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Abstract

The original clarity of what Peace Keeping Operations (PKO) are supposed to be no longer exists, and PKO have become whatever Peace Forces are called to do. This is altogether unsatisfactory, since it leaves the political and tactical considerations that must instruct and constrain PKO open to ad hoc arrangements or exposed to substantive misunderstanding as to their purpose, nature, possibilities and methods. This paper offers a few considerations on the theoretical standing of PKO. The paper begins with an unavoidable preliminary, that seeks to clarify a given set of basic understandings, acknowledge awareness of the political, doctrinaire, and conceptual trajectories of what might be termed PKO-studies and argue for the value of a theoretical approach. It then addresses, in turn, PKO as an object of the theory of war, concluding that PKO are a form of coalition war and deriving some considerations from that realization; and PKO as an object of the theory of police, concluding that PKO involve multicultural policing responsibilities of a particular kind, that of "alien-community" policing, and deriving some considerations from that realization. It closes with some remarks as to the utility of either attempt and some remarks in terms of their force planning consequences.  

1. Introduction

The original clarity of what Peace Keeping Operations (PKO) are supposed to be no longer exists, if it ever did
. PKO in its various denominations and qualified variants have become, increasingly, whatever Peace Forces are called to do. In spite of various attempts by UN Secretary Generals, officials and scholars to pin down what their various types are supposed to be
. Moreover, there is real substance to various understandings of their scope, mandate, and expectations, both in political expectations and in terms of the tactics, procedures and rules of engagement under which they are to operate
. This is altogether unsatisfactory. It leaves the political and tactical considerations that must instruct and constrain PKO open to ad hoc arrangements or exposed to substantive misunderstanding as to their purpose, nature, possibilities and methods. Unsurprisingly, such a state of affairs can often be found to be at the root of their ineffectiveness, in terms of the various goals they are expected to achieve or of the propriety of methods employed
. Moreover, the absence of such clarity allows for the interpretation of any one case as exemplary, and may lead to divergent interpretations of the significance and utility of the various types of PKO
.

This paper offers a few considerations on the theoretical standing of PKO. It is a partial result of a joint research program between GEE-COPPE/UFRJ and Candido Mendes University’s Center for American Studies (CEAS/UCAM). It addresses the most preeminent consequences of those understandings for PKO analysis, planning and evaluation, with a particular interest on PKO force planning as its result. It is openly and frankly argumentative, an exploratory essay with a narrow focus. I do not intend to attempt to view all questions, address all issues or review all cases from all sides. At the same time, I have deliberately avoided giving consideration to established practices, hoping for the benefits of a refreshed approach from established theoretical constructs in hope of finding use for the results so obtained. I do not mean to imply that other approaches have no relevance; on the contrary, I readily and explicitly acknowledge my use and interaction with them. It is simply that I think they might prove obstacles to what I have to say at this time. As a result, I give you a summary view of my current results, while trying to avoid letting any of that count in what I do say
. 

The paper begins with an unavoidable preliminary, that seeks to clarify a given set of basic understandings, acknowledge awareness of the political, doctrinaire, and conceptual trajectories of what might be termed PKO-studies and argue for the value of a theoretical approach. It then addresses, in turn, PKO as an object of the theory of war
, concluding that PKO are a form of coalition war and deriving some considerations from that realization; and PKO as an object of the theory of police
, concluding that PKO involve multicultural policing responsibilities of a particular kind, that of “alien-community” policing, and deriving some considerations from that realization. It closes with some remarks as to the utility of either attempt and some remarks in terms of their force planning consequences.

2. Preliminaries

In these preliminaries, I seek to clarify a given set of basic understandings, acknowledge awareness of the political, doctrinaire, and conceptual trajectories of PKO-studies and argue for the value of a theoretical approach. This seems essential in order to enable PKO to be addressed from the perspectives of the theory of war and the theory of police.

2.1 Force and violence, use of force, peace and war
It will not be possible to go very far in any attempt to address Peace Keeping Operations (PKO) theoretically without agreeing on some basic understandings. It is immediately necessary to bring to the fore an essential distinction, that between use of force and violence in a social context; to clarify what is understood to be use of force in its actual and potential aspects, and to come to terms with some understanding of what is meant by war and, as result, by peace.

For the purposes of this paper, both violence and force imply the use of physical action or constraint, in the broadest terms a directed transmission of energy (e.g., forcing open a door or manhandling a person; ranging further, damming up a river, or laying mines on a given piece of ground). In social terms, however, violence implies such use in an unauthorized (illegal or illegitimate) or uncontrolled (or inappropriate or unreasonable) manner; while force implies the contrary, that is to say authorized (legal or legitimate) and thus subject to limitations (in terms of its appropriateness or reasonableness). Only thus can we identify an act as an act of violence or, in this context, an act as use of force. 

As a thought experiment, we can imagine a given action, say, the manhandling of someone by someone else. The physical action itself tells us nothing about its nature as violent or forceful. It would be violent if either it was unauthorized (e.g., any two people in a brawl) or if its mode of application was deemed inappropriate (e.g., a police officer manhandling an unresisting senior citizen as if he or she were a resisting adult). But the very same act would be seen as use of force if it was authorized (e.g., a police officer trying to detain a resisting suspect) or commensurate with what is judged appropriate (e.g., a parent manhandling a difficult child). Only thus can we give meaning to such phrases as “police violence”, since otherwise it would lead to paradox, in that any act of force, regardless of context, would be violent, and thus “police violence” would be redundant; or conversely that any act by those with authority would automatically be proper use of force, and “police violence” would be a contradiction.

What is meant by use of force, in itself, seems to require further clarification. Use of force must embrace both the concrete act itself and its potential in any given circumstance. That is to say that both the actual use of force and the consideration of its potential use given availability are one and the same: use of force. 

As a thought experiment, let us take an ordinary use of force, that of any armed police officer. To argue that only if the weapon is fired constitutes a use of force is to miss the point of what actually is the utility of force, in this case as expressed by the capabilities of the weapon to direct energy in physical action. The weapon in its holster, and the measure of force it stands for, is used to the extent that anyone dealing with the officer takes it into account, and modify their behaviour accordingly. That use is of nothing but potential, and yet it is undoubtedly an use to the exact extent that it modifies the behaviour of others. That also means that coercive diplomacy or treaths are use of force only to the extent that they are based on realistic possibility of actual use (both in terms of actual capability and willingness to use), that is to say, of its capacity to modify behaviour. If the police officer threatens to fire while aiming, if the officer lays a hand on the gun as it rests on its holster, or reaches to draw the weapon, or if the officer says “I’ll go downtown for my gun” different effects will result in terms of the utility of this potential in any given situation. That is the difference between a carrier based air strike, an overhead pass and circling in wait, the knowledge of the carrier offshore and effective command and control links, the threat of the carrier’s arrival sometime in the future, and the possibility of it being called itno the area at all. But use of force must include both actual and potential aspects or be useless as a category.

Particularly in what concerns Peace Keeping Operations, the distinction between Peace and War is affected by very reasonable political and even expedient administrative constraints. So, by political definition, peace operations are not war; cannot be described as war; and must always be approached in terms that emphasize its differences from war. That is politically sound only to the extent that war is defined as an act that is necessarily unilateral (as opposed to multilateral), guided by egotistical (as opposed to altruistic) or aggressive (as opposed to peaceful) purposes, or associated with political agendas that are deemed unacceptable (as opposed to those that are acceptable, i.e., self-defense). So, it is politically very clear that peace operations, Peace Keeping Operations (PKO) in UN parlance, must be something else other than war. 

Also administratively, and as a reflection of politically derived policies, a number of occurrences that are undoubtedly wars must be described as something else, such as emergencies, security incidents, crisis, police actions, or operations other than war
 in order to effectively and efficiently allow any given situation to be properly recognized and so allow specific, agreed-upon responses, resources and responsibilities to be called into action. The political (and administrative) character and context is all that lends of peace missions a distinctive denomination as something other than peace and other than war. The fact that such boundaries are established, in this context, arbitrarily, does not make them any less substantive or relevant. But we must neither so deeply acknowledge policy, nor so inure ourselves to habit, nor yet so accustom ourselves to expedients as to lose sight of what is essential in PKO. For to do so is to lose our capacity of addressing the phenomenon of PKO itself. 

Thus, this paper takes the basic definition of war as that of Clausewitz, that “War is... an act of force to compel our enemy to do our will”
. To that extent, it firmly places itself in the tradition of strategic studies; and as a result it will spouse a negative definition of peace as the absence of war
.

It can now be seen why this preliminary was necessary and unavoidable: without it, it would be too easy to sidetrack the point of the validity of addressing PKO by the theory of war or the theory of police, and demand or require a distinctive scientific status to peace operations from peace or war without clear conscience that such status stands solely on political or administrative grounds
. Only by clarifying what is meant by violence and force, by recognizing use of force in its actual and potential aspects, and by abiding to a conceptual understanding of war and peace, can we hope to be in a sound position to address the phenomenon of PKO in proper terms. But that also requires a brief acknowledgement of the diverse political, doctrinaire, and conceptual trajectories that try to address PKO.

2.2 Trajectories adressing PKO 
In spite of many efforts, we have yet to arrive at the formulation that allows us to classify, categorize and explain any one PKO in the context of all others in a clear and useful manner. There would seem to be at least three trajectories of the political, doctrinal and conceptual road that has taken PKO studies to the present that could profitably be taken into account, so as to outline the origins and some of the characteristics of the present situation
. This is meant as a tentative description of such trajectories qua processes, and should not be confused with the characterization of any individual or institution, although individuals and institutions do play roles in the trajectories described below
.

The first trajectory might be tentatively named “internationalist”. This denomination seeks to describe the work for, and towards, a particular set of political goals and their associated conceptual and doctrinal components. These goals could, perhaps, be described in broad lines as the commitment to further a more peaceful, more equitable and more just world. The specific agenda the springs from this commitment varies from time to time, as does its methods. But the emphasis on regulation and on the establishment of truly international or multilateral rules, conventions, laws and adjudication mechanisms might be recognized as a strong characteristic. Perhaps it would not be altogether inappropriate to find a tentative common point among the various threads of this trajectory, if not the pride of place, in the implementation of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights on a planetary basis. From the perspective of the internationalist trjectory the UN in general, and PKO in particular, are not to be considered so much for what it was, or even for what they are, but rather for what they can become
.

The second trajectory might tentatively follow a more institutional path, more explicitly linked to the demands of the armed services and of governments themselves. It also includes work at both governmental and non governmental think tanks and academic institutions. The second trajectory is primarily, but not exclusively, concerned with the proper use of military and organizational assets in various contexts as instruments of national political goals. It can perhaps be best described by an outline of particular thread of that trajectory. Starting, one might somewhat arbitrarily decide, with the insurgency / counter insurgency dilemmas of the Cold War, it evolved into a perception of these kinds of conflicts as part of a broader category, that of “Low Intensity Conflict” (LIC). The end of the Cold War brought to the fore an even broader understanding, that of LIC as one of various possible Operations Other Than War (OOTW). Within the framework of OTTW, in particular on Stability and Support Operations (SO and SO), one finds much of what is understood, elsewhere, to be PKO. There are, of course, various other perspectives that include or exclude particular aspects (e.g., infrastructure, health, development, etc), and that distinguish very clearly between domestic and foreign OTTW. In view of the formal, organizational and hierarchical nature of the documents in which this point of view is most commonly expressed, which fall into particular types and obey prescribed structures (e.g., field-manuals), one must be particularly careful not to mistake the imperatives of administrative expediency and statutory jurisdiction contained therein with the proposition of a framework, nor its operational and legal definitions with scientific concepts, although they can be found in other threads that make up this trajectory
. It is relevant to remark that the LIC trhead is at the same time part of a much larger effort than that of dealing with OOTW or PKO. One might argue that it in fact should be seen as inseparable from a wider effort that seeks to address and accommodate the realities of the post-Cold War world in terms of security and military requirements
.

The third trajectory is perhaps the least organized in institutional terms, but that does not imply it is of lesser importance than the previous two. It springs from the peace and conflict resolution studies and initiatives which gained a space of their own during the 20th Century. In its origins, it ranged from the need to deal with the aims of struggle and the roots of conflict themselves, but it also came to include a particular way of seeing and dealing with the issues of arms control, disarmament and with the technical expertise of negotiation. The context of such initiatives had to do with a particular political environment, which one might attempt to summarize as that which resulted from the wish to offer an alternative to the deadlock on security interests and the resulting dilemmas of the Cold War. Much of what we know today about the requirements and techniques of conflict resolution among differing cultural perspectives results from works along this trajectory
. 

To some extent, it does not seem altogether inappropriate to see this passage from peace studies into the treatment of PKO as a mirror to that from LIC to OOTW/PKO; and both as being, to some degree, an instrument to goals proposed from results of the internationalist trajectory. It is less clear how conceptions of peace studies and conflict resolution, which to this day still contain much of the self-sacrificial elements so important to is origins, changed into understanding about the security requirements of peace. One might argue that much of the original contents of peace studies trajectory, like that of the internationalist trajectory, are close to the very heart of the UN itself, and thus the lack of clarity of this component might result from its closeness to the center of the issue itself, to whiz, what is to be the role of the UN.

If one is willing to recognize the existence and differing contributions of these three trajectories, then it becomes possible to at least outline some characteristics and elements in the present situation. On the one hand, it contains many sterling bits of work, rich with innovative elements and expressing clear political positions and core values, supported by tactical expertise and technical sophistication, the whole of which readily supports consistent strategic perspectives and critical analysis of the first water. On the other hand, however, as its history suggests, it lacks a substantial common ground in terms of concepts and even perspectives; and it does present inconsistent or even contradictory directions in terms of expectations about PKO, their role, possibilities, requirements, methods, and results.

2.3 The value of theory
The task of perfecting this rich mixture into solid formulations is one of the most pressing tasks at hand. Any such a formulation must enable us to characterize what is normal in Peace Keeping Operations (PKO). That goes beyond, although it may require us to start by, establishing a terms of reference or agreeing on the compatible or incompatible aspects of contemporary frameworks, doctrines or terms of understanding. A very summary reveiw of what such an effort will entail formed the first part of these Preliminaries. Further, any such formulation requires that we come to terms with the theoretical foundations of PKO, which alone seem capable of meeting the requirement of describing normalcy. Only that description can allow us to characterize, anticipate and describe the expected requirements, methods, limitations and expected results of PKO in general; and thus enable us to recognize what is specific, particular and unique to any one actual PKO.

This paper seeks to further such a formulation by essaying two differing perceptions of PKO from established theoretical structures. In this way, I hope to illuminate how such perceptions can be of use for a more comprehensive and complete theoretical treatment of PKO. Nowadays, one is often driven to challenge existing paradigms, which would be, as far as this paper is concerned, a bit inappropriate and certainly overambitious. Alternatively, one is also constantly invited to try to address current problems by a truly novel, unprecedented approach. This paper does neither. I seek only to share a few considerations on how PKO as a phenomenon can be profitably described from two very distinct, and usually separated, but altogether established, theoretical perspectives, that of the theory of war and that of the theory of police. Further, I try to do so by very simple exercises, applying first one, and then the other, to PKO.

3. Peace Keeping Operations are a form of Coalition War

BURGUNDY 
My duty to you both, on equal love, Great Kings of France and England! That I have labour'd, with all my wits, my pains and strong endeavours, to bring your most imperial majesties unto this bar and royal interview, your mightiness on both parts best can witness. Since then my office hath so far prevail'd, that, face to face and royal eye to eye, you have congreeted, let it not disgrace me, if I demand, before this royal view, what rub or what impediment there is, why that the naked, poor and mangled Peace, dear nurse of arts and joyful births, should not in this best garden of the world, our fertile France, put up her lovely visage? (...)

KING HENRY V 
If, Duke of Burgundy, you would the peace, (...) you must buy that peace with full accord to all our just demands.

Henry V, Act V, Scene 2.
In order to address Peace Keeping Operations (PKO) from the theory of war, the following is proposed. A brief presentation of the theory of war is followed by the exercise of seeing how PKO fits in the definition of war, that is to say, the above mentioned “War is... an act of force to compel our enemy to do our will”
. Once satisfied that this is indeed the case, and that PKO are a form of coalition war, it can be described in terms of its distinguishing characteristics, proceeding then to take into account political, tactical and strategic considerations. 

3.1 A summary view of the theory of war

Clausewitz's most extraordinary achievement is often taken for granted, a sincere if unconscious tribute to his work. On War brought the people out of the background and to the center of the stage in our understanding of war. In all who preceded him, populations were treated as part of the environment. They were either hostile or friendly, but no one saw any value in their opinion. The trial of arms by a select few would settle ownership and control. The People were only part of the booty, and occasionally either a boon or a nuisance. This is definitely not so with On War: the People are an intrinsic, undeniable, irremovable part of war. So long as the People are aroused to resist, they might do without armies, or even without governments.

Clausewtiz’s approach to scientific method illuminates his subject uniquely: take a concept; explore its logical consequences to the full; look, really look, at reality. Where reality disagrees with logic, explain it logically but yield to reality. Logically, war should be absolute, an instanteneous pulse of violence of all available strength, leaving one side definitively disarmed and completely at the mercy of the other. But in reality war is never instantenous, nor engages all available strenght, and always ends before one side is completely disarmed; its results are very rarely final. 

Clausewitz distinguishes between wars that are and are not limited. What is at stake is the enemy’s evaluation of what doing our will entails, and thus of the enemy’s willing to go on fighting. As On War remarks, historically wars end short – often far short – of the complete overthrow of one of the sides involved. That is to say, before the enemy is helpless before us, incapable of resisting our will. However, it is essential to be able to distinguish between wars in which the expectation is that the enemy will yield to our will, and thus grant our goals, short of being overthrown (limited wars); and those in which what we seek to obtain would only be given after the enemy is indeed helpless to resist us. Although Clausewitz does not use the term “unlimited” war, it seems appropriate and consistent to do so, particularly since it is necessary to clearly distinguished between the two types of war in reality (limited and unlimited) and avoid mistaking either for the “absolute” war that only exists in the pure logical application of his concept in the first steps of his presentation
.

All this applies to war in its entirety, not just the (unlimited) war against Napoleon, in which nothing but the overthrow of France could produce peace; or to the (often limited) wars between States. Any war, granted that one understands it as “an act of force to compel our enemy to do our will”. It is surprising to see how far such a seemingly simple formulation can take us. There must be a prime political definition – the enemy – and a particular way of influencing the enemy’s behaviour: an act of force. Cold Wars, crisis, guerrilla, and as I will argue later on, peace operations – what are these but such acts of force? 

To that extent, attempts to identify the “intensity” of a given conflict must be seen as the result of administrative expedients (assigning responsibilities among agencies) and policy constraints (setting aside certain types of acts of force, or enemies, to special treatment). In the terms presented here, there is no spectrum of conflict – there is peace and there is war. Peace, in which the dealings among the various actors does not take into account the possibility of the use of force as an alternative – ordinarily, the bulk of human relations in such diverse spheres and commerce and culture, and diplomacy. A diplomatic crisis means that the use of force is not considered useful or appropriate by either side. War, in turn, whenever the actual or potential results of combat, of use of force, are indeed a consideration. 
Of course, politics is paramount. War is nothing but politics with “other means”. As Clausewitz remarks repeatedly, force is nothing but a political instrument. So it might not be politic, as presented in the preliminaries, to call a crisis a war; or a peace enforcement action war; or a counter-guerilla operation war; or the dash of a ship across the bow of another high in the Arctic war. But there is force, and the ambition to compel others by its use. In essence, they are acts of force that seek, that aim to compel others. Rigorously, they are wars.

It cannot be overemphasized that the above implies the omnipresence of alternative solutions and the possibility of a settlement short of the complete overthrow of the other, of a bargain of differing interests, of measured (political) assessment of what is at stake, induced or coerced by any other means. The aim of war is peace; a better peace, in terms of the winner, or peace, whenever both sides feel they gain more by the cessation rather than the continuation of hostilities. Thus you can buy peace, within limits; it depends bot on how much you are willing to pay and on how much your enemy values that which you seek of him. All such negotiations will be modified by what can be risked or gained in the field, of what can be taken as an acceptable result of ongoing or perspective results of the use of force, and the risk of being overthrown or of losing more than what is stake seems to be worth. It is always about intercourse, to which one might add the means of force. 

Military rules of engagement carry the limits and safeguards that bound the armed forces to such uses of force that further the political goals desired in a conflict between, let's say, nowadays, States. Military rules of engagement are defined primarily but not exclusively through political craft/statesmanship. They seek to organize the effect of compelence by force in accordance to the goals intended, no more. But that is quite a bit, since the effects of a particular use of force to compel, as well as the effects of such compelence, are also taken into account not only by the belligerents but by all concerned. 

In point of fact, from the point of view of pure reason, strategic studies must be understood beyond the current understanding of politics as an attribute of post-Westphalian States. That political goals pertain monopolistically to States is an arbitrary distinction, and very much in question in this first decade of the 21st Century. It gives substance to the politico-judicial understanding of Sovereignty more than anything else. Such a narrow definition of politics as an exclusive attribute of States is just a matter of historical circumstance. It does not reflect the essence of the matter except within narrow limits. A broader understanding of politics as the intercourse of groups would, at a stroke, illuminate the pervasiveness and breadth of the clausewitzian structure and dispel a narrow understanding of its value. This is particularly telling for PKO, where political groupings (that can become armed whenever they feel that better furthers their interests) that we do not seek to recognize as States, or are not States, or may not even wish to be States or part of States, must be taken into account.

Within this structure, politics, tactics and strategy are omnipresent in each act in war. They are omnipresent in each use of force and cannot, in fact, be separated, except, most frequently, for the most elementary tactical decisions. This division of politics, tactics and strategy are simply aspects of an analytical framework, that seeks to distinguish clearly the goals (or purposes, that is to say politics), the use of force in combat (or engagements, that is to say tactics) and strategy (that is to say the use of engagements for the purposes of politics). Combat, even when it does not take place in actuality, is at the center of the entire phenomenon of war. The balance of the potential outcome in the mind of the commanders is still combat, exactly for the reasons advanced to expresses use of force in both its actual and potential aspects. A direct result of such an understanding, of considerable importance to PKO, is that armed observation is thus unmistakably a form of war.
To fire single shot or automatically usually has only tactical meaning – in the strict understanding of the use of force in combat. But it might have strategic or political considerations that will overrule the tactical logic. If one is short of ammunition, strategic considerations (the capability of going on fighting after this engagement, that is to go on using combats to the purpose of policy) might have to be taken into account. If auto fire might injure bystanders, or escalate the engagement beyond what is politically desirable, then the rules of engagement (the expression of politics into tactical decision making, keeping the use of force, and thus the methods employed in war, subordinate to the political goal) might forbid any but clear, one-shot fire against enemies which have revealed themselves by firing first.

This brief and somewhat cursive presentation of the theory of war is followed by the basic inquiry as to whether PKO meet the definition of war.

3.2 Are PKO acts of force to compel others to our will?
Are PKO acts of force? And if so, are PKO acts intended to compel others do to our will? I would argue that both questions can be answered rather briefly in the affirmative, and that PKO are indeed a form of war.

On the one hand, Peace Forces (PF) are not forces gratuitously. Their arrival, as distinct from any others (e.g., negotiators, diplomats, mediators, NGOs, agencies) implies the possibility to the use of force. It is altogether irrelevant what specific rules of engagement (ROEs) will be attached to them. They are organized and capable of combat, again regardless of how effective they might be, or what restriction one might wish to apply to them. Unless one is willing to admit to ROEs of such a nature that they annul the existence of Peace Forces (and, even then, one might argue that sheer survival instinct would make them impossible to follow), the arrival of Peace Forces (PF) in a given area is unequivocally an act of force. PKO are an act of force against any and all that would act with force in that area if it were not for the presence of PF. This is true regardless of its coming into action or not, regardless of whether it can identify and distinguish between those who would have acted and those who wouldn’t, and regardless of what orders they have short of complete inaction (in which case, again, it makes no sense for them to be there in the first place). In fact, even with consent of all (or most, or those we choose to be) concerned, their very existence in a given place in a given time carries with it the undeniable fact of possible or potential use of force. Even armed observers are an act of force, and their observation cannot help but have the intention of compelling others to behave in particular ways.

On the other hand, Peace Forces are tools of Peace Keeping Operations, which do not exist by themselves. Their purpose is unmistakable, although its specific and even general goals might not be. They seek to carry out the “UN’s will”, as expressed by the Security Council. It is irrelevant if such will is consented by all (and it is conceivable that PKO could be used to ensure the materialization of that consent), or to most, or to many, or to few. It is also irrelevant how one values such will, or assesses such goals. It does not matter that the identity against which the act of force of sending peace forces is unknown (the “enemy”), or that such identity might vary over time or according to circumstances, or even that one elects a given condition (e.g., “armed conflict”) as the “enemy”. At each moment and place, a given set of real human beings will behave in undesirable ways, and PKO exist to compel them to do otherwise. That methods other than force will be used is theoretically certain, but that force becomes a consideration after Peace Forces arrive is undeniable. It is a matter of politics that some methods be preferred to others, and again of politics that certain methods or actions are to be banned entirely in view of the goals to be achieved. This is just as one would expect any war to be. What is the center of the matter is that there is a will to be carried out, the “UN’s will”. PKO seek to obtain certain effects, certain behaviour, and not to exercise any one method for its own sake. If the “UN’s will” is to obeyed, if its goals are to be achieved, then the purpose of the act of force embodied in PKO is clearly revealed. 

PKO are acts of force intended to compel to obedience of the UN’s will. An thus, they are a form of war. It remains to be seen what type of war, and with what distinctive characteristics. 

3.3 PKO as a form of coalition war – political considerations 
Peace Keeping Operations are a form of coalition war, since the UN does not contain a single set of political goal’s nor expresses a will of its own: its expresses the resultant will of its member States in general and, for PKO, of the Security Council in particular. This should come as no surprise, and a number of political considerations can be expected theoretically from that arrangement.

In a wo
rld of sovereign states, wars are to be fought not by judicial or supra-governmental mandates but rather in pursuit of State (“national”) objectives and goals. As a result, any collective action must take into account and be in some measure of accordance with the political goals and priorities of each State. From that point of view, any concerted action employing force by the UN is war by an alliance or coalition, and that understanding includes PKO as expressed above. 

The precise mechanisms through which any one action will be politically described or characterized as a UN action, a UN sanctioned action, or a UN authorized “coalition of the willing” do have a political meaning in terms of expectations and commitments. But the essential coalition character of UN use of force, and thus of PKO does not come into question. For the purposes of this exercise, it is enough to dwell on the more immediate theoretical consequences of such a situation.

A war by coalition will experience periods of greater and lesser convergence among the coalition’s members, and will have to craft terms which are acceptable to all participating States in a process of negotiation weighted by a variety of factors that will include each State’s domestic and foreign politics was well as their relative power, influence and interest on any given issue and on any given time. Like always in politics, this in turn will produce transitory situations in which all members are in complete agreement (rare but undoubtedly possible, in fact, the more possible the more urgent the matter), in which a certain amount of compromise is required, to the detriment either of the collective policies of the coalition or to the interests of some of its members; and in which such divergences can manifest themselves in contradictory or at least non-convergent policies and actions. Thus, the issues and problems associated with variance of commitment and policy present in PKO are not to be addressed as unique or unexpected, but as derivative of the very nature of the activity itself. Thus, the political commitment to PKO can take pride of place in considerations, and with that perspective, the perception of PKO as something other or lesser than war may, indeed, have contributed to some of its difficulties.

The logic of politics in PKO as a form of coalition war invites three immediate issues into consideration. The first has to do with the will that is to be fulfilled, that is to say, the nature of goals. The second has to do with nature of the opposition, that is to say, the “enemy” that has to be compelled. The third, last but very definitively not least, has to do with the political context in which PKO are expected to act, in particular the political status of the various groupings present. 

What is the UN’s will in specific terms? In other words, what are the goals of any PKO in political terms? It seems to me that, once PKO are recognized as a form of war, Betts’ point
 – who rules in the end – poses the essential question. He argues that such a decision must be made, and that postponement of this central issue serves no purpose but to undermine the very initiative of action. He points out that it should be made in advance and recognizes two possible criteria. On the one hand, it is undoubtedly easier and more economical, if the goal is indeed peace and stability, to decide on solid and pragmatic grounds. At the risk of reducing his argument, to take the issue in Alexandrine terms, and thus give support to and anoint into power “the strongest”. On the other hand, PKO can be used to support the rise to power of those with whom one shares a political affinity (e.g., democracy) regardless of their actual strength. This will of course entail taking care of the stronger alternatives, and thus will mean higher cost and expenditure of effort.

I would subscribe to Bett’s question and move on a little bit more. What kind of war will that specific PKO be? The development here is simple. Will it take a limited or an unlimited war to fulfill the goal of placing a given set of actors into power (e.g., the conditions and mechanisms and safeguards that will enable the democratic process)? We should take these terms precisely. Does a critical analysis of the situation support the perspective that after a number of successful actions and initiatives (which include, as necessary and convenient, the use of force), all relevant political groupings will be agreeable to a settlement? That is to say, that it is only necessary to raise the cost or add to the inducement and so, only a limited war is contemplated. Or, on the contrary, does that prognosis suggest that it will be necessary to overthrow one or some of those groupings, and thus this specific PKO is in fact a bid that requires winning an unlimited war? 

Politics run throughout such an analysis, for the very nature of the goals so enunciated will have very different political contents and results. Support for the strongest, while expedient, will rarely mean support for those which share a desirable outlook (again, e.g., democracy). So, from the pragmatic point of view of domestic policies of the various members of the coalition, which is presentable as the lesser evil: the support of a viable but undesirable (form of) government with reasonable short-term commitments or the more winded, expensive and trying support of those who would bring into being more acceptable (forms of) government. After all, what criteria can most democracies use to meet their constituency’s demands other than a positive answer to the question: will this particular PKO allow the people in the region to live so as to become “happy like us”?

Regardless of any such decision, the matters of consent and of impartiality (the latter of which forms the bulk of Betts arguments) place the proposed political expedient of impartiality, that is to say, the idea that the “enemy is conflict”, regardless of its doctrinal utility, in a quandary. For it is self evident that making the enemy conflict will translate into making enemies a given set of political groupings, in a more, or less, consistent manner. If this is not the case, then the situation is grave indeed, for Peace Forces have no criteria for their action other than hope of a largely spontaneous settlement. But as soon as any direction is decided upon, then even making the enemy conflict will not prevent assigning the enemy a more concrete identity. 

In short, the political issue of any PKO has to do with the creation of a peaceful situation, which can only result, according to the theory of war, from the establishment of a balance of power such that settlement is the best option for all concerned (or, at least, relevant). Since this balance of power will be perforce different from the one that existed before the arrival of Peace Forces, it will entail a change in the relative power of the belligerents, either by adding to the strength of some or reducing the strength of others. Any other approach will simply be innocuous. As a result, the willingness and capacity (most particularly, of supporting or resisting such changes) of both those who will be strengthened or weakened comes to the forefront of political considerations. To that extent, consent of all concerned (or, again, at least relevant) is not so much a precondition (except as a political precondition on the UN’s part) as a convenience.

A more explicitly political way of looking at this very same issue is to address the composition of the coalition that supports any PKO. Are a few, some or none of the belligerents “allies”, and thus entitled to the give and take process through which the differing perceptions and goals of the alliance are welded into common policies? And if so, what is the status of those groupings which are not recognized as “allies” and thus are barred from such prerogatives?

It would be surprising if any such questions could be answered in the abstract. This impediment is indeed what the theory of war would lead us to expect. The political (in the broader sense of reason, passion, and happenstance) context and the balance of power, if not more pragmatically the balance of forces in the region must be part of any such considerations, and in fact provide us with a tentative approach to the differing characteristics of various PKO. Thus I would propose a classification of PKO in terms of the political context in which goals are to be achieved. 

From the perspective of PKO as a form o coalition war, I argue against the utility of a classification of PKO by their goals, since those will be relatively homogenoeous and thus provide no clue as to the particular of the situation. All PKO seek peace, for instance. For the same reason, I see little utility in a classification of PKO based on its methods, since they will only be characteristic of PKO as long as they correspond to their actual needs, which will change with time. If the method chosen at the beginning proves inadequate, will it not change? That is, in fact, a call for the primacy of the political context in the classification of PKO. 

PKO might thus be better characterized by the political context in which they are expected to act: observation of quiescent belligerents (which are or wish to be different States), mediation between willing but still doubtful belligerents (which are or wish to be different States), intervention in Civil Wars (in which all belligerents view for the same State and thus wish to rule over one another), or intervention where belligerents are warlords (and thus the State either does not exist or is a legal fiction).

However, the clarification of the political considerations pertaining to PKO say little about is viability in concrete terms on any specific case. The matter is that of the dialectic between ends and means. Having presented some considerations as to ends, we must now address some on means, that is to say, the tactical considerations of PKO.

3.4 Tactical considerations in PKO
Tactics, that is to say, the employment of force in combat (or in the engagement) does not correspond to any one hierarchical level in organizations, but rather to an analytical perspective of the employment of force in combat (both actual and virtual, taking into account the aforementioned actual and potential aspects of the use of force). This is not the current practice in military organizations or in a large part of the literature, that associate politics, strategy and tactics (and variants), as well as “the operational level” to specific levels of military organization hierarchy. It turns out that is not the case as far as an application of the theory of war is concerned; the unity of the phenomenon of war makes it evident that even “lower level” echelons do make decisions which carry political meaning and impact. This is true for all wars, but particularly more so in inverse proportion to the frequency of actual use of force. A single-engagement war, to go on to the extreme, would subject the appropriateness of the use of force involved to a far more searching scrutiny than a thousand- or million-engagement war. The application and explanation of the “extraordinary” sensitivity to use of force in PKO seems self-evident given that perspective.

Tactics take into account all variables that affect the employment of force, from individual combatants to theater of operations. That means that only those results which are feasible or possible by the employment of force can fall within the purview of tactics. However, tactical results, regardless of their importance, are never the sole results to be obtained in war. They are simply the expression of force-on-force interactions within the broader scope of negotiations, and subordinate to the political goals to be achieved. As a result, any consideration of tactics must take into account at least two major constraints: those associated with the intrinsic capabilities of the means of force employed or available (i.e., the “grammar” of military means) and those that express the political goals for which force is employed (i.e., the rules of engagement).

Given the current variety of combat, combat support and support arms, as well as the existence of multiplier and logistical effects of supporting branches and systems, the consideration of tactics in PKO has to do with the particular mix of such arms and systems that make up any particular group of Peace Forces. Different armed forces and agencies have different capabilities in these terms, and each country’s own defense policy and force design decisions also modify the availability and specific capabilities of its troops and systems. 

The resulting capabilities play an inescapable role in the decision-making process of PKO. Each individual PKO will have to take into account the possibilities of force-on-force interaction, how to meet them with the components from each participating State, and allow for the response mechanisms capable of reacting to change in those possibilities. As in any war, decisions as to force composition based on strictly political criteria need to be tempered by the tactical requirements of possible engagements. To that extent, assembling the force mix of any one PKO on primarily political criteria (e.g., “light forces” are cheaper or less threatening, or convey to others a given level of commitment) while legitimate (that is indeed a political decision), may prove ineffective in terms of the tactical reality in which Peace Forces will be called to act, and thus fail to achieve the original political goals their employment sought to obtain. Going on further, there are tactical requirements that correspond to the current state-of-technique of force employment (e.g., forces without artillery and combat engineering lack powerful force multipliers, and will have capabilities far bellow what their raw numbers can express) which can only be ignored at a measure of peril to the tactical success of forces employed.

On the other hand, there are explicit political constraints and boundaries in the employment of means that derive directly from politics. This take place in any war regardless of the requirements of combat and of tactics, and are most visible when they imply a loss of tactical proficiency of effectiveness. That is to say, political decision may express preference or restriction for certain methods of force employment as part of its effort to achieve the political goals it seeks. Rules of Engagement (ROE) are the concrete expression of such concerns, and they are present in any war. The fact the on some occasions the ROE emphasizes the adherence to the tactical requirements in the employment of forces, or are tolerant with practices that maximize force effectiveness at the expense of collateral damage to lives and property does nothing to demit the constant presence. It is simply that in those circumstances the ROE allow for such practices since they do not undermine or compromise the political goals of that particular war. To that extent, it is reasonably clear that ROE vary with circumstances (explicitly or tacitly), and that, to take a war in which the issue might seem less relevant, the ROE of Allied forces on operations in France in 1944-45 were less tolerant of collateral damage than, say, the ROE of those same forces on operations in Germany proper for the same period.

Both the intrinsic capabilities or grammar of the means of force, and the political restraints or ROE under which Peace Forces operate are further conditioned by political perception and the resulting political direction. They are to be constrained so as to ensure their usefulness and effectiveness in producing a situation of self-reliant stability and peace. Tactical considerations, then, must adequately inform political decision as to the results that can produced within the scope of certain assumptions about its methods. To do otherwise is to risk Forces being in tactically untenable situations, as a result of being subject to arbitrary and potentially self-defeating confusion between the desired end result and the methods with which it is to to achieve them. This, in turn, leads directly to the consideration of the use of any such actions and uses for the purposes of politics explicitly, that is to say, to strategic considerations. 

3.5 Strategic considerations and means other than force in PKO

Strategy, that is to say, the use of the engagements to the purposes of politics, has to do with the changes in the balance of strength available to either side in a given area of operations, so that the goals of politics can be fulfilled. In the case of unlimited wars, that translates into the overthrow of all forces that would resist such goals, and thus in the monopoly of force over all areas which could become sources of potential enemy force. In the case of limited wars, it is enough to obtain such a situation in which the desired goals can be obtained or defended with the expectation of success over time, and thus be open to a settlement under those terms. As a result, strategic considerations proper deal primarily with the conditions and circumstances in which engaging, or not engaging, opposing forces can be expected to produce a favourable change in the balance of forces, taking into account the primacy of political goals and effects of its choices as well as the possibilities and requirements for tactical success.

That is tantamount to say that no one strategy will apply to all PKO, since both the political and tactical contexts and requirements will differ from case to case and, indeed, from moment to moment. Further, any war, but PKO in particular, include the alternatives of coercion and inducement that are provided by means other than force, in particular those which can change the existing balance of forces in desirable directions. Those alternatives provide further direction to strategic considerations, to the extent that engagements will have to be considered for the establishment, protection and support of any such initiatives.

As a thought experiment, let’s imagine a PKO in which only two factions, one stronger, the other weaker. Let’s further assume that political decision is such that the currently weaker faction is to be brought on to a balance with the stronger one, and further that certain activities (e.g., infrastructure investments, institutional reform, etc.) need be done that will, over time, bring about such a situation. It is irrelevant if this will come to pass by addition to the strength of the weaker, by weakening of the stronger or by any such a change so long as the same end result is obtain (e.g., the preponderance of a tertius, say a federated democratic government, in which both are to be represented). That the weaker faction will become stronger over time lends strategic consequence to these activties. 

It is to be expected that the stronger of the two factions will be aware of this, and if it chooses to resist such a change, will take action. Thus the matter will become of proper strategic conduct on the part of the Peace Forces, that is to say, the choice of those engagements which it will – or will not – accept in order to defend the maturing process of those activities. Now, strategically, the issue admits a variety of solutions depending on the amount and quality of forces available to the Peace Forces and to the weaker faction vis a vis the stronger one, and the political value of any one tactical success or failure and all other tactical elements (e.g., terrain, season, etc.). If the assembly of Peace Forces and the weaker faction is such that no possible favourable outcome can be expected by acts by the stronger force, the balance of forces is already changed. If the stronger faction is willing to accept that, a “peaceful” solution will result. It may be, however, that the stronger faction is unwilling to accept such a circumstance, and that it will require being overthrown before it will yield to such a situation. If, conversely, Peace Forces are not strong enough to clearly herald such a change in the balance of forces, than it is only to be expected that the stronger faction will act so as to try to obtain in the present what it is certain to lose in the future.

It is precisely because the balance of forces (or, more widely, the balance of power) in any one region will not evolve naturally into a desired direction Peace Forces are required in the first place. In order to produce the desired political goal of a self-reliant and sustained peace, the simple garrisoning by Peace Forces will not provide an acceptable solution, although it might, as in the thought experiment presented above, produce a more acceptable balance of forces for the time being. But changes in other spheres of life, in particular, in the sources of forces (and thus of power) of one or either faction, are necessary to fulfill that goal. As a result, PKO will inevitably have to take into account the extent and nature of such initiatives, or face unending demands for its presence. 

One way or another, PKO are involved in determining the balance of forces in a given region, or they have failed completely in their intended mission. To the exact extent of their success, that is, the establishment of peaceful conditions, they may gain a defining role in terms of the enforcement of order, law and justice in peaceful conditions, as opposed to the building of such conditions in the first place. Due to the nature of its political goals, which aim at a stable, self-reliant peace, Peace Forces then must play a decisive role in the practical and institutional reality of such enforcement, either by providing or establishing or reforming existing arrangements whenever they are judged deficient or simply do not exist. In such circumstances, inescapably, the consideration of PKO responsibilities and the requirements of any such arrangements will come to the fore, the more successful they be in providing for peace. But that is only its most visible aspect, for PKO have responsibilities, as touching the mandate of the use of force on the territory they operate, from the very first moment of their arrival. This leads to the issue multicultural policing as an intrinsic part of PKO in inverse proportion to the acceptability (and even existence) of State’s arrangement in the provision of law enforcement and public order, and is covered next. 

4. Peace Keeping Operations as Multicultural Policing

FLUELLEN 
The perdition of th' athversary hath been very great, reasonable great: marry, for my part, I think the duke hath lost never a man, but one that is like to be executed for robbing a church, one Bardolph, if your majesty know the man; his face is all bubukles, and whelks, and knobs, and flames o' fire; and his lips blows at his nose, and it is like a coal of fire, sometimes plue and sometimes red; but his nose is executed and his fire's out. 

KING HENRY V 
We would have all such offenders so cut off: and we give express charge, that in our marches through the country, there be nothing compelled from the villages, nothing taken but paid for, none of the French upbraided or abused in disdainful language; for when lenity and cruelty play for a kingdom, the gentler gamester is the soonest winner.

Henry V, Act II, Scene 6.
In order to address Peace Keeping Operations (PKO) from the theory of police, the following is proposed. A brief presentation of the theory of police is followed by the exercise of seeing how the circumstances under which PKO assume the mandate of use of force can be broadly described as multicultural policing, remarking on a few of its distinguishing characteristics.

4.1 Theory of police

There is no consensus on the nature and scope of a theory of police. On the one hand, police studies reflect the paradoxical situation of police forces themselves, that is to say, that they are among the best known (i.e., it is reasonable to expect that most people are aware of its existence and how to address it in case of need) and the least understood (i.e., what the police actually do is at a far variance from most of the expectations and images of their activities) of governmental agencies. On the other, the strong organizational emphasis on law enforcement as that of defining the nature of police organizations of the last five or six decades while essential to their professionalization, has in fact mangled the understanding of the full course of its mandate. That notwithstanding, few would argue against the value and intrinsic worth of a theoretical perspective that sought to see the police as part of the coercive instruments of the State and that, as a result, identified its authorizative mandate. 

Bittner’s (1990b) essay fulfill all such requirements. After distinguishing between the specific nature of police in contemporary times as distinct from the civil governance of the interior (a common usage to the 18th century), he goes on to place it as one of the various organizations of regulation and coercion of the State, and I would clarify, in particular, of the State under the Rule of Law. Under a Weberian structure, any such organization must have a rule or norm that authorizes a given mandate; a form of impersonal and universal application; and a technical standard of proficiency. The matter can turn, then, to the nature of the authorizative mandate of police forces. Bittner shows that the mandate of the police is distinct from that of the enforcement of the law, on two counts. First, no police can be called upon to enforce all laws all the time. Hence, selective enforcement is an unavoidable reality of police work. Further, the police will not act equally against all violations, but only against a narrow set among them, deferring others to other branches of enforcement and coercion (e.g., the police will act immediately against a purse snatcher, but will forward a complain against a shady business deal to other agencies). Second, the police will act, and be expected to act, in a wide variety of circumstances in which “something that should not be happening is happening and someone must do something about it now
”, that is to say, in emergencies and other contingencies (e.g., assisting an accident victim or escorting a woman in labour to the hospital through the red lights). Further, police action on most occasions and invariably in emergencies and contingencies does not stem from legal reasoning, but from ad hoc and prompt assessment by the individual police officer as to the need and propriety for his or her intervention. As a result, the police is unique and distinctive by the fact that it alone of all governmental institutions is empowered and required to compel obedience to a transitory, immediate and expedient solution of its own devising, brooking no resistance, delay, amendment or opposition whatsoever. Thus, the  authorizative mandate of the police becomes clear: it is the mandate of the use of force under the Rule of Law.

This brief theoretical overview clarifies the way the provision of police services extend beyond the confines of law enforcement to those of public order, public safety and public assistance. It is essential to go a little beyond Bittner and emphasize how the character of such mandate makes its affiliation to a fully fledged criminal justice system only partial, and to some extent conditional. Most of the work of the police in the provision of public assistance, safety and order, and a substantial part of its law enforcement role, does not ordinarily require any further activity other than the compliance to police direction and the prospect of continuing police intervention. The deterrent effect of the penalties that can be ascribed by the criminal justice system or by the courts does play a role in the workings of police in all societies. But, in fact, only a minute percentage of police interventions results in prosecution of any kind, of which again only a few ever result in a conviction. The voluntary compliance to sanctions and penalties (e.g., fines) and, conversely, civil actions, with or without polcie intervention, play a far larger role in providing order in democratic life. The long continuity of these non-law enforcement police services providing for the support and maintenance of order gain the force of habit, to the point in which the idea of the police (i.e., “Stop that or I’ll call the police”) becomes a preeminent factor in the preservation of order in society. 

Having briefly presented the theory of police clarified its partial affiliation to a criminal justice system, we can proceed to the analysis of PKO responsibilities as touching the mandate of the use of force and its character as that of multicultural policing.

4.2 pko and the mandate of the use of force: multicultural policing

The political goals of PKO require them to produce a self-reliant, stable peace on the territory they operate. To the direct extent of the acceptability (and existence) of the State’s arrangements for public order and law enforcement in those territories, and in direct relation to its success, this inescapably places the mandate of the use of force in the forefront of its responsibilities. Thus, from the very beginning, any one PKO will have to determine how it will deal with its responsibility for the provisions of order, safety, assistance, law and justice on the territory on which they operate. There are at least three aspects that will constrain any such attempt. First, it will be necessary to decide and implement a measure of compromise between those requirements of the provision of order, and further on, of law as expressed by the UN, those of the tradition(s) of the various components that make up that particular Peace Force as well as, and particularly, the tradition(s) of the various populations affected. Second, it will be necessary to determine the type of relationship between the Peace Forces and the local organizations charged with providing law and order in all its levels, if any. Third, it will be necessary to address a few notes as to the effect of any such actions in view of the first two. 

Peace Forces operate under the general constraints of the UN and are thus subject to the regulations and provisions of that organization. This requires them to act in accordance with the principles and rules of the organization, among them the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and other specific documents relating to law enforcement, public order and safety. Also, Peace Forces carry their own legal and order traditions and rules, which will differ, to some extent, from those of the UN, and will be very markedly influenced by the specific disciplinary codes of its military component for “occupation duty” or “homeland operations”. Finally, as Peace Forces will rarely share all legal and social traditions with the peoples of the territory they operate on, a third source for what is proper expectations, behaviour and initiative in providing for order and law and justice will be present. Additional perspectives, such as multi-agency forces (and, in particular, its Civilian Police components) or multi-ethnic populations only add to the problem, but do not change it essentially. For the need to provide for, support and establish a workable compromise among these, if for no other reason, PKO involve aspects of multicultural policing, that which might be called “alien-community” policing, in order to emphasize the need to respect local communities’ expectations. 

That requirement is in place regardless of their position in the provision of police services, even if that position is intended as that of a non-intervening observer, and even if all UN personnel are given extraterritorial status. In other words, it is conceivable to have a mandate (e.g., “traditional peacekeeping”) in which it is decided that the issue of order and law does not fall under the purview of UN PKO. That is also a decision, the more applicable the less inhabited the territory where PKO are to take place. But the fact remain that such a decision is necessary, and that it will have to be explicit; hence the default responsibility is to some extent recognized. 

Second, and as a result, Peace Forces’ and PKO need to take into account that, regardless of the administrative subordination of its components (military, constabulary, civilian police or other agencies) its responsibilities entail positive action in terms of dealing with multicultural policing. The existence of full, some, little or none indigenous institutions and police forces does not change the essential responsibility on public security. As long as the UN represent an expressive component of the balance of forces in any one region, that very quality lends them the role of a possible source of appeal. Even when PKO are intended to do nothing but monitoring, their very presence implies the possibility, and hence the responsibility, to act upon gross violation of human rights or international conventions. All that is necessary is to consider the consequences of simple omission in any such case. And the experience of policing suggests that far less clear issues than gross violations will come up. The existence (and acceptability) of local organizations does affect the organizational solutions that will be called into being, and in particular the role of police patrolling that may be required of Peace Forces. The issue here is that multicultural policing is nowhere a settled issue or a closed matter; not in the most developed democracies nor in the most multicultural societies. The conditions in which PKO take place reflect, also, the willingness of groups to take up in arms to defend what they consider to be their proper way of life. So, realistically, it might be too much to ask PKO to come up with more than tentative, transitory solutions, confined to the provision of public order.

Third, if these issues can be justly considered secondary where belligerent states which seek a settlement over a disputed border or after a war, the more PKO are called to act in helping nation- or State-building, the more delicate and central their role in providing for the basics of multicultural policing becomes, and the more perilous it seems to attempt to move beyond the provisions of public order into the realms of law enforcement. 

The theory of policing readily supports the perception that the elements that give structure, meaning and staying power to order and law arrangements go far beyond the reach of the mandate of force in such a setting. It is daunting to contemplate PKO as responsible or even involved in providing for the habits, structures and institutions that can provide public order, law enforcement, public safety and justice to multicultural, self-reliant, stable and peaceful society. And more, to do so in such way that they remain functional once Peace Forces retire. There is no theoretical reason to expect that even a drawn-out, long and delicate process will ever achieve that goal, barring social engineering on an unprecedented and, at the very least, polemic scale and depth. 

In point of fact, if PKO are indeed to be expected to provide for such institutions and to so operate them as to realistically hope for their self-reliant and autonomous operation, then PKO inescapably gain the role of civilizing missions, and thus the first aspect, that of the matrix upon which such a mission would be carried out, returns to the fore with full strength, and pose substantive political questions of its own.

5. Final Remarks

I will confine my final remarks to four points, trying summarize to some extent the results so far obtained in the application of established theoretical constructs of war and police to PKO, offering a few remarks on PKO force planning before adding a few remarks on the value of theoretical efforts.

The first point has to do with the application of the theory of war to PKO. Describing PKO as a form of coalition war is not in accord with many established political and administrative practices. However, once the matter is placed in terms of its fulfillment of the definition of war according to Clausewitz, as an act of force which aims to compel others to do our will, the matter seems to become one of simple recognition. 

The gain of such a recognition is considerable. From a series of potentially unique and isolated acts we can now take PKO under the wing of a well developed field, with a substantial body of literature. In this paper I have touched briefly on the political, tactical and strategic considerations of PKO from such a perspective. I would single out the primacy of the political context as the basis for a classification of PKO as the most promising result of this exercise. That seems particularly telling in view of the limits of goal- and method- or approach-based classifications to either describe or accommodate change in actual operations. Also, this primacy of politics allows the recognition of the central character and importance of Betts’ question as to the paramount issue of any PKO, that is to say, who will rule in the end. 

Once PKO is recognized as a form of coalition war, the need to distinguish its character as a limited or an unlimited war (in which only the overthrow of the opposition will obtain the political goals desired) provides a solid basis for the assessment of its viability. The unstable political dynamics of wartime coalitions serves to assuage the seemingly intractable problems of unity of effort and resolution, with the insight on consent as part of the selection of which belligerents on the ground will have the status, and thus the prerogatives, of members of the coalition. The need to take the tactical requirements for altering the balance of force into account comes to the fore, and thus the need for considering realistic worst-case as opposed to best-case scenarios for use of force in Peace Forces composition. Each aspect seems to gain distinctive clarity when perceived from the point of view of PKO as a form of war. Last but not least, the strategic considerations of PKO bring some light to the issue of a doctrinal strategy for PKO, revealing its potential as a source of frustration rather than a solution. In addition, by recognizing PKO as a form of war, the roles of positive and coercive inducement can find their proper place, as in any war. Thus, for example, something is gained to the understanding of those instances in which an alteration in the sources of strength becomes necessary to bring about the desired change in the balance of forces. This allows one to see that there is theoretical support for PKO strategies that will entail and incorporate the requirements and possibilities of means of force in support to the use of means other than force. 

The second point results from describing multicultural policing as an intrinsic part of PKO, in what might be termed “alien-community” policing. This corresponds to singling out its most challenging aspect once a workable balance forces has been obtained. Regardless of their mandate and ROE, even observation by UN Peace Forces cannot help but bring the prospect of an evaluation and thus of an assessment, and hence potentially of action. If explicit mandates will rule out such considerations, I would argue that this is so precisely because these responsibilities are indeed intrinsic to any UN sponsored or supported operation. 

The closer a positive mandate gets to the actual creation of the institutions responsible for the provision of order, law, safety and justice, the more intense the requirements for working out a compatible compromise among UN, Peace Forces and local populations conception and expectation concerning “proper” (since they will not necessarily converge) provision for order and law. It must be emphasized that there are no entirely satisfactory multicultural policing approaches anywhere. They remain a challenge in all multicultural societies and, as a result, moderation should rule when PKO goals are established in this regard. 

If, additionally, PKO are to take up and carry out the tasks of nation-building or State-building to be achieved, then it becomes necessary to emphasize two concerns. On the one hand, establishing a balance of forces and organizing policing by themselves provide a larger share of providing public order and safety than most imagine, specially in contrast with an immediately previous situation of disorder or even civil war. The point is that such arrangements can indeed do more than expected. Well organized, consistent, even-handed policing alone, even if based on an “alien” set of values, can support the local production of order. This is particularly the case in more ruralized, or less urbanized, societies. Modern police forces are city creatures, and the more rural a society is, the more traditional mechanisms of order persist. Thus, one should be aware that more than just the appearance of order can result by policing efforts alone. However, such arrangements will not necessarily follow the Rule of Law, but rather the local traditions. On the other hand, it must be borne in mind that the task of building self-reliant, stable and viable institutional arrangements for justice are indeed the task of building the State. They may entail a potentially controversial amount of intervention, while remaining, in the end, beyond the scope of any PKO’s resources. And, on the gripping hand, any effort that seeks such a level of social engineering cannot fail but to bring back to full political consideration its continuity and desirability, since it cannot be taken as a anything but as a full fledged effort at civilizing according to foreign conceptions, with all that entails.

The third point has to do with some force planning considerations for PKO. As far as force planning of Peace Forces is concerned, the two brief theoretical exercises outlined in this paper do bring out quite a few points. I will do little more than single out a couple that seem more interesting in the light of what I perceive as the state of the current debate. 

In the first place, there is the matter of tactics to consider. Without in any way challenging the paramount and final character of political decision, it seems that some sort of forces-to-task analysis has to be brought into PKO decision making process. This seems particularly the case as far as force design and force sizing are concerned. The recognition of PKO as a form of coalition war allows the long standing body of knowledge about the peculiar nature of such arrangements to be brought to bear, as well as more realistic and informed threat-analysis on the basis of reasonable resistance to the goals to be achieved. I am concerned with the proper consideration of such as combined arms, mission capability and the multiplier effects of supporting arms and systems which are at the core of the current state-of-technique of force employment, and particularly concerned with their seemingly absence from PKO considerations. While there is some truth in the logic that less is more, and that forces present but not engaged can be more eloquent than forces used, the reverse can also be true. That is, that more is less, that overwhelming strength can produce no use of force at all. It is a matter or circumstance, of political context, and of balance of forces that will support the desired goals, the primacy of which I have already addressed above. Once PKO are taken as a form of war, many devices and arguments for its sizing must be considered in the light of the state-of-technique of the use of force as well as in the light of domestic politics and diplomatic contexts. 

To that extent, the additional requirements of multicultural policing for any PKO are part and parcel with the above force sizing and composition, but with the perspective of the state-of-technique of police, rather than tactics, in mind. It is indeed a challenge to have experienced police officers that are qualified to such multicultural environment, often under a definition of “proper” order and law expectations at great variance with their experience. Regardless of the effort to establish and support local police organizations, there is real substance behind the idea that, like many nations now prepare their armed services of peacekeeping duties, the time has come for similar efforts in terms of police forces. This will entail a broadening of the multicultural education, enhanced sensitivity to the specific cultural perspectives and the differing requirements expectations of order and law in different cultures. “Alien-community” policing can serve as a summary terms for this challenge. This also offers the opportunity of a higher level of pre-qualification to such officers, in particular in what concerns their preparation for the oversight, reform or even creation of entire police forces. This is perhaps one of the most challenging and most profitable areas for UN establishment of a body of internationally agreed upon technical and procedural references and best practices, since it can provide a much needed outside reference to the public security and police reform debate in all democratic countries.

Then there is the force component that will have to address the needs associated with coercive and positive inducements for a settlement. It is perhaps an implicit (and reasonable) matter of UN policy that any effort in this direction on the ground will be positive barring the use of, say, sanctions or embargoes. The latter will fall under the purview of policing or, eventually, combat, and are thus covered above. However, it is unavoidable to conclude that if the case is indeed of positive inducement on the ground, then the action of PKO will have to entail a measure of privilege. Privilege in the sense that those regions which have gone into instability may require the investment or concessions in such terms and structures as that they do not possess and / or cannot obtain by themselves. It is of little consequence if such investments or concessions will be directed to material (roads, power, ports etc.), or immaterial (educational, organizational, institutional etc.) assets or to special conditions within the international system (interest rates, export/import benefits, etc). The point remains that such requirements will be a possible alternative to obtain the desired goals, and thus that not only the capabilities to implement them, but their cost, will have to be in some way incorporated into the cost of any one PKO that has use for them.

As my final point, I think it is appropriate to argue for the utility of contributing to PKO through a properly theoretical perspective. Regardless of the utility of the particular exercise of this paper, the fact stands that the growing importance of PKO, and the accumulation of experiences, suggests that such an endeavour might indeed have become possible. There might be enough material and study to enable a more robust conceptual framework or, at the very least, for a measure of settlement among the various trajectories and results obtained to date. 

I would be remiss if I did not express the view that efforts that seek to take PKO as a category of phenomena all by themselves, and thus argue for freestanding “theory of PKO” are bound either to fail, or to reveal themselves redundant with contributions from other, more established theoretical constructs. I would go so far a to say that a comparative study between the evolution of the specialty fields of “crisis management” and “PKO” might provide a useful reference for any such attempts at a freestanding theory, and illuminate a more comprehensive review of the ways the internationalist, Low Intensity Conflict and Peace Studies trajectories have addressed PKO.

So once again we come back to the need for a proper theoretical approach to PKO. If for no other reason, because theory alone seems to have the potential of characterizing normalcy and, thus, of allowing the distinction of the particular and peculiar aspects of each individual peace keeping effort. Theory plays the role of a great economizer in analysis. Properly done, it allows one to take what theory tells us to expect as a given, and thus frees our minds to focus on the specifics of a given situation. In this paper, I have tried to share the current status of an effort take PKO as a phenomenon on its own terms, to address it, as far as possible, with the perspectives of the theories of war and of police, sharing some of its results and trying to express its utility for the analysis of PKO. The importance of such analysis for the effectiveness and the future of PKO seem beyond dispute.
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� I would direct the reader to Rikhyie 1997 for a candid history of the expedient way peace keeping operations developed since their inception. See also Leentjes 1997, and in particular Lorenz 1998 for a comment on a case of how domestic policies influence a country’s attitude leading it to modify PKO expectations and responsibilities to suit its own interests. This is not a matter of criticism of said decision, but only a remark on the fragility of current definitions for dealing with reality.


� See, for instance, Boutrous-Gahli (1994, 1995); for a broader survey, the reader is directed to Fishel 1998a; Morrison, Fraser & Kiras 1997, and Sharp 1995, Lindenmayer 1997 as well as the UN’s own website, at � HYPERLINK http://www.un.org ��www.un.org�.


� If self-defense of UN Peace Forces is understood so as to include the self-defense of forces acting in compliance of their commanders’ orders, or, more broadly, the self-defense of any and all actions required to carry out their mandate, it becomes exceedingly difficult to tell such acts of “self-defense” from ordinary military orders. The assumption that all such acts of self-defense will be carried out as response to direct attack and / or with “restraint” is a valid bid for a tactical character of PKO, but then again begs the question of what “direct attack” means, on the one hand; and to what extent “restraint” applies to an ongoing campaign. For instance, is direct act to be measured exclusively by action, and not potential, that is to say, a unit being progressivelly surrounded is not allowed to act against that encirclement until fired upon? For instance, a well conducted pursuit might eliminate the possiblity of further attacks by a given group; is allowing said force to escape once it ceases firing restraint or is it conducting that pursuit with a priority on taking prisoners and strict fire control restraint? This is a matter that needs to be addressed by realistic and feasible Rules of Engagement. Efforts to find a way out of this quandary still leave us in a definitely gray area. See Daniel 1997 for a succinct review of the issues involved. For another view, see Livermore 1997.


� Such dissatisfaction can be expressed rather candidly by academics, for instance Fishel 1998b or Dziedzic 1998; but the emphatic call for clear resolve, unity of effort, clarity on the matter of consent and others is also evident in far more sedate texts such as, for example, Bonn and Baker 2000. See also Manwaring and Fishel 1998 for a thorough summary of what “lessons should have been learned”.


� Does a single case of failure on peace enforcement authorize, by itself, the invalidation of the concept? See Daniel 1997 for the presentation of the fragility of such a position, and also Betts 1995 for structural problems on the nature of PKO as currently understood. 


� I am well aware of the rather substantial body of literature that I have not as yet had the opportunity to peruse. So, if any of what follows below has already been expressed elsewhere, I gladly concede the honour and in fact would appreciate to be directed to it.


� I have worked, particularly with Eugenio Diniz and Salvador Ghelfi Raza, on the contemporary value of Clausewitz’s theory of war to strategic studies. This has been a rather prolific endeavour, and a selection of previous passages of this ongoing effort can be found in Proença Jr & Diniz 1998, 2001; and Proença Jr, Diniz & Raza 1999.


� I have worked, particularly with Eugenio Diniz and Jacqueline Muniz, on the contemporary value of Bittner’s theory of police to current analysis. A sample of such work can be found in Muniz, Proença Jr & Diniz 2000.


� I am indebted to the members of the 1997 force planning seminar for the stimulus that brought about the insight of crisis as a case of limited war, in particular to Salvador Ghelfi Raza. I would point out that there is something to be learned about the parallel development of “crisis management” in relation to the discussion of PKO. Both are presented as subjects in their own right, and requiring specific and particular freestanding theoretical constructs. I argue that this is not the case. 


� Clausewitz 1993: 83.


� This is indeed often the case in science. Thermodynamics, to quote a ready example, has no concept for “cold”; cold is simply the absence of heat.


� Again, the case of crisis management is telling. The reader is directed to Boutrous-Gahli 1994, 1995 in contrast with Bonn and Baker 2000.


� I took a minimalist approach to the needs of the paper. Perhaps it will be the case for a fuller review later on. 


� Again, I decided on a very “least necessary” and altogether impressionistic approach. I would suggest the contrast among Fishel 1998a, Barrasch 1990 and Detter 2001 for those interested in following this perception of trajectories applied to PKO.


� I am indebted to Clovis Brigagão for his lucid remarks on the importance and perception of this component of the PKO trajectory.


� An excellent example of one such thread is the Manwaring Paradigm, which evolved out of the SWORD model in the last decade or so. See Fishel 1998b for the history and also Last 1998 for a summation.


� I can find no evidence more telling of the reach of these efforts than the addition of the item “Civilian Considerations” on to the secular “mission-enemy-time-terrain–troops” METT-TC acronym by the US Army. See Boon and Baker 2000, or visit the US Army site at � HYPERLINK http://www.army.mil ��www.army.mil�. for FM-100-5 Operations, the cornerstone of US Army doctrine.


� I would direct the reader to the elements presented in Barrasch 1990; and to Last 1997.


� Clausewitz 1993: 83.


� I am indebted to Paul K Davis for his questions, which have helped me focus the matter as I would perhaps otherwise not have done. Any student of war holds an eternal debt to Clausewitz’s widow, Marie. For the reader, I would point out Clausewitz 1993, with a particular note on the essays this edition contain, and call attention to the very useful developments contained in Corbett 1988. The Calusewitz Home Page, maintained by Christopher Bassford, is a magnificent first reference for those with an interest on Clausewitz. (� HYPERLINK http://www.clausewitz.com ��www.clausewitz.com�).


� This development is somewhat better annotated in Proença Jr & Diniz 2001.


� See Betts 1995. See also Wiseman 1997.


� There is a growing perception of the importance of the peace keeping in terms of the provision of public order, law enforcement and justice. This takes the form of the discussions on the Civilian Police (CIVPOL) component of PKO. For a broad overview, see Oakley, Dziedizc and Goldberg 1998; in particular, the reader is directed to Rodriguez 1998, a Q&A with the Chicago Chief of Police Matt Rodriguez and to Oakley & Dziedzic’s 1998 Conclusions. 


� I share some of the work towards a theory of police with Jacqueline Muniz, although the particular formulation expressed here evolved without her valuable contributions. I would direct the reader to Bittner 1990a,b.


� Bittner 1990b: 251.


� I would direct the reader to Dziedzic 1998, Kelly 1998 and Findely 1997; the multicultural challenges of police work, and the clear diagnosis on the limits to all existing solutions and approaches can be found in Shusta et al. 1995.
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