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The purpose of this discussion paper is threefold: (1) to present the current background of the debate on the reform of the United Nations; (2) to offer some ideas on how the EU and its member states could contribute to UN institutional reform; and (3) to discuss more specific suggestions to reinforce the EU’s contribution to the UN in the field of peacekeeping.

1. Background

In the last eight months, three reports previously commissioned by the UN Secretary-General have been published. They all have implications for the reform of the United Nations – a theme that will be high on the agenda of the next General Assembly, when the UN celebrates its 60th anniversary. These reports are:

Fernando Henrique Cardoso, chairman 

We the peoples: civil society, the United Nations and global governance

Report of the Panel of Eminent Persons on United Nations–Civil Society Relations

7 June 2004

http://www.globalpolicy.org/reform/initiatives/panels/cardoso/0611report.pdf
Anand Panyarachun, chairman

A more secure world: our shared responsibility

Report of the High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change

2 December 2004

http://www.un.org/secureworld/
Jeffrey Sachs, chairman

Investing in development: a practical plan to achieve the Millennium development goals

Report of the UN Millennium Project

17 January 2005 

http://unmp.forumone.com/
The first report, which recommended a greater involvement of non-governmental organisations in the work of the UN, led to some reactions last summer, including the UN Secretary-General’s own proposals,
 and a whole range of responses from NGOs.
 The other two reports have not yet been discussed in the United Nations. 

Bearing in mind those reports, and especially the paper presented by the High-Level Panel, the Secretary-General will submit a set of proposals for UN reform in March. Therefore, between March and September, when the General Assembly resumes in New York, the EU member states will have to define their positions vis-à-vis the debate on reform that will take place at the 60th General Assembly.

It is to be expected that EU member states’ positions will be as coordinated as possible before that debate. Indeed, the European Security Strategy (ESS) and other EU documents underline the EU’s commitment to effective multilateralism, and the reform of the UN is an excellent opportunity to put this idea into practice. Lack of action in this regard by EU member states or, even worse, dramatic lack of agreement on sensitive issues, such as UN Security Council reform, might undermine the credibility of the ESS and CFSP in general. 

The Luxembourg and United Kingdom
 presidencies will coordinate contacts between EU member states prior to the 60th UN General Assembly. With a view to helping to reflect during that preparatory phase, the Institute is organising a seminar on “The EU and the United Nations: implementing effective multilateralism” scheduled for 21 March, which will result in a publication.

Groundwork for the forthcoming debate on UN reform in EU members’ capitals and Brussels will not be an easy task. A number of general remarks in this respect can be made:

· During the coming months, some pressure from public opinion and the media will be exerted on European governments to produce innovative views on the reform of the UN. Many official speeches and declarations have stated that the world has changed; as a consequence, many academics, civil society activists and think-tankers are expecting substantial changes in the global institutions. 

· As far as the role of civil society is concerned, it is clear that NGOs (including human rights, environmental and other advocacy groups) have an increasing impact on international relations; however, their involvement in global governance – beyond the informal role they now play – is not as clear. The EU and its member states may consider three options: (a) to let the NGOs operate informally as they do now; (b) to associate them more actively with the work of the UN, as the Cardoso report suggests; (c) to promote a more institutionalised, but independent from the UN system, confederation of those NGOs.
 

· As regards the maintenance of international peace and security, the High-Level Panel’s report shows that, while some improvements to the UN collective security system might be possible, agreement on several crucial issues, such as reform of the UN Security Council, will be difficult to reach (see below, sections 2 and 3).

· The report headed by Jeffrey Sachs focuses on the UN member states’ responsibilities vis-à-vis economic development and the eradication of poverty worldwide. Less developed states have their share of responsibility, but the report explicitly urges industrialised countries to increase their official development assistance (ODA). From this point of view, pressure will be, again, on UN member states – rather than on the Organisation.

Reforming the UN will require a broad political consensus at a global level. Three levels of consensus can be distinguished: (1) intra-EU, (2) transatlantic and (3) global. 

(1) If EU member states define areas of agreement between them, their collective position will undoubtedly influence the reform process. The issue, however, is how to coordinate the various European points of view. Meetings between EU members’ UN desk officers have taken place, and this is a useful initiative, which reinforces the practice of frequent contacts between EU members’ Ambassadors in New York. The next questions are: (a) is it possible to list the issues on which there is agreement in principle between EU members? (b) on which topics is there irreconcilable misunderstanding between EU members? and (c) at what point should EU foreign ministers, and therefore the Council, be involved in the debate? 

(2) If, in addition to EU consensus, transatlantic agreement can be reached on some issues, joint positions will have a major impact on the UN reform process. However, it remains to be seen whether the new US administration is viewing that process as a way of enhancing global governance. UN reform cannot be achieved without US leadership. But for the moment, and bearing in mind the attitudes of the Republican Party vis-à-vis the United Nations, it is not possible to foresee whether the United States will be willing and able to exert such leadership. 

(3) At a global level, the prevailing political circumstances do not seem to offer the best ground for general consensus on UN reform. Particularly, the North-South divide and the emergence of China and India as global economic powers are introducing renewed complexity into many global issues. Indeed, the required “constitutional momentum” to establish or reform the underpinnings of the international order appear only rarely in history, and are usually linked to serious crises. This momentum existed, in particular, after the First and Second World Wars. In a different, peaceful environment, a “constitutional momentum” has existed in Europe in the last few years. A similar impetus is not detectable at global level today. 

None the less, despite the difficulties, the EU and its member states should not give up their declared ambition to improve global governance through the necessary reform of multilateral bodies, starting with the United Nations, if they really believe that this is the appropriate course of action.  

2. United Nations institutional reform 

While some specific institutional changes can be expected, a more profound reform is unlikely. Global consensus can be reached on a few changes to the UN Charter – as discussed below – which will have to be ratified by two-thirds of the UN member states, including all the permanent members of the Security Council. Other improvements in the collective security system should be adopted informally, through a UN General Assembly declaration.
 Since September 2002 Poland has been proposing the drafting of a similar declaration.

General Assembly. The HLP report suggests that, in order to enable the General Assembly to perform its function as the main UN deliberative organ, “better conceptualization and shortening of the agenda, which should reflect the contemporary challenges,” is required. In July 2004, resolution A/RES/58/316 on measures for the revitalisation of the work of the General Assembly streamlined the agenda and indicated the right path to follow. EU member states have supported this initiative, which does not imply reform of the UN Charter, and can work together for its full implementation. 

On the other hand, the General Assembly’s political role as constitutional “check and balance” for the Security Council should not be excluded. True, the major precedent in this respect, the Uniting for Peace resolution of 1950, took place in a different historical context, and the current majority in the General Assembly does not share some Western views on peace and security issues. However, the General Assembly might play an important role in upholding UN principles in the future, for instance, if and when the Security Council is unable to fulfil its function owing to repeated vetoes by permanent members.

Security Council. Leaving aside enlargement of UNSC membership, EU member states could explore whether common positions in other, less controversial aspects of Security Council reform are achievable. The following issues might be examined.

Firstly, Article 23.1 of the UN Charter sets forth two criteria to be taken into account when electing non-permanent members to the Security Council: (i) contribution to the maintenance of international peace and security and to the other purposes of the Organisation, and (ii) equitable geographical distribution. EU member states could define a common position whereby they would insist on the importance of the first criterion of Article 23.1 and propose some parameters for the effective implementation of that criterion. 

To insist on the importance of the first criterion raises the issue of concretisation of the wording of Article 23.1. The HLP report suggests that UNSC reforms should,

in honouring Article 23 of the Charter of the UN, increase the involvement in decision-making of those who contribute most to the UN financially, militarily and diplomatically – specifically in terms of contributions to UN assessed budgets, participation in mandated peace operations, contributions to voluntary activities of the UN in the areas of security and development, and diplomatic activities in support of UN objectives and mandates. Among developed countries, achieving or making substantial progress towards the internationally agreed level of 0.7 per cent of GNP for ODA should be considered an important criterion of contribution.

Concretisation of the first criterion must not be done through a rigid checklist, but rather via an indicative list, which could be included in the proposed GA declaration. The HLP report’s inventory, however, does not mention respect for human rights, a purpose of the UN Charter (Article 1 and Preamble), and democracy, a fundamental principle recognised by the international community since the 1980s. The EU and its member states should support inclusion of respect for human rights and democracy as valid standards for the interpretation of Article 23.1 of the UN Charter.

There are two possible ways of “insisting on the importance” of the above mentioned criterion, which can be used by the EU and its member states. On the one hand, they can insist on the implementation of the criterion within all regional groups. The real challenge is not implementation of Article 23.1 of the UN Charter within the group or groups where EU members sit, for all EU member states have a good record of contribution to the maintenance of international peace and security and to the other purposes of the United Nations. The challenge would be to make the criterion fully applicable in other regional groups, so as to introduce greater consistency in the election of all non-permanent members. So far, the second criterion, equitable geographical distribution, has been overriding, in the sense that candidates to non-permanent members elected within regional groups have seldom been called into question by the General Assembly. The fact that the first criterion is better defined may allow for some general scrutiny of regional groups’ decisions on candidates. EU member states would then be in a position to remind other regional groups that elected non-permanent UNSC members must contribute to the UN’s purposes and principles.

On the other hand, EU member states might propose that a correct interpretation of Article 23.1 of the UN Charter would imply primacy of the first criterion over the second (geographical distribution). The terms “in the first instance” and “also” in that article would support such interpretation. This assertive approach to the issue would imply revision of the current election practices, and justify a wider European presence in the Security Council.

Secondly, EU member states might analyse the possibility of reaching an agreement on the redefinition of regional groupings, so as to establish a new European group around the EU, including candidate states, Balkan states, and other members of OSCE and the Council of Europe.
 This is consistent with coordination of EU member states’ foreign policies in the framework of a common foreign and security policy. This will also formalise the current practice of non-EU European states’ repeated association with EU positions and declarations at the UN General Assembly. From a EU point of view, the new regional group would be a development in accordance with Articles III-305 and III-306 of the draft Constitution, which foresee greater coordination among EU member states in international organisations, under the auspices of the European Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

Nevertheless, the prerequisite or sine qua non for the creation of a new European regional group should be that that development does not impinge upon the current EU member states’ stance, for election or other purposes, in the United Nations. Other UN member states and regional groups should understand that EU members take this step in order to rationalise their activity at the UN, and that they could not accept, as a consequence, any diminution in their positions in UN bodies. 

Thirdly, the EU and its member states could also analyse ways to increase the political role of regional groups in the functioning of the Security Council and, more generally, in the maintenance of international peace and security. In 1945, the United Nations was created as an organisation of member states. Today, the fact of the matter is that regional organisations and arrangements play a growing role in crisis management and peacekeeping. Given that this regional approach to security is increasingly relevant, the question arises as to whether the UN collective security system should recognise that reality. 

Regional groups in the UN have a limited role, since they mainly serve for election purposes. Non-permanent UNSC members are elected within regional groups, but their behaviour in the Security Council is not necessarily related to those groups. It is obvious that one cannot think of “regional representation” for the time being, but a continued association of non-permanent members with their regional groups might prove productive.
 An increased political role of regional groups would also be helpful for conflict prevention and negotiation purposes, both within and between groups. 

Finally, the EU and its member states might review the advantages and disadvantages of explicitly declaring that the EU has become a regional organisation in the sense of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter, and is therefore ready to take part in the maintenance of international peace and security. A number of regional organisations have been working in association with the Security Council for conflict prevention, peacekeeping and post-conflict reconstruction since the 1990s. These organisations have thus been acting de facto as Chapter VIII regional organisations. By formally declaring its willingness to act according to that Chapter, the EU would be upgrading and codifying the current practice of EU-UN collaboration, possibly through an agreement. This would also lead to further development of other UN-regional organisations’ relations.

Reluctance to make such a formal recognition is generally based on the allegedly restrictive wording of Chapter VIII. However, limits set out on regional organisations in Chapter VIII are already present in other Charter provisions. On the other hand, if Article 53 of the UN Charter is reformed – to delete the reference to “enemy states” – this will be a good opportunity to reword that article in order to update references to regional organisations and recognise their new role.

Security Council: membership. It seems that it will be difficult to reach an agreement between EU member states on UNSC enlargement. Various positions have been expressed. Some examples: the UK government has declared: “we have continued to argue for enlargement in both the permanent and non-permanent categories of membership. We support Germany, Japan, India and Brazil as candidates for permanent membership, and wish to see an African permanent seat too”;
 the Italian and Spanish governments are opposed to the addition of new permanent members;
 and Belgium has pleaded for the EU to have its own voice and representation in the UNSC “in the not too distant future”.
 

Nevertheless, some provisional remarks can be made, for the sake of discussion.

(i) The HLP report’s two “models” for seat distribution in the UNSC do not favour EU member states. As is well known, regional groups propose the non-permanent members to the UN General Assembly according to the following geographical distribution key: five from African and Asian states, one from Eastern European states, two from Latin-American states and two from Western European and other states.
 Both HLP proposals leave the European states (excepting the two permanent members) with three seats, as is the case today. In any expansion of UNSC membership, EU member states should not exclude an enlarged European presence. The purely arithmetic argument of UN membership increase during the last decades, utilised by other regional groups, should be countered with Article 23.1 of the UN Charter.

(ii) For European states, reform of UNSC membership must not necessarily be a zero-sum game but rather can, and indeed should, be beneficial for all EU members. More frequent UNSC membership for all EU member states is possible.

(iii) Redefinition of regional groups, and creation of a European group, would undoubtedly be associated with a new agreement on geographical distribution, in order to update the pact contained in UNGA Resolution 1991 of 1963. This new agreement should benefit EU member states. 

(iv) The HLP “de-dramatises” to a large extent the issue of permanent membership. The report shows that between the permanent and non-permanent status, third ways can be explored: i.e., renewable seats, four-years terms, etc. Generally speaking, in order to reflect the various realities of state power and the various degrees of contribution to the UN’s purposes, UNSC membership could vary from permanent to occasional membership. This is not to say that many types of membership should be envisaged, but some flexibility in this respect may be useful.

(v) Equally, the report suggests that, “under any reform proposal, there should be no expansion of the veto”. Indeed, there are strong arguments against misuse of the veto right by current permanent members.

(vi) Finally, irrespective of the current reform process’s outcome, the reinforcement of the EU’s CFSP, particularly if the Constitution is ratified, will imply a bigger EU collective role in the Security Council in the future.

Economic and Social Council. The HLP report vaguely suggests that the ECOSOC ought to “enhance its relevance and contribution to collective security”. Given the current gap between restricted economic and financial bodies (G-8, Bretton Woods institutions, etc.) and universal bodies (ECOSOC, UNCTAD, etc.) it seems unrealistic to think that a UN organ such as ECOSOC would be entrusted with the Herculean task of bridging that divide. Promotion of economic development in less favoured countries, with positive consequences to international peace and security, takes place in ad hoc manner: for instance in the negotiating rounds of WTO, G-20, etc. Instead of institutional fixes, the struggle against underdevelopment and poverty requires renewed political will on the part of governments from both North and South, as the Sachs report Investing in development indicates.

Commission on Human Rights. Interestingly enough, the HLP suggests an enhanced role for this body, thus recognising the importance of respect for human rights in the maintenance of international peace and security. The HLP report recommends that membership of this Commission be expanded to universal membership, which seems a good initiative that could be endorsed by EU member states, but will require a new division of labour between the Commission, the General Assembly and the ECOSOC. The HLP also recommends that the High Commissioner be called upon to prepare an annual report on the human rights situation worldwide. In addition, the Security Council could “request the High Commissioner to report … regularly about the implementation of all human rights-related provisions of Security Council resolutions, thus enabling focused, effective monitoring of these provisions”.

These proposed measures will probably reopen the debate on whether the international community can introduce some objectivity into judgements of human rights violations. On the one hand, the idea that a global assessment may be centralised at the United Nations is interesting, and could be considered by EU member states. If respect for human rights and democracy is to play a relevant role in the United Nations, a global body (with the adequate composition and rules of procedure) to review the states’ records in this area is needed. The fact that, at present, assessment of that record is made in a decentralised manner – above all by individual states – gives more credibility to reports prepared by civil society advocacy groups. On the other hand, the attempt to introduce some objectivity in human right records raises the issue of the criteria that could be used: ratification of legal texts; NGOs reports; voting by a qualified majority? Despite these difficult questions, EU member states could analyse ways of introducing respect for human rights as one of the elements to be considered for election of UNSC non-permanent members, according to Article 23.1. 

The Secretariat. While most of the HLP recommendations concerning the Secretariat are laudable, the main problem continues to be lack of resources, and this is not sufficiently underlined in the report. Bearing in mind the broad range of tasks that it has to carry out worldwide, particularly peacekeeping, the UN is clearly under-funded. This is plainly visible in the Table UN Regular and Peacekeeping Operations Budget shortfalls: 1990-2004, reproduced at the end of this Note. In 2003, for instance, the assessed UN budget for regular activities and peacekeeping was 3,669 million US dollars. Since 1,507 millions were unpaid, the UN functioned with 2,162 millions that year. By way of comparison, each of the five top European city councils has bigger annual budgets. EU member states should consider whether upholding “effective multilateralism” also means gradually increasing UN human and financial resources.

Reform of the UN Charter. In addition to enlargement of UNSC membership, the EU member states could consider a few other formal modifications of the UN Charter.

· The HLP report mentions the deletion of references to enemy states in Articles 53 and 107, which is indeed one of the first things to be done if the Charter is to be updated.

· The HLP report equally suggests deletion of Chapter 13 of the UN Charter (Trusteeship Council). While decolonisation has made this body obsolete, the question arises as to whether the UN would need a different organ to supervise peacekeeping and state-building efforts, which sometimes include international administration of territories or states under the UN or other mandated states and organisations, with UNSC authorisation. As discussed below, this “Peacekeeping Commission” would be a more useful initiative than the so-called “Peacebuilding Commission”, also proposed by the HLP.
 

· Finally, the HLP recommends removal of Article 47 of the UN Charter (Military Staff Committee) and other references to that body. However, this committee should not be abolished, but rather its role should be updated and its composition reinforced. Both the UNSC and the UN Secretariat need a strong UN Military Committee, manned not only by the UNSC permanent members’ military staff (as the Charter provides) but also by other UNSC members’ military personnel as well as contributor states to peacekeeping operations. The EU’s multinational experience in this domain could undoubtedly be valuable for the UN. 

· As argued in this Note, recognition of the new role of regional organisations could be easily introduced into Chapter VIII of the Charter (see above), and peacekeeping should be also mentioned in the Charter (see below).

3. EU contribution to UN peacekeeping

Both the EU and the UN are reinforcing their respective capabilities in the field of civilian and military crisis management. Building upon the experience of their contacts during the establishment of EUPM and Artemis, the EU and the UN signed a joint declaration on 24 September 2003 which provided for enhanced mutual cooperation in the areas of planning, training, communication and best practices. EU-UN collaboration for peacekeeping purposes is set to continue and increase, and the debate on the reform of the UN could constitute a good opportunity to establish new bases for that cooperation. The EU and its member states should consider the possibility of drafting a new, comprehensive agreement with the UN for civilian and military crisis management.

Two recent developments on the UN side are worth mentioning. On the one hand, following the Brahimi report of 2000, the UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) has introduced a number of innovations, including the creation of a Best Practices Unit, which help to fulfil its mission more effectively under the leadership of Jean-Marie Guéhenno, UN Under-Secretary-General. On the other hand, after remarkable expansion from 1991 till 1995, and decline during the period 1996-2000 (when the total civilian, observer and military personnel in UN operations was less than 20,000), in the last few years UN peacekeeping has experienced a renewed increase, which has led to a figure of 64,720 personnel in 17 UN operations in December 2004.
 

Successive EU Presidencies have worked to deepen EU-UN relations in the field of crisis management, and Kofi Annan’s visit to the EU in January 2004 showed the willingness of both organisations to continue their collaboration. Aiming at further development of the EU commitment to UN peacekeeping, on 18 June 2004 the European Council adopted the document ‘EU-UN cooperation in military crisis management operations: Elements of implementation of the September 2003 joint declaration’, which introduces many interesting ideas. Prepared under the Irish Presidency of the EU, this document mentions possible supporting work, from an academic point of view, by the EU Institute for Security Studies.

Bearing in mind those developments, EU-UN cooperation raises important issues that the EU and its member states will have to consider.

UN peacekeeping and the UN Charter. Following some small-scale precedents, peacekeeping was greatly expanded in the 1990s. However, there is no UN Charter provision that deals with this well-established constitutional practice. The forthcoming reform might be the appropriate occasion to enshrine peacekeeping as one of the main UNSC measures and recognise the institutional consequences of this crucial task of the United Nations.

The EU and its member states could analyse a number of possible UN Charter reforms and other initiatives in this respect:

(A) The creation of a “Peacekeeping Commission”, linked to the Security Council, to supervise UNSC-mandated peacekeeping activities. In this commission, UNSC members, contributors to peacekeeping in financial and military terms, as well as regional organisations and arrangements working with the UN, could discuss both general and more specific aspects of peacekeeping.

(B) The reinforcement of DPKO, including its situation centre and communications capabilities. 

(C) The establishment of a UN Military Committee with military personnel from UNSC members and other contributors to UN peacekeeping operations, to give technical advice to the Security Council and the “Peacekeeping Commission”.

(D) The preparation of agreements between the UN and regional organisations in order to synchronise efforts for conflict prevention and peacekeeping.
 

(E) The creation of UN regional peacekeeping centres that could help to improve coordination between UN headquarters in New York, regional organisations and peacekeeping operations on the ground. 

More specifically, the EU’s contribution to UN peacekeeping can be considered under two headings: contributions to UN peacekeeping forces (blue helmets) and missions, and EU operations with a UNSC mandate.

UN peacekeeping forces and missions. Despite the determined EU support to United Nations peace initiatives, EU member states’ contributions to UN peacekeeping forces have been decreasing sharply in the last decade.
 Given the current restrictions in defence budgets and commitments to peacekeeping in some scenarios, particularly the Balkans, it does not seem probable that EU member states will be able to increase substantially their contribution to UN peacekeeping missions in the foreseeable future. However, the scarcity of resources for UN peacekeeping forces should be a matter of concern for the EU and its member states. They should work with a view to finding the adequate balance between the UN ‘demand’ and the EU’s and other’s ‘supply’. For instance, they could explore the possibility of offering incentives to states responding positively to the UN force-generation procedures in some cases.

Even though the EU contribution is not very high in quantitative terms, in qualitative terms the Europeans make an important contribution to UN peacekeeping. First, the establishment of a clearing house at the EU, in order to introduce transparency between EU members concerning national responses to UN requests for force generation, is an important step towards an EU coordinated response vis-à-vis the launching of UN operations. This procedure was utilised for the first time in response to a UN call for reinforcement of MONUC military capabilities in 2004, and could be generalised in the future.

Second, EU cooperation with DPKO can help to reinforce the UN headquarters capabilities and the EU should look at ways to become more involved to that end, through specific measures, such as staff-to-staff contacts, upgrading of liaison offices, planning collaboration, intelligence sharing on an ad hoc basis, and access to EU Satellite Centre reports (these measures are mentioned in the June 2004 EU document and some of them have already been tested successfully).

Third, the EU and its member states could help the UN to examine thoroughly the UN’s capability gaps and consider how the EU can best contribute to filling them. The keyword in this respect is enabling capabilities, i.e. assets that would permit the UN to launch and conduct a given operation. As the EU has defined the Helsinki Headline Goal, 2010 Headline Goal and 2008 Headline Goal, the EU could work with the UN to define a UN peacekeeping headline goal, and study ways to contribute to its implementation.

EU peacekeeping operations with a UNSC mandate. Unlike UN operations run from New York, these EU operations are conducted with a UNSC mandate and in support of the UN, but they are under the political control and strategic direction of the EU. As the June 2004 EU document points out, there are different modalities.

· Mandate model. The EU maintains the political and strategic initiative but requires a mandate from the UNSC. These operations will typically take place on the European continent and will be carried out in agreement with NATO.

· Modular model. The EU will take responsibility for a specific component within the structure of a UN mission, and the EU component will operate under the direction of the EU.

· Bridging model. The EU operation aims at providing the UN with time to mount a new operation or to reorganise an existing one, as in Artemis. This type of operation can be very useful in situations where rapid reaction is needed. Development of the EU Battle Groups concept will offer the EU an appropriate instrument with which to undertake such missions.

· Stand-by model. An EU force will be ready to help or “extract” a UN operation if needed. It would stay “over the horizon”, and be ready for immediate reaction. The June 2004 EU document rightly indicates that this type of operation “could carry considerable associated risks” and is “limited in its usability”.

Given that EU-UN cooperation on the ground started only in 2003, it remains to be seen how these “models” evolve, which ones prove most useful, and whether new models are introduced in the near future.

Africa. The Irish and Dutch Presidencies instigated important work to establish the bases for EU-Africa cooperation on crisis management during 2004. The ongoing bi-regional relations between the EU and the African Union (AU), ECOWAS and other regional organisations point in the same direction as UN efforts in crisis management and peacekeeping in Africa. Following the request to the EU from the AU, in July 2003, “to examine the possibility of setting up a Peace Support Operation Facility (PSOF), to fund peace support and peacekeeping operations conducted under the authority of the AU”, in April 2004, the EU-Africa Ministerial Meeting in Dublin welcomed the establishment of a EU Peace Facility for Africa, funded with 250 million Euros. An EU-Africa Joint Declaration on Effective Multilateralism was also adopted at that meeting. The Peace Facility has already contributed 92 million Euros to the African mission to Darfur (AMIS I and II). In December 2004, the European Council agreed on an Action Plan for ESDP support to Peace and Security in Africa which includes cooperation in the fields of technical advice, disarmament, demobilisation and reintegration of combatants, including child soldiers, security sector reform, as well as the nomination of a long-term military liaison officer from the EUMS to the AU.

Bearing in mind the increasing demand from the African Union and African subregional organisations and arrangements (for instance, NEPAD), the challenge for the EU and its member states is the allocation of adequate resources. Many possible initiatives can be imagined and planned. The question, however, is whether the EU and its member states are willing and able to coordinate their bilateral and multilateral efforts to make a decisive contribution to peacekeeping in Africa. One possible subject for cooperation is administrative and military training, which could be done in “African sessions” of the new European Security and Defence College (ESDC). Beyond that, one qualitative leap in this respect would be the institutionalisation of Euro-African peacekeeping cooperation: for instance, the establishment of one or two “EU good governance, crisis management and peacekeeping training centres” in Africa, in association with local partners. 

TABLE

UN Regular and Peacekeeping Operations Budget Shortfalls 1990-2004

(million US dollars)

N.B. Third column: unpaid contributions to the UN regular budget per year.

Sixth column: unpaid contributions to the UN peacekeeping budget per year.
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1990 838 403 48% 379 346 91%
1991 939 439 44% 449 358 B80%.
1992 1.008 501 50%. 1697 664 39%
1993 1.031 478 46% 3,005 993 33%
1994 1.087 480 44% 3357 1.286 38%.
1995 1.181 564 48% 3281 1724 53%
1996 1,12 511 46% 1522 1533 107%
1997 1112 474 43% 1226 1574 128%
1998 1.086 47 38%. 995 1594 160%
1999 1217 244 20% 1321 1482 112%
2000 1.080 222 20% 2139 1989 93%
2001 1.074 240 22% 2700 1823 BB%.
2002 1,149 305 27%. 2284 133 58%.
2003 1.409 441 31% 2260 1066 A7%
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Data compiled by Klaus Hüfner, Freie Universität Berlin (revised, March 2004); table created by Feisal Lakha. Source: www.globalpolicy.org/finance/tables/sumbudgetanddebt.htm. 

� UN document A/58/817. Internet references allow direct access to the reports.


� See Report of the UN SG in response to the report on UN-civil society relations, UN document A/59/354 dated 13 September 2004, available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.unog.ch/80256EDD006B8954/(httpAssets)/F77BEFE7DDC2FB88C1256F5C005D9679/$file/A-59-354.pdf" ��http://www.unog.ch/80256EDD006B8954/(httpAssets)/F77BEFE7DDC2FB88C1256F5C005D9679/$file/A-59-354.pdf�. 


� See some of these reactions at � HYPERLINK "http://www.globalpolicy.org/reform/initiatives/panels/cardoso/" ��http://www.globalpolicy.org/reform/initiatives/panels/cardoso/�. 


� See UK Foreign and Commonwealth Office Report The UK in the UN, dated October 2004, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.fco.gov.uk/Files/kfile/Cm6325.pdf" ��http://www.fco.gov.uk/Files/kfile/Cm6325.pdf�, which makes some references to the reform process.
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