2012, the southern and central parts of the country remained 

violent.175 In recent years several peacekeeping operations have taken place in order to 

further promote and establish peace and political stability in Somalia, such as 

AMISOM, UNSOS and UNSOM.176 UNSOM is the ongoing UN operation in Somalia, 

first created in 2013 through resolution 2102177, its mandates focus on advising in 

policy making, peacebuilding and cooperation with AMISOM and Somali national 

army and police force.178 UNSOM is currently ongoing with its current mandate 

reaffirmed through resolution 2461 in 2019.179 Resolution 2461 reported that progress 

was made during 2018 in terms of political end economical reforms.180 However, it also 
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highlights major issues that still needs to be addressed such as the emergence of terrorist 

groups.181 Furthermore, it emphasises the importance of human rights, and still to this 

day the Security Council state a grave concern over the humanitarian crisis in 

Somalia.182 

UNSOM and other similar recent operations in Somalia, can be seen as the successors 

of the earlier UNOSOM and UNOSOM II in the sense that it shows UN interest in 

peacebuilding, promotion of human rights and humanitarian relief in the nation to this 

day.183 A key difference is the use of a “softer” mandate rather than a robust one. While 

a robust mandate is a necessary tool in enforcing peace and human rights, it seldom 

deals with the underlying issues such as political instability in a state. In other words, it 

treats the `symptoms´ rather than the cause of the conflict. Resolution 2461 in this case 

shows a focus in trying to treat the cause of the problems rather than the symptoms184. 

Adam Roberts points out a key issue in the UN operations in Somalia, he highlights the 

unclear mandates as a source for the increase in armed clashes between the UN and 

warring factions as well as the lack of a long term plan in order to stabilise the 

country.185 

2.4 UNAMIR in Rwanda 

During the early 90s, Rwanda was plagued by violence between two different ethnic 

groups in Rwanda the Hutu and the Tutsi186. The Tutsi led RPF initiated attacks from 

Uganda, however, the RPF were repelled by the Rwandan army in 1990187. Several 

ceasefire agreements were negotiated between 1990-91, finally culminating in the 

Arusha accords188.NMOG was established to observe the cease fire agreements, and 

ensure that the peace was kept.189 However, violence shortly resumed thus NMOG 

proved lacking as a tool for sustaining the cease fire agreements.190 The Arusha peace 

Accord were mediated through Belgium and the US in 1992.191 The Arusha accords laid 

out the framework for a peaceful end to the violence, a transitional government in which 

most parties including the RPF was present, 3 cease fire agreements and 5 protocols and 

it also included a request to have a neutral international force by the UN to oversee and 

assist the implementation of the Arusha accords.192 However, the Arusha accords did 

exclude at the request of the RPF some of the more extremist parties such as the CDR 

from forming part of the transitional government.193 This received criticism as it was 

argued that it would be easier to control these groups and secure the peace if they were 
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part of the government and party to the negotiations.194 The amount of failed ceasefire 

agreements and violence level prior to the Arusha accords, can arguably be seen as an 

indication that without involving all parties in the negotiation the accord would not be 

able to be sustainable.195 These problems manifested during the negotiations resulting in 

both parties not accepting the accords as compulsory, thus the fighting resumed.196 

The UN implemented two peacekeeping operations in Rwanda, the first one called 

UNOMUR and was established through resolution 846 in 1993.197 UNOMURs mandate 

consisted of monitoring the Ugandan/Rwandan border in order to make sure that no 

military assistance or material was sent into the country.198 Furthermore, due to the 

weak performance of the NMOG in observing and negotiating a lasting ceasefire 

agreement,199 a second peacekeeping operation called UNAMIR was established.200 

UNAMIR was established through resolution 872 in 1993.201 Its mandate consisted of 

several tasks such as, assisting and ensuring the security of the capital of Kigali, 

monitor the ceasefire agreement, establishment of an expanded DMZ and 

demobilization procedures, monitor the security situation during the transitional 

governments final period, assisting with mine clearance and finally assisting in the 

coordination of humanitarian assistance activities in conjunction with relief 

operations.202 

In 1994 the then Rwandan interim president Juvenal Habyarimana was killed in a plane 

crash leaving his country without an effective government in place.203 The death of the 

interim president sparked off a civil war in Rwanda which led to mass killings on both 

the Hutu and Tutsi side in the conflict204. While the ruling party did try to enact a new 

regime, the members of the interim government were systematically being assassinated 

making any type of government difficult to achieve.205 however on the 8th of April an 

interim government was established with Mr Kambanda as prime minister.206 From the 

6th of April onwards, the army and militia men were ordered to conduct mass killings 

resulting in the genocide of between 500,000 – 800,000 people in the span of 100 days 

during the existing peacekeeping operation.207 UNAMIR and the UN were ill prepared 

for this, which resulted in the failure to stop this genocide from occurring.208UNAMIR 

was incapable of acting due to its restricted mandate since it lacked the enforcement 
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powers under chapter VII of the charter and it lacked the necessary resources to 

properly stop the genocide from happening.209 this meant that UNAMIR could do little 

else than observe the genocide.210 UNAMIR was further weakened when 10 soldiers 

from the Belgian contingent were killed at the start of the Genocide, leading to the 

withdrawal of Belgian forces from UNAMIR.211 The execution of the Belgian soldiers 

also led to the withdrawal of contingents from several other states which left UNAMIR 

too weak in both manpower and military to respond to the massive violence in the 

country.212 

With the Genocide as a background the Secretary General outlined three different 

options to the Security council.213 The first one consisted in reinforcing and re-

mandating UNAMIR in order to coerce the warring parties into a cease-fire, the second 

option consisted in the reduction of UNAMIR to a small group with the task of acting as 

intermediaries, the third one consisted of the total withdrawal of UNAMIR.214 On the 

21st of April 1994 the Security Council opted for option number two, since they would 

not risk an escalation in violence and leaving Rwanda would seriously harm the 

credibility of the UN.215 Thus, UNAMIR was decreased in size and given the new 

mandate of acting as intermediaries.216 This of course meant that UNAMIR was 

decreased to a troop number of 270, thus making it impossible to stope any further 

bloodshed or provide any significant security.217 The decision to withdraw UN troops 

was met with criticism from international aid organisations such as Oxfam which 

described the action as callous and short sighted.218 In response to this situation the 

Security Council decided to establish UNAMIR II in 1994 with a force of 5,500 troops, 

with a restricted mandate in order to provide security to civilian, refugees and displaced 

persons at risk in Rwanda.219 While UNAMIR II had a substantially larger force than 

previously, Resolution 918 was not adopted under chapter VII of the charter meaning 

that it did not confer UNAMIR II with enforcement powers.220 This limited the scope of 

the available military/security actions that it could take to fulfil its mandate. However, it 

was authorised to use force in self-defence against persons or groups that threaten 

protected sites, populations or the means of delivery and distribution of humanitarian 

relief.221 A major problem with UNAMIR II was the poor response from the 

international community, this meant that the deployment of UNAMIR troops to a 

conflict were mass killings were occurring every day was delayed until the end of July 
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due to the lack of international will.222 The military situation stabilised when the RPF 

took control over the country in 1994.223 However, this led to a massive stream of 

refugees to neighbouring countries, UNAMIR deployed to stabilise the situation and 

was successful in making sure that humanitarian aid got through.224 However, this did 

not mean that things were peaceful as there were still outbreaks of inter-ethnic violence 

which worsened the situation in the refugee camps.225 

With this situation as a background the Secretary-General again presented three options 

to the Security Council in order to improve the security in the camps, option one 

consisted in a UN peacekeeping force established under normal principles, second 

option a UN force under chapter VII of the charter with an enforcement mandate and 

thirdly a multinational force under chapter VII of the charter but not under UN 

command.226 The Security Council opted for option number one and authorised it 

through resolution 965 on the 30th of November 1994.227 One of the main obstacles to 

peace was the refugees located in camps in the neighbouring countries, by 1996 1,5 

million refugees were still in camps in neighbouring countries.228 Surprisingly even 

though the change of mandate had decreased the UN troops to 1800 and its mandate had 

been reduced to fulfilling the basic mandate it once had in the Arusha accords,229 the 

government of Rwanda withdrew their consent forcing UNAMIR to withdraw from the 

country in March of 1996.230 

While UNAMIRs only redeeming feature was the success in the support of 

Humanitarian aid and assistance.231 UNAMIR failed to stop the genocide and failed its 

intended mandate in the Arusha Accords. The scope of the UNAMIR mandate was to 

broad for the size of the force deployed, this fact was highlighted by the commander of 

the UN forces in Rwanda in 1994 to the Security Council who described the situation as 

a tinder box ready to explode.232 The decision to decrease troop numbers is another 

factor which led to a decrease in efficiency in the amount of security UNAMIR could 

provide.233 However, it should be noted that the events in Rwanda took place more or 

less in the same time frame as UNOSOM, this meant that states which had suffered 

losses in Somalia such as the US were reluctant to deploy forces to UN operations.234 It 

also provides the argument that the UN were careful to not make use of a `robust´ 

mandate since as we stated earlier it nearly dragged the UN deep into the Somali 

conflict during UNOSOM.  
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The catastrophe in Rwanda provided the UN with a hard-learned lesson in 

peacekeeping, which culminated in the Brahimi Report which provided a change in the 

conduct of UN operation.235 The Brahimi report led to a more effective way in how we 

deal with peacekeeping in recent years.236  

 

3. Lessons learned in UN Peacekeeping Operations 

As this thesis has shown, the mistakes made in the post-cold war peacekeeping 

operations of the 90s, such as Somalia and Rwanda, forced the UN revise these issues. 

This resulted in the creation of the Brahimi report, which was presented to the General 

Assembly and highlights the issues with many of the failures encountered in the 

peacekeeping operations during the 90s such as UNAMIR.237 The report was named 

after Lakhdar Brahimi, who was the chairman of the panel that revised the past failures 

and wrote the report. 

One of the lessons learned is that peacekeeping prior to the conflicts in the 90s consisted 

of a `traditional´ peace monitoring mandate where the conflict of the state was 

straightforward.238 Furthermore the mandates themselves were less complex  during the 

cold war, consisting of ceasefire monitoring, invitations to peace talks, humanitarian 

relief and deployment of military observers with little risk to the troops deployed.239 As 

such, a grave lesson learned was that `traditional´ peacekeeping treated the symptoms of 

a conflict but not the cause, making peace talks and viable exit strategy for UN 

peacekeeping troops hard to achieve.240 The failure of not adapting to the growing 

complexity and violence faced in UN peacekeeping operations is another key issue 

brought up by the report.241 While most conflicts in which a UN peacekeeping 

operations is authorised is of an intrastate nature, the UN failed to anticipate the spill 

over effects of these conflicts to neighbouring countries or interested parties.242 A 

previous example of this would be UNAMIR where massive amounts of refugees fled 

to refugee camps in neighbouring countries with violence erupting in these camps, as 

mentioned in chapter 2. Furthermore, failure to regard the neighbouring countries or 

third parties in an UN operation, may lead to one of these actors supporting one of the 

factions or getting directly involved in the conflict, thus making an already tough 

situation more complex.243  The failure in regarding the growing risks, costs and  

complexities of UN missions have also led to less than desirable results.244The Report 
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further highlights the importance of having an proper understanding of the situation in 

the conflicted state/region prior to the undertaking of an peacekeeping operation.245 

The importance of a proper understanding of the situation is further highlighted as a 

problem in the cases this thesis has shown. The exclusionary actions regarding the 

peace talks both in Somalia and Rwanda, led to a breakdown in the peace talks and 

further violence as this thesis has shown in both these cases in chapter 2. `Spoilers´ are 

referred to as hostile groups seeking to undermine the peace process in a conflict.246 The 

UN discovered that while parties may sign a peace treaty for a number of different 

reasons, these `spoilers´ will renege on their obligations.247 Therefore, if there is to be 

any effective peace put in place, the UN will have to effectively deal with these 

`spoilers´.248 This can be seen in both UNOSOM and UNAMIR, as parties to ceasefire 

agreements would often break their agreements and resume fighting as this thesis has 

shown in chapter 2. 

The Brahimi report has served to highlight these challenges among others, that are faced 

by peacekeepers in the field.249 In short, the Brahimi report suggests several reforms to 

peacekeeping, such as, clearly defined mandates, more troops, better equipment, and 

more robust rules of engagement in order to prevent human rights violations and in 

order to fulfil the mandate of the operation.250 

The conflict in Rwanda serves as a clear-cut example for the need of these reforms in 

peacekeeping as this thesis has pointed out. The mandate of UNAMIR and the rules of 

engagements are pointed out as some of the major issues as to why the UN failed in 

Rwanda.251 The failure to anticipate the possibility of lack of international political will, 

either due to risks to personnel sent by donor countries to operations, or the will to risk 

getting bogged down in a conflict such as the US in Somalia was shown to be another 

crucial lesson.252 The US had recently lost soldiers in the battle of Mogadishu in 

Somalia and were thus unwilling to get bogged down in another conflict.253 Belgium 

showed an unwillingness to continue their efforts with UNAMIR after losing 10 

soldiers in Rwanda,254 thus opting for the removal of their contingent from the 

operations severely undermining the authority of UNAMIR, weakening it to a state 

were it was powerless to properly act.255 

The Brahimi reports legacy came in the form of highlighting the issues with UN 

peacekeeping operations and suggesting reforms to deal with these as the thesis has 
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shown above. This would eventually culminate into the so-called Capstone doctrine 

from 2008.256 

3.1 Capstone Doctrine 

The Capstone doctrine was introduced by the UN department of peacekeeping 

operations in 2008 as a response to further improve the effectiveness of peacekeeping 

operations.257 The Capstone doctrine endorse the view of use of force for self-defence 

and defence of the mandate.258  However, it should be noted that it also introduces a 

clear distinction between a `classical` or `traditional´ mandate and a `robust` mandate.259 

It also focuses on the legitimacy and credibility of the UN and its peacekeeping 

operations, in order to get the approval and cooperation of the local population, 

government and factions involved in the conflict.260 The Rules of Engagement are to be 

clearly instructed with sufficient authorisation of force so that the operation can be 

effective according to the doctrine.261 Furthermore, the doctrine provides a clear picture 

of operational command on the strategic, operational and tactical levels in order to 

enhance the operations effectiveness.262 The Capstone Doctrine shows an increased 

focus on the protection and promotion of human rights and international humanitarian 

law.263 This can in part be seen in the policies introduced by resolutions 1325, 1612 and 

1674, which show an increased incorporation on the active protection of civilians in UN 

Peacekeeping Operations.264 

The doctrine is built on the important principle that while UN peacekeeping operations 

are meant to support a peace process, it does not deliver peace on its own.265 The 

doctrine comprises of decades of UN peacekeeping experience and is an invaluable tool 

in improving the effectiveness of today’s peacekeeping operations.266 While it may not 

be a flawless instrument, it is a step in the right direction and a clear example that the 

UN is steadily trying to improve their efforts.267 

The issue of `spoilers´ is addressed through the principles of UN peacekeeping.268 As 

well as through the important criterion of credibility, as the doctrine has found that high 

UN credibility functions as a deterrent against `spoilers´.269 The doctrine emphasises the 

importance of a united unanimous Security Council in order to improve the legitimacy, 
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effectiveness and legality of UN peacekeeping operations.270 Furthermore a unanimous 

Security Council works as a deterrent against `spoilers, as a divided Security Council 

will most likely instead embolden `spoilers´.271The doctrine brings up `robust´ 

peacekeeping as an effective method to defend against spoilers and uphold the operation 

mandate.272 The doctrine states that the difference between a `robust´ mandate and 

enforcement is that a `robust´ mandate operates at the tactical level with the consent of 

the host country/parties and with Security Council authorization,273 peace enforcement 

operates at a strategic level and is normally prohibited by article 2(4) of the UN 

charter.274 However, enforcement action may still authorised by the security council if 

the need arises.275 

The doctrine can be seen implemented in a recent UN operation called MINUSMA in 

Mali, which was authorised through Security Council resolution 2100.276 This 

resolution contains a clear mandate, focus on human rights, focus on legitimacy and 

credibility and addresses the cause of the conflict as well as the `symptom´.277 While 

MINUSMA has had some success as shown by resolution 2423.278 It has also been 

faced with many issues such as lack of equipment,279, allegations of severe misconduct 

of MINUSMA troops affecting the credibility of the operation280 and inadequate 

resources281 according to the evaluation report of the operation. While significant 

progress has been made this shows that there are still issues that need to be addressed. 

However, as this thesis has previously shown operations deal with a case to case basis 

and there will always be issues that need to be addressed. 

3.2 Effectiveness of UN Peacekeeping Operations  

Researchers Andrea Ruggeri and Jessica Di Salvatore have conducted research in the 

measurement of effectiveness of peacekeeping operations.282 In their research they state 

that human rights may improve human rights in the host countries.283 However, while 

peacekeeping operations may prove effective in regard to human rights in the long run, 

it may have some detrimental effects in the short run depending on the circumstances of 

the conflict.284 They also found that UN activities linked with the improvement of 

Human rights seldom garner the support of the government or `rebels´ in the host 
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country.285 Rather, impartiality and a focus on state building and policy making is more 

likely to garner the support of both sides.286 This suggests that Peacekeeping Operations 

are in no way a quick fix, but rather a long run process in order to be effective. 

Three researchers from Uppsala university and the Peace Research Institute in Oslo, 

have made similar research and have suggested a plan to improve the effectiveness.287 

They wrote an article in the Washington post with the findings of their research.288 In 

the article they state that peacekeeping is very effective in limiting the violence and that 

while peacekeeping may be expensive it is a lot cheaper than the cost of war.289 They 

have found that the more ambitious peacekeeping operations from recent years with a 

`robust´ mandate under chapter VII have proven increasingly effective in limiting 

violence in comparison to previous operations.290 Furthermore, they state that 

peacekeeping operations are a long time solution and need to be long in its duration due 

to in part the possibility of a resurgence in violence.291 They conclude in their research 

that UN peacekeeping operations is an effective tool in limiting violence and promoting 

peace, but that it is not without its flaws and further improvements should be done.292 

They also suggest in the article that a UN peacekeeping operation might have been 

effective in limiting the violence of the ongoing civil war in Syria.293  

This begs the question of why it has not been a peacekeeping operation in Syria? This 

thesis has found it to be in large part due to a lack of international will to do so in the 

form of vetoes of security council members. Since the start of the Syrian conflict several 

draft resolutions concerning Syria have ben vetoed by permanent Security Council 

members Russia and China.294 This shows a lack of international will from permanent 

Security Council members to directly take action in the conflict. Whether this is due to a 

concern of possibly escalating violence in the conflict or due to possible political 

interests of these countries remains debateable. What this thesis finds clear is that the 

lack of political will from the Security Council and UN members is a major issue 

concerning the viability of peacekeeping operations and interventions as tools. 

4. Conclusion 

This thesis has found that UN Peacekeeping Operations may be and effective tool in the 

enforcement of human rights if properly executed. This would mean that a UN 

peacekeeping operation or intervention would need to be implemented with a clear 

mandate, proper amount of resources and equipment to fulfil its mandate, conducts 
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itself in accordance to the principles, is properly implemented, agreed upon and 

reviewed by the Security Council and keeps a focus on tackling the cause of the conflict 

and not just its `symptoms`.  

This thesis reiterates the findings that peacekeeping operations are in no way a quick 

fix, but rather a long-term process which while costly may produce effective results in 

terms of peace and thus promotion and enforcement of human rights.  

The main issue remains the international political will especially on part of Security 

Council Members as this affects the viability of UN peacekeeping operations as tools. 

After all, in order for there to be an UN peacekeeping mission it must be accepted by all 

permanent members of the Security council or risk being vetoed. Furthermore, this 

thesis suggests that it would be more efficient in terms of viability to pass UN 

operations through the General Assembly rather than the Security Council, since the 

veto system in place creates a democratic deficit and seems to paralyze the Security 

Councils ability to act in terms of peacekeeping operations in conflicted areas such as 

Syria. Another issue that this thesis has found affecting the viability of UN 

peacekeeping a tool for enforcement of human rights is the unclearness of its principles.  

The peacekeeping principles as this thesis has shown do not intend for peacekeeping to 

be used as a tool for enforcement. However, as this thesis has shown, the Security 

Council may still confer enforcement powers on UN peacekeeping operations through 

Chapter VII of the UN charter and UN peacekeeping operations has done so previously. 

Although the capstone doctrine has improved the effectiveness of peacekeeping 

operations, the legal framework surrounding the use of enforcement action is unclear, as 

it is technically illegal according to article 2(4) of the UN charter but may be authorised 

by the Security Council. Furthermore, the doctrine does not specify when or how it may 

be used, this thesis holds that this affects the viability of it being used to enforce peace 

and human rights if necessary since the legal framework surrounding it need to be 

clearer to be properly applied. 

This thesis concludes that peacekeeping operations are effective as tools for 

enforcement of human rights as recent studies have shown. However, this thesis has 

shown that UN peacekeeping operations have major issues in the viability as tools due 

to the current application process in terms of the veto system and legal framework 

surrounding enforcement action. 
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