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• This EDA Working Paper looks at the role 
of diplomacy in contemporary stabilisation 
missions. It highlights the need for diplomacy to 
occupy a central place in the debate on the future 
of stabilisation. 

• Diplomacy is a continuum that tries to 
understand with a long-term vision the causes 
and consequences of problems and considers the 
divergence of interests normal, but the conflict as 
abnormal. 

• In recent decades, the focus on stabilisation has 
downgraded the role of international diplomacy, 
including in the MENA region.  While stabilisation 
does not necessarily deny classic diplomacy a 
role, it places it within a toolkit of other necessary 
instruments of external policy actions, including 
security and development aspects of conflict 
resolution, and weakens its preeminence and 
coordinating role between communities and 
policies. Also, stabiliisation is predominantly 
unilateral in nature, at least as a strategic concept. 

• A point has arrived at which intense work is 
needed to build consensus for stabilisation 
and within stabilisation. The focus must be on 
regranting diplomacy centre stage as a natural 
and necessary coordinator between different 
policy communities, including the military and 
those practicing international development, 
as well as between the different state actors 
involved in an area requiring stabilisation.

• Putting diplomacy center stage, including in the 
MENA region, must also involve the evolution of 

diplomacy towards 21st century forms, in which 
inclusion can become one of its most valuable 
assets.

• The paper is divided into three sections. The 
first section describes the need for diplomacy 
at a macro level to reach viable parameters for 
stabilisation. This means working on general 
principles and international law and considering 
the role of the United Nations. 

• The second section posits the reflection from 
the MENA region perspective, in which the 
diplomatic conversation must incorporate its 
own characteristics and toolkit in order to be 
considered as an option in one of the most 
challenging backgrounds one can imagine for 
stability.

• Finally, the paper presents some thoughts on the 
experience of Libya as an essentially diplomatic 
process of stabilisation, which was strongly 
indigenous in nature.

Executive Summary

A Diplomatic Perspective on 
Stabilisation
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1. Introduction
Stabilisation represents, in a way, an alternative to diplomacy. In the past, states operated along a binary 
set of international affairs: either it was peacetime, or it was a time of war. Reflecting this organisational 
principle, states tended to focus on two key approaches in their external engagements: they projected power 
abroad through their armed forces in times of war, or through their diplomatic and commercial networks 
in peacetime. This toolkit was adequate for such a binary, clearly demarcated set of situations. However, in 
the last three decades, various strategists and academics have introduced a new kind of external projection: 
a hybrid approach that reflects the way in which post-Cold War conflicts are usually described. A grey 
zone is conceived between war and peace and new modes of external engagements have emerged, with 
fading diplomacy and a new emphasis on the concept of stabilisation. We have seen the growth of the use 
of concepts such as ‘whole-of-government’ and ‘civil-military action’, generally driven by administrative 
coordination units, or by the military. In the US, for instance, it has been called kinetic diplomacy, which has 
often translated in more deployments of special forces and less presence of diplomats abroad.1 This new 
approach does not necessarily deny classic diplomacy a role, but places it within a toolkit of other necessary 
instruments of external policy actions, including security and development aspects of conflict resolution, 
and weakens its preeminence and coordinating role between communities and policies. Different from 
classic diplomacy, this new mode of intervention is predominantly unilateral in nature, at least as a strategic 
concept. To a large extent, this is the case because of a belief that, once deployed on the ground, civilian or 
military units of allied states operate with similar objectives, thereby minimising the need for diplomatic 
coordination. In sum, the focus on stabilisation relegates diplomacy to a less prominent level.

This trend from a narrower emphasis on multilateral diplomacy to a broader emphasis on more unilaterally 
implemented stabilisation packages should come as no surprise. Although the history of contemporary 
stabilisation operations can be traced back to colonial conflicts, such as the counterinsurgency operations of 
the US in the Philippines after the war against Spain in 1898, or that of France in the War of Independence in 
Algeria2, its most recent version has been shaped in Afghanistan and Iraq, reflecting operations initiated by 
the US. These military interventions signaled a new approach - maybe a paradigm shift towards unilateralism, 
as the US and its allies started to question prevailing multilateral institutions and the international law 
underpinning them. These institutions, outcomes of decades-long diplomatic efforts, are being considered, 
in a certain way, increasingly outdated.

Diplomacy is a continuum that tries to understand with a long-term vision the causes and consequences 
of problems and considers the divergence of interests normal, but the conflict as abnormal. This chapter 
argues that we should bring diplomacy back to the central stage. Undoubtedly, the practice of diplomacy 
needs to be reformed, but it remains useful and potentially indispensable. Its natural capacity to operate 

1 See Monica Duffy Toft, “Fewer diplomats, more armed force defines US leadership today”, The Conversation, Tufts University, March 26. 
https://theconversation.com/fewer-diplomats-more-armed-force-defines-us-leadership-today-92890 Toft (2018). 

2 See, Barakat, Deely and Zyck (2010).
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during a conflict and represent all sectors of administration and society is an asset. Effective diplomacy is 
inherently more multilateral than stabilisation approaches are. It proposes policies and plans in situations 
of misgovernment and disorder that are sustained over time and supported by a broad set of countries and 
organisations. Diplomacy tends to understand the difference between reality ’on paper’ and ’on the ground’.3 
Institutions and international development agencies will often be traveling companions and, in times of 
acute crisis, it might be necessary to incorporate military elements4. Ultimately, it is a matter of dosage of 
each element5, which remains one of the great challenges of stabilisation.

Stabilisation operations tend to be focused on the short term. They do not seem to pursue, as for example 
in the case of normalisation6, a return to a situation of generalised order, but rather aim at the recovery of 
some vital survival constants for a state. It is a kind of declaration of a state of emergency that might allow 
an interruption of the application of international and national legislation, somehow dictated from abroad, 
which creates a situation of absolute exceptionality, whose governance is uncertain.

In the classical binary system of war and peace, international diplomatic law applies in peace time, while during 
a conflict, combatants apply international humanitarian law. Some of nowadays stabilisation operations 
have instead worked in a limbo of ambiguous legal foundations. Allegations of violations of international 
law and human rights by those who were called to restore them in Iraq is a testimony in this regard. This 
challenge was compounded by the fact that the historically difficult relations between the promoters of 
major stabilisation operations of the early 2000s and the UN, a classical diplomatic institution, has led to the 
paradoxical situation that stabilisation often denies the involvement of the UN, while the UN often denies 
stabilisation as a valid conflict resolution approach. In this context, if the debate does not leave the political-
bureaucratic and academic environments in which it is currently confined and is fully integrated into global 
and regional international organisations, it is difficult to imagine the viability of the concept in the medium 
and long term. This will involve a thorough and painful debate that will bring important modifications with 
respect to the concept we have known up to the present, which is desirable if it provides greater precision and 
global acceptability, so that stabilisation will not remain an ‘elusive concept’.7 There seem to be compelling 
reasons for diplomacy to occupy a central place in the debate on the future of the concept of stabilisation. 
Diplomactic actors are permanently on the ground and develop a long-term relationship with all sectors of 
a state and society. Therefore, it is not entirely a foreign body, and is by nature multilateral and open to work 
with development organisations. But when we say more diplomacy, we do not mean only on the ground. We 
mean that diplomacy is a complex organic system in which all parts are interconnected. It works locally and 
globally.

Effective diplomacy does not only work with global actors (it is essentially transactional, synallagmatic), 
but also tries to incorporate regional actors. Neighbouring countries of that area or country facing serious 

3 See, Carter (2013). 
4 In particular, if there are massive attacks against civilians or serious human rights violations, which in recent years have come to be considered by 

the Security Council as threats to international peace and security,
5 See, Zyck and Muggah (2015). 
6 See, Lemay-Hébert and Visoka (2017).
7 See, Van Genugten (2018).
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challenges to its political, economic or security governance, tend to share these challenges to a greater 
or lesser extent. Chapter VIII of the UN Charter has codified the prominence of regional involvement. If 
Afghanistan, for example, is unstable, so will be Pakistan, and its other neighbours, China, and even India, will 
be affected. If Iraq, Syria, Yemen, Libya or Mali are unstable, so will their neighbours, and they must be the 
first ones concerned with trying to find an end to a crisis. This principle of classical diplomacy is still pertinent 
and regional organisations must claim and be granted a greater role in the debate.8 This holds in particular 
true in the MENA region, where efforts to stem that instability should include a return to classical diplomacy, 
as a way to facilitate the application of remedies that are agreed collectively, in accordance with ethical codes 
and a multilateral approach.

When we speak of diplomacy, we mean renewed diplomacy, with a new toolkit that enhances negotiation 
and consensus, preferably through multilateral institutions, though also bilateral diplomacy enhances the 
role of local actors.

This chapter has three parts. First, it will describe the need for diplomacy at a macro level to reach viable 
parameters for stabilisation. This means working on general principles and international law and considering 
the role of United Nations. Secondly, it will posit the reflection from the MENA region perspective, in which 
the diplomatic conversation must incorporate its own characteristics and toolkit in order to be considered 
as an option in one of the most challenging backgrounds one can imagine for stability. Finally, the chapter 
will present some thoughts on the experience of Libya as an essentially diplomatic and political process of 
stabilisation, which was strongly indigenous in nature. 

2. The Uncomfortable Diplomatic Agenda: Between ‘Stabilisation’ and 
Multilateral Diplomacy
A point has arrived at which intense diplomatic work is needed to build consensus for stabilisation and within 
stabilisation. In recent decades there have been disagreements among policy communities and organisations 
involved in stabilisation efforts that help explain the problematic situation in which we find ourselves today. 
Stabilisation is an unstable concept designed to help countries emerge from situations of acute crises and 
large-scale violence, which has created its own legal and political disorder. Different initiatives and processes 
converge in the diffuse practice of stabilisation, and all of them have been the object of struggles between 
different policy objectives that have deepened in a specific area without extending to the rest, although all 
of them overlap. Therefore, given the confluence of political, legal, military and communication aspects of 
different actors and levels, there is a need for a diplomatic process based on international law principles and 
legitimacy. Indeed, only dialogue and agreement can allow a solution, not so much to the problem of the 

8 Groups of developing states, such as the G77, must also have a greater role in the stabilisation debate, as it should not be a polarising question 
between the North and the South.
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definition of stabilisation, but to the dysfunctions that the lack of common understanding might represent 
for human security. In the following pages the way this process could be articulated is being outlined. 

2.1. The Debate on the Foundations: International Law
When assessing the possibility of articulating a coherent diplomatic perspective on stabilisation, the key 
question remains whether it is possible to address new challenges, in particular those associated with the 
issue of interventions in ‘fragile’ settings, while reinforcing multilateral organisations and the UN Charter. The 
process will involve reflecting on the constitutional foundations of the global order, sovereignty, international 
humanitarian law, human rights and the Responsibility to Protect. Very profound changes have happened 
since the end of World War II and this means we are facing a great effort of adaptation. The nature of the 
prevailing conflicts in recent decades requires a new type of peace operation, so closely connected, after all, 
to stabilisation. Only a diplomatic effort similar to that made at the 2005 UN World Summit9 would allow 
us to re-establish such an important issue on sound foundations, and today it can be assumed that it will 
be a more complex task given the global changes and subsequent breaches of confidence.10 The debate 
should include, inter alia, concepts such as sovereignty, fragility and the use of force and should involve the 
insights of civil society and NGOs, as their support is crucial. The coordination of the debate should be in 
the hands of diplomats, as diplomacy is better suited to be the pivot of a dialogue in which all parties are 
involved. Diplomats’ relationship with development institutions and NGOs is more ‘natural’ than that of the 
military, since they are usually integrated into the same ministries and are accustomed to working in close 
coordination. Arbitrating a fluid relationship between the ‘three D's’ (diplomacy, defence, development), but 
with respect to the nature and function of each one11, may seem less tempting than strong action to ’win 
hearts and minds’, but it will probably be to a wider benefit of all involved.  

With regard to the concept of sovereignty, the focus should be on finding a new consensus that the entire 
international community can agree with. Sovereignty is the principle that has dominated International 
Law in its evolution since the times of the founding fathers, elevated to ‘doctrine’ when Brierly explained 
Bodin and Hobbes.12 It also attracts great interest given its recent evolution. Beyond its recognition as a 
principle on which the UN is ‘based’, and the frequent assertion that authoritarian regimes hide behind it 
to commit all kinds of abuses and produce instability, in the last decades limitations have been added that 
portray sovereignty as a non-absolute principle, for example, through the creation of Law by international 
organisations, the development of institutions such as the European Union, the actions of the International 
Courts and the development of Human Rights regimes. But it must be remembered that Article 2.1 of the 
UN Charter speaks of the ‘Principle of sovereign equality’, which should apply equally to all subjects of 

9 2005 World Summit, which agreed the Millennium Declaration. A very encouraging example of good diplomacy is the diplomatic process that 
former Foreign Ministers of Canada, Gareth Evans, and Algeria, Mohamed Sahnoun, carried out to build a global consensus on one of the relevant 
principles in this debate: the Responsibility to Protect. That debate allowed, after four years, to move from a global South frontal rejection (to a 
concept considered synonymous with the ‘right of humanitarian intervention’ imposed by the West) to a very promising consensual principle in 
international law in 2005, although this consensus was broken following the intervention in Libya in 2011.

10 As highlighted by Gareth Evans. See, Evans (2012); also, Moyn (2016).
11 See, Collinson, Elhawany, and Muggah (2010, p.14).
12 See, Clapham (2012). Brierly understood well the need to adapt sovereignty to modern times. See, Brierly (2012, p.7) 
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International Law, since both principles must be considered together, as Kelsen famously put it.13 No laudatio 
of the principle is needed, but it can be celebrated that in recent years progress has been made towards ideas 
of cooperative sovereignty such as those advocated by Chayes and Chayes.14 Conversely to frequent criticism 
from the North, G77 countries have accepted this evolution, for example, in the case of the principle of the 
Responsibility to Protect as an expression of 21st century sovereignty.15

It is of vital importance today to recover that consensus, to build a concept of sovereignty that, based on 
equality, does not divide the international community between states that can afford to decide unilaterally 
when other states are dysfunctional and project their power, and those who cannot. The Security Council 
and regional international organisations, in accordance with Chapters VII and VIII of the UN Charter, are 
the ones who must determine when collective action must be taken in the face of threats to international 
peace and security. Also, when talking about the toolkit of stabilisation operations, it is important to include 
legitimacy, which must accompany legality. Sometimes, a simple agreement between two states may allow 
for the second, but it is the intervention of the relevant international organisations that bolster the first. Thus, 
while the question of sovereignty may seem too broad in the face of stabilisation debates, both appear to be 
closely interrelated. 

When it comes to the concept of fragility, the debate should focus on agreeing on concrete criteria about 
the nature of fragility and when these would become candidates for stabilisation measures. Fragility is a 
popular term, but is very controversial and has no legal translation, despite its success in different circles. 
However, fragility does have a place in multilateral organisations such as the World Bank or the OECD, 
which has published an index since 2005 and for which these states are characterised by risk and lack of 
capacity.16 Although the OECD has made recent North-South transversal efforts, and the final end is to 
prevent vulnerability to a range of shocks, it continues to be looked upon with suspicion. Fragility is a policy-
oriented label, value-burdened, confusing and superficial. The international community needs to operate 
on clear concepts, and not uncertain labels. Edward Said explained in Orientalism the risks of building such 
discourses17 and then apply them as a filter to look at the world. Concepts evolve and new elements continue 
to feed stereotypes, think of Paul Collier´s ‘greed’, or Kaplan´s ‘scarcity, crime, overpopulation, tribalism and 
disease’. Allegedly, the new concept of fragility has its roots in the idea of the 90s of the failed state and 
Liberal peace.18 Also the War on Terror has had an inevitable overlap in the debate on stereotypes, since it 
changed all, the whole perception of security, overlapping with conflicts of all kinds, ethnic, generated by 
failed states, genocides, ecological wars, natural resources, etc.19 All this should be considered when stating 
that insecurity or terrorism stem from poverty or fragility.

The interest for international law is not a philosophical debate but is based on the tendency to consider 
fragility as the assumption that justifies stabilisation operations.20 Numerous voices have shown their 

13 See, Kelsen (1944, p.207).
14 See, Slaughter (2004, p.288).
15 To the frustration of those who wanted to go further, it had the virtue of convoking a great international consensus. This valuable consensus was lost 

after the intervention in Libya, which provoked a bitter rift between some Western countries and the BRICS/G77 (supported by with the support of 
other Western countries).

16 Fragility is defined as “the combination of exposure to risk and insufficient coping capacity of the state, system and/or communities to manage, 
absorb or mitigate those risks. Fragility can lead to negative outcomes including violence, the breakdown of institutions, displacement, humanitarian 
crises or other emergencies”. See, OECD “States of Fragility” report, 2016, p.22).

17 See, Said (1979).
18 See, Duffield (2009). 
19 See, Butler (2009, p.40).
20 See, Collinson and Muggah (2010, p.3).
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concern about this issue, who and based on which criteria decides what is fragility, given the important 
consequences of the debate. The Group of 77 (G77) accepted, in a certain way, a concept of a failed state: 
those who commit ‘genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity’, as the international 
community unanimously accepted at the 2005 Summit.21 Those states that have signed or ratified the Rome 
Statute, including many members of the G77, have also accepted limitations for their leaders and officials. 
The same holds true for the states party to the American Convention and the African Charter on Human Rights. 
Therefore, there is enough basis to think that it would be possible through wide diplomatic consultations to 
pave the way for the establishment of an objective and consensual understanding of the concept of fragility 
that could inform stabilisation practices.

The debate should also consider finding consensus on the prerequisites for the use of force. If sovereignty is 
the basis of the UN, the Charter affirms in its first article that its raison d'être is the maintenance of international 
peace and security through ‘effective collective measures’.  This refers not only to acts of aggression, but also 
to ‘other breaches of the peace’, which should make it possible to consider other assumptions, such as severe 
instability, or the presence of terrorist or criminal groups that threaten collective security. When the Charter 
prohibits in its Article 2.4 the use of force, it specifies that such use may affect the territorial integrity, but 
also the ‘political independence’ of a state, or any other aspect that is incompatible with ‘the purposes of the 
United Nations’. The last twenty years have shown very interesting advances in which the Security Council has 
adapted to new situations, understanding that  phenomena such as humanitarian crises or coups d'état can 
also constitute threats to international peace and security, and it has included novel mechanisms, such as 
humanitarian corridors, no-fly zones or safe havens, and individualised smart sanctions.22

Yet, much remains to be done: Chinkin and Kaldor have highlighted the criticism for the possible loss of 
legitimacy, or the insufficient incorporation of civil society23, especially since the proposals to reform the use 
of the veto by permanent members of the UN Security Council have not gone very far. However, the work 
done up to the present has been of value, and the Security Council began a reflection on the eve of 9/11 
proposing modifications to international law. These advances demonstrate that the objectification of criteria 
is possible, but it requires, again, a diplomatic process without which it would be impossible to modify one of 
the fundamental constitutional concepts of the international community.

Overall, the debate should also address the fundamental question of the relationship between security and 
development (and its political meaning).24 This is a quasi-constitutional debate that has been ongoing for 
decades and has been a source of many controversies and misunderstandings.25 From the 1991 Boutros Ghali 
document26, much has been written about the need (almost ’orthodoxy‘27) of every society to advance in both 
vectors. This does not mean, however, that the actions of the international community in countries considered 
fragile can automatically assume the objectives and initiatives of military forces and development institutions 

21 See, Resolución sobre la Cumbre Mundial de 2005 (A/60/L.1), p.30.
22 See, Chinkin and Kaldor (2017, p.72). 
23 Ibid, p. 74-76.
24 See, Collinson and Muggah (2010, p.3).
25 See, Duffield (2009).
26 See, Ghali (1992).
27 See, Carter (2013). 
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and organisations, public and private, to be aligned with one another. It has occurred in exceptional cases 
in the past and, in addition to generating strong criticism in the international cooperation community, it has 
largely failed to  produce the expected results, either in terms of security or development, as detailed case 
studies have shown.28 There are guiding principles that must be taken into consideration, like the Red Cross 
Code of Conduct, Sphere Humanitarian Charter or MSF Chantilly Principles and La Mancha Agreement.

Within the debate, a key question is to what extent development and security can be linked. The SDGs have 
allowed a sophisticated metric that shows, through multiple indicators, that all countries suffer some fragility, 
both in the North and in the South, and therefore we must avoid any confusion between vulnerabilities in the 
field of development and in that of security. The SDGs also offer a toolkit, with guidelines and Soft Law tools to 
work on them, and an elaborate vision of what resilience means29, a success of international diplomacy and the 
UN, which also should remain the forum for this debate. SDG16 proposes a way to rethink the divide between 
development and security. Coordination approaches of state apparatuses are welcome, but proposals such 
as the whole of government and civil-military cooperation make more sense as organisational principles for 
more effective bureaucracies30, than as models of action in the field. It is therefore of the utmost importance 
to maintain security and development as interconnected principles whose instruments on the ground are 
distinct and can work independently (although coordinated). 

2.2. The Debate on Implementation: United Nations Security Council
Since Dag Hammarskjold proposed the three criteria for peacekeeping missions - consent, impartiality and 
non-use of force except in self-defence - the international community has known moments of consensus and 
dissent about UN peace missions, and has learned that the latter is frustrating and sterile, and that the periods 
of disagreement require a return, sooner or later, to the agreement. All stakeholders have to be involved 
in defining - or perhaps redefining - the limits, actors and assumptions for peacemaking, peacebuilding, 
peacekeeping and, where and if appropriate, peace-enforcing, a large-scale diplomatic project, as Carl Bildt 
explained.31  It can be understood that it is a debate that would directly affect stabilisation missions, and it is 
critical to understand that this is a normative and an operational issue, and not only the latter.32

The world and its conflicts have changed, and, after tragic failures in some of these new wars33, many 
requested more effective UN missions in a debate with blurred lines between peacebuilding and peacekeeping 
on the one hand, and peace-enforcement. This is why Secretaries General Kofi Annan and Ban Ki-moon have 
commissioned reports on this type of missions. The 2000 Brahimi Report addressed many of the challenges 
related to stabilisation operations, and, if it had been fully implemented, perhaps it might have shaped more 
successful operations. But the post 9/11 scenario was more conducive to stabilisation missions. The Brahimi 

28 See, Iyengar, Shapiro and Hegarty (2017).
29 See, Sachs (2015, p.355)
30 See, Miles (2014).
31 See Bildt (2011, p.5).
32 See, Von Billerbeck, S., “All talk and no action or no action without talk? UN peacekeeping and internal legitimacy”, Dag Hammarskjöld Foundation 

blog, https://www.daghammarskjold.se/peacekeeping-legitimacy/ 
33 See, Kaldor (2013).
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report emphasises diplomacy, since its philosophy is that more robust use of force must be accompanied by 
more robust diplomacy for peacebuilding, through the development of the Department of Political Affairs and 
instruments such as enhanced fact-finding missions. The report also insisted on a more political role of the 
Secretariat in cases similar to Kosovo. Mandates should be carefully addressed, in a credible and achievable 
way, for the maintenance of a peace agreement. The use of force would be required in more complex 
scenarios to protect civilians, peacebuilders and UN staff, missions should be impartial and have the consent 
of the parties and receive better training and support (including information gathering) tools. Civilian, police 
and rule of law components were heightened. All this should require more coordination through Integrated 
Mission Task Forces and a Peacebuilding Unit.

Although many aspects that justify stabilisation missions were there, there was no proper follow up for most 
of these recommendations. After the previously described confrontational years, in 2015, the ‘Review of the 
Question of Peacekeeping Operations in all its aspects, the Special Political Missions and the Reinforcement 
of the UN System’ was published by a UN panel chaired by Jose Ramos Horta. It reiterated that the orientation 
must be essentially political in the design and development of peace operations, although flexible to adapt 
to the needs on the ground, and always seeking an association for global and regional peace and security, 
vindicating equally more diplomacy. It also insisted that mediation should be the priority element, along with 
a central obligation to protect civilians in a realistic convergence of expectations and capabilities.

The UN needs clarity regarding the possibilities of using force and the relationship with other forces present in 
conflicts, recalling that what maintains peace agreements and reinforces them is, above all, political action. 
The report does not ignore the ecosystems in which stabilisation is predicated, and in its points 11 to 14 
describes the situation of states with little resilience or in a post-conflict situation, where terrorist and other 
violent groups are present, and cases in which poor governance produces devastating effects, but in point 14 
it points out that the strategies focused on these environments have not had the expected success and the 
approaches must change. UN peacekeepers cannot respond to ‘all threats’ (point 17).  

The 2015 Report of the High-Level Independent Panel on Peace Operations (HIPPO) launched a challenge 
to international diplomacy and the academic and legal world in its paragraph 111: "The Panel also notes that 
in the last decade, the Security Council and the Secretariat have used the term 'stabilisation' for a number 
of missions that support the extension or restoration of state authority and, in at least one case, during 
ongoing armed conflict. The term stabilisation has a wide range of interpretations, and the Panel believes 
the use of this term by the UN requires clarification”. This is not a concept of minor importance in the UN 
system, since it has served to define some important and delicate missions between 2004 and 2014, such 
as MONUSCO, MINUSTAH, MINUSCA and MINUSMA. Although it is hard to imagine how it was possible to 
agree on the fundamental meaning of these missions without a consensus on their denomination, it is even 
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more difficult to imagine that this practice can be maintained in the future, especially after the 2015 report. 
The - probably intended - constructive ambiguity that has allowed to reach this point does not hide, however, 
a ‘doctrinal change’ that could have ‘unforeseen consequences’.34 It may be useful to inquire into the nature 
of these missions to begin this orientation exercise. MONUSCO’s mandate allows for a robust peacekeeping 
and proactive defence of civilians, in addition to the creation of a Brigade of Intervention Force, conceived 
especially to confront the M23 guerrilla. MINUSCA and MINUSMA present similar characters, and MINUSTAH 
has a robust mandate to confront organised crime in Haiti. This has led some observers to point out that the 
HIPPO might have assumed that the prevailing interpretation in these missions has been the ‘Western’ one.35

The positions of the main country groups involved seem quite different. We can essentially divide them 
into three major camps: the main Western countries that have individually developed their own doctrines 
of stabilisation (and the organisations in which these countries are integrated), the candidate countries to 
receive at some point such missions and their allies, and other states. Western countries have accumulated 
some experience in this type of missions, showing clear support, which is even more marked in the case 
of Eastern European countries.36 Authors such as Curran and Holtom, or De Coning, have attributed an 
outstanding persuasion work to the three Western permanent members, frequent penholders in many of 
these resolutions.37 The term is applied with nuances to NATO and the EU (who have their own experience 
in the region38), but with a more restricted sense. Among the Latin American countries, more doubts are 
recorded (lower in the case of MINUSTAH) and likewise the Africans, who do not include stabilisation 
operations in the equivalents of the AU African Standby Force.39 In 2010, Morocco stated on behalf of the 
Non-Aligned Movement that peacekeeping was sufficiently robust, and South Africa underlined that they 
should not be used for peace enforcement.40 The Arab countries showed little enthusiasm in 2004 through 
the SG of the LA, as we will see later. On the other hand, the states that most contribute to the PKOs have 
also shown their concern41 (importantly, parallel to a certain Western intervention fatigue). Russia, India and 
other Asian countries have expressed similar doubts in recent years.42

The problem is of enormous importance, because the Security Council is the legitimate authority to authorise 
the use of force and must have precise criteria to do so. After the rejection of the Bush Administration's 
proposal for Iraq and subsequent events, there was a rupture that could have been overcome at the 2005 
Summit. But, as has been indicated, another rupture would arise in 2011 after events in Libya. The model 
used in the past is exhausted. All countries have understood the lesson: no state, nor the most powerful, can 
sustain this type of operations in the long run (and here there is no short term). However, if we accept that 
these ecosystems tend to spread, in the medium-term new such situations will emerge, and the tendency 
should be the multilateralisation of fully legitimate operations. Some of the national stabilisation doctrines 
are gradually converging towards that vision, but they need to affirm it more soundly, and the distance with 
the G77 and UN reports is still perceptible. Others are evolving in a more counterproductive direction.43  

34 See, Karlsrud (2015, p.41).
35 See, Curran and Holtom (2015, p.5).
36 Ibid, p. 9.
37 Ibid. 
38 See, Lucarelli, Marrone and Moro (2017).
39 See, Curran and Holtom (2015, p.5 and 9).
40 See, Karlsrud (2015, p.43).
41 Ibid, p. 49.
42 Ibid, p. 10.
43 See, Karlsrud (2019, p.15).
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Diplomatic agreements will be required in the Security Council for the construction of a large consensus 
that avoids ambiguities, contradictions, or absences in similar cases, the use of a concept that has a value 
implication, and strategic and legal consequences of relevance. We must avoid placing ourselves in a ‘no 
man's land’ where there is no ‘operational concept-guide’.44  

2.3. Diplomacy for a Consensual Concept of Stabilisation.
Discussions on both the normative and operational aspects of peace and stabilisation missions will continue 
in the Security Council, for a broader concept or for ad hoc decisions.45  Yet, the Council is not the right 
place for academic debates, since it operates with a hectic agenda and must deal with all kinds of global 
crises. Such debates should therefore take place in a diplomatic and academic dialogue on concepts. It is here 
that the contributions of academics and think tanks can be highly valuable and contribute to the dialogue 
in the Security Council and other organisations and states which should try to converge towards a broadly 
acceptable definition and guidelines, following the excellent example of International Humanitarian Law for 
the past 150 years.

For this to happen, it might be necessary that academics also progress in their own ‘diplomatic’ dialogue, 
since it is not possible to speak of a widely accepted definition of stabilisation in the literature either, as 
can be concluded from the introductory chapter of this book. For some it is simple counterinsurgency or 
counterterrorism, for others it is the state-building aspect that prevails. Some highlight the ‘three Ds’ 
(Diplomacy, Defense, Development), for others the concept must be more restricted. As such, Robert 
Muggah´s work, or the concept proposed by Zyck, Barakat and Deely can be good starting points: ‘a process 
involving coercive force in concert with reconstruction and development assistance during the immediate 
aftermath of a violent conflict in order to prevent the continuation or recurrence of conflict and destabilising 
levels of non-conflict violence’.46 There is also a school of thought which is highly critical of the idea, including 
authors such as Duffield, who frames it in neo-colonial and neoliberal mindsets that delegitimise these 
operations, or Mac Ginty, who criticises the insistence on control and securitisation - instead of peace - and 
the prevailing ‘good enoughery’ in state-building, after setbacks in the last twenty years, instead of more 
local involvement.47 Also Paris and Sisk have analysed the contradictions of stability and state-building and 
suggested they have to be rethought.48

Developing a concept with wide acceptance and overcoming the misunderstandings and misinterpretations49  
is so complex that it is worth considering Rotmann's approach, which identifies two thresholds, a more 
limited concept and a broader one, that gravitate precisely around this complex conjunction of the military 
and development. The ‘broad’ vision focuses on the challenge represented by fragility, lack of goods and 

44 See, Ruggie (1993, p. 26), quoted by Karlsrud (2015, p.48).
45 In 2013, France indicated that it acted in Mali "pour empêcher les groupes terroristes lies à Al Qaida de prendre le contrôle du pays", and three 

days later got the unanimous endorsement of the Security Council. Experience shows that, in a temporary and brief manner, exceptional situations 
requiring very urgent action (with very serious human rights violations, attacks against civilians or terrorism) can occur.

46 See, Zyck, Barakat and Deely (2014, p.19). 
47 See, Mac Ginty (2012).
48 See, Paris and Sisk (2009).
49 See, Dennys (2013). 
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services, political instability and unspecified violence of high or low intensity: in this case, stability must 
produce a lasting (‘sustainable’) peace, stability, security and prosperity. Faced with this concept ‘without 
limits’, a more realistic version appears that contemplates stabilisation as ‘appeasement of crisis’: it would try 
to avoid that crises reach a very acute character and contribute to generate resilience. If the state in question 
has the capacity to avoid extreme situations of violence, it is understood that problems may persist within 
its political system and its capacity to offer services to citizens, but these must be addressed in the long term 
and using other instruments. Most of the states that have been involved in the debates on ‘stabilisation’ 
seem to move in this direction.50 Another approach is that of Barakat, who suggests the presence of criteria 
such as a clear mandate, early intervention, specificity of context and a clear transition strategy.51 Dennys has 
proposed focusing on sub-national levels of stability52. Whichever approach is chosen, a potential academic 
convergence will have a high value in the current international context. It may serve as inspiration to crystalise 
current approaches or perhaps see how the stabilisation concept is blurred in the negotiations in the UN 
Security Council before new crises arise, and a new consensual vision of stabilisation takes over. 

3. Diplomacy Vs Stabilisation in the MENA Region
Putting diplomacy center stage in the MENA region is as necessary as it is urgent and undoubtedly more 
pressing than in other areas of the globe. The region has witnessed three stabilisation operations that have 
generated the most controversy in recent decades, those of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Libya in 2011 and in 
addition to paying for actions generated in its midst, MENA countries pay a high price for the mistakes that 
others make on their soil. Currently, parties involved do not all opt for diplomacy. So far, at this historical 
moment characterised by a more prominent role for regional actors, a double focus has prevailed: firstly, 
international actors consider the region as a chessboard, where the progress of some is done to the detriment 
of the resources or the tactical position of others. Second, when it is inevitable, conflicts are started, mainly 
by involving proxies. Regional powers are not only competing among themselves, there is also a continuing 
interest of global powers in the MENA region, with sometimes opposing interests, as developments in Syria 
have shown.

However, the greater international assertiveness of regional actors is accompanied by interesting diplomatic 
initiatives that show new capabilities. From the diplomatic intervention of the UAE in Ethiopia-Eritrea to the 
Saudi plan for the Middle East, from the initiatives of Oman and Kuwait to those of Qatar, it is no longer the 
traditional Egyptian or Algerian diplomats that are the only players active in this field. Diplomacy has, in this 
sense, unprecedented opportunities in the region. But this would require a level of mutual confidence that 
does not exist today. Suffice it to recall the rejection of Iran to involve other regional actors in the JCPOA, 
something that had been accepted by the other negotiators and which perhaps today would have given the 

50 See, Rotmann (2016, p.4). 
51 See, Barakat (2016, p. 3).
52 Ibid.
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agreement greater strength. This is not only a quantitative issue - more local diplomacy - it is also a qualitative 
one, since regional diplomacy will require a specific toolkit. Working with local diplomats and tools increases 
the likelihood of success. The advantages of more local approaches and the understanding of specificities is 
necessary for a viable implementation of stabilisation.53

The problem of current day instability is not limited to specific territories or countries in the MENA region, 
it is a regional issue. Cold War formulas and stabilising policies have been left behind, and more recent ones 
have proven ineffective and controversial. Today local stabilisation is hardly conceivable without addressing 
the stabilisation of the region as a whole. Also for this objective, more homegrown diplomacy is needed. 
This raises the big questions about the appropriate forum, the extension and whether to include only Arab 
countries or adopt a broader scope. Equally important is the question about the notion of regional stabilisation 
and whether this should be a Westphalian concept based on hard sovereignty, which simply stops conflicts 
with limited intra-stabilisation efforts. Or a more structured and interventionist concept like that of the 
Congress of Vienna? Or perhaps a more cooperative vision with formulas such as the Helsinki Act or the first 
agreements of the European Community? Obviously, whatever the choice is, it should not be an imported 
one, but a localised one. Without answering these major questions, it is difficult to conceive stabilisation 
operations with a deployment of military, humanitarian and diplomatic forces. As has happened in the 
Security Council with other operations, it is not excluded to continue operating with ad hoc formulas, but it 
will be increasingly difficult. The states of the region should not only build a position ad intra, it would also 
be desirable to build it ad extra, as a regional consensus would result in greater possibilities for a consensus 
in the Security Council, whose decisions will undoubtedly continue to affect the region, a region that vitally 
needs the mistakes of the past not to be repeated.

Among the pending tasks of global diplomacy, is the implementation of a more effective division of labor 
with regional organisations, in accordance with Chapter VIII of the Charter. In the MENA region, this would 
have important implications for the Arab League. In 2004, the Secretary General of the Arab League, Amre 
Moussa, clearly showed the dissatisfaction of the regional organisation with the predominant stabilisation 
concept:

"Is stabilisation an objective in itself? Is the purpose to cool down conflicts that are 
growing? Sometimes we find that, even when a situation is calm and when concerns 
are allayed, danger will remain if the status quo continues. The notion that stability will 
lead to peace and reconstruction has yet to be confirmed. It is in fact possible to take the 
opposite course: first to establish peace in order to ensure the success of peacekeeping 
operations, and then to pursue security, reconstruction, reconciliation and stability".

53 See, Dennys (2013, p.3).
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The next paradigm shift necessary is moving toward a positive concept of stabilisation. This means not only 
observing international developments, but also developing political and academic concepts from the region, 
to which this book aims to contribute. A regional vision of stabilisation would not be very different, but 
undoubtedly it would pay more attention to certain aspects. One of them would be sectarianism. The region 
has rejected orientalising tendencies, but such tendencies have multiplied since 9/11 and the beginning of 
the so-called ‘War on Terror’. For many in the US and other countries, the idea of terror is totalising.54 In the 
region, there is a similar risk today due to the spread of sectarian violence. Often the same terrorist groups 
that seek with their attacks to consolidate a confrontation between the Judeo-Christian West and Islam, also 
seek to consolidate a sectarian confrontation in the MENA region between Sunnis and Shiites, which would 
amount to orientalising the East. Related to this aspect, stabilisation in the region will require a more effective 
fight against extremism, for which diplomacy can and should have sophisticated instruments and institutions 
(an organisation such as Hedayah is a good example55). To the extent that we have understood that there is 
no possible stabilisation in the short term, we must be aware that there is no stabilisation without tolerance 
and reconciliation. 

Putting diplomacy center stage in the MENA region must also involve the evolution of diplomacy towards 
21st century forms, in which inclusion can become one of its most valuable assets. History teaches us that 
inclusive diplomacy is more effective.56 All the states of the region have a role to play in the process, although 
concentric circles may be established because some will have more impact than others. But inclusion 
today also implies working with civil society, at all levels, with different settings, from individuals to NGOs 
(including those of development, an area that has seen an impressive increase with some countries in the 
region in positions of global leadership). Since 2011, a vibrant civil society has been seen in the region asking 
to be heard, and this may be the best time to do so. And, in a wider sense, cultural diplomacy is another 
interesting tool. In the Middle East, Western commentators often understate the importance of longstanding 
Arab cultural stabilising factors - the majlis, community and tribal links, etc. They often wrongly characterise 
Arab societies as being too hierarchical. In reality, there are checks and balances (in most) but they operate 
in less visible ways to our own. A 21st century stabilisation approach might draw from these models as much 
as global ones, but the main goal should be to find the region's homegrown ‘natural equilibrium’57, in an 
inclusive way, without external interference.

Another issue of enormous importance in the region is human rights. Frequently, stabilisation operations 
originate in an environment characterised by serious violations of human rights. In turn, subsequent 
interventions have often produced new cases that further complicate the solutions, of which Iraq is a good 
example. Regional human rights institutions have developed impressively, for example, in Latin America or 
Africa. In the MENA region it is still a pending issue. From a disappointing text agreed in 199058, the region 
moved to the 2004 Arab Charter on Human Rights, which has also received justified criticism. The Arab Court 

54 See, Butler (2009, p.40). 
55 http://www.hedayah.ae/
56 Some historians have observed that the success of the Congress of Vienna was largely to the inclusion of all European actors following precisely 

the formula of concentric circles, for example, Paul Meerts, “Persuasion Through Negotiation at the Congress of Vienna 1814-1815, DiPLO, https://
www.diplomacy.edu/resources/general/persuasion-through-negotiation-congress-vienna-1814-1815

57 See, Mac Ginty (2012, p.28).
58 Cairo Declaration of Human Rights in Islam.
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of Human Rights is another step, but still insufficient and will take time to consolidate. There will not be any 
stability if it is not in a climate of strict respect for human rights. This should be a precious element in the 
regional diplomatic toolkit. Democratic societies with freedom of expression and free press, will not only be 
more stable, they will prevail. Only by assuming certain great principles will it be possible to move to a second 
stage, where more delicate and complex issues that have already been evoked can be addressed, such as the 
development of an Arab League Standby Force, and the design and implementation of regional stabilisation 
missions.

4. A Case Study of Political-Diplomatic Stabilisation in the MENA Region: 
Libya
It is not the subject of this chapter to provide an in-depth analysis of the case of Libya; Its goal is only to 
address the value of diplomacy as a central element in the construction and implementation of stabilisation 
formulas that work in the long term. For this, diplomacy and development must be maximised, promoting 
internal security and minimising external interventions, together with ‘strategic patience’, and allowing 
regional diplomacy to take the lead. These elements were present in the UN sponsored stabilisation approach 
to Libya and offered a clear opportunity for stabilization that today, after Khalifa Hafter operation in Tripoli, is 
likely to turn into instability and chaos.

In Libya it is easy to see the glass half empty. The situation is far from stable, given the difficulties for political 
understanding, the threats that still remain in different areas, the profound differences of vision between 
different international actors and the existence of problems, such as the drama of human trafficking, that 
produces a large number of deaths at sea every day, very serious abuses of human rights on land, and 
difficulties for European countries to pursue a unified vision. Unfortunately, there is no immediate short-
term solution to these problems, but the principle that Libyans solve Libya's problems remained a priority in 
the Skhirat agreement (conceived as a first step towards stabilisation) and, it should remain a priority in the 
future. UNSMIL had an excellent team of diplomats, mainly from the region.

In 2014, Libya presented a very somber situation of instability, with great fragmentation and a risk that the 
confrontations in Benghazi and Tripoli would end up becoming an all-out civil war in the country. In that 
reign of chaos, Daesh found the best breeding ground to build a large base of operations in the center of 
the Mediterranean and close to Tunisia (whose democratic experience it wanted to destroy) and Europe, a 
priority target for their terrorist attacks. Different countries were considering political actions and studying 
possible military contingency plans. But Libya is an immense country, which poses logistical difficulties 
equally immense. After the summer confrontations, the options for the Libyans and the international 
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community were victor or virtue, an elitist peace dictated by the victors (Fajr Libya in the West and Karama-
LNA in the East) or a broad national agreement in which all Libyans could recognise themselves and subscribe 
to. The first option did not seem the most promising and would have represented offering military winners 
the possibility of dictating an agreement without having won the battle throughout the country. It would 
not have been a very stable and sustainable formula. An agreement drawn up with criteria of indigenous 
deliberative democracy might seem unorthodox, but it offered a perspective of stability built from bottom-
up and top down perspectives, that could work for society and for the elites.

The presence of Daesh and Al Qaeda, and their attacks against Egypt and Tunisia, the use by AQIM59 of Libyan 
territory as an entry point to Algeria and the attacks against Western tourists, all augured some kind of more 
robust intervention in line with the last two decades practices (there were several aerial actions against 
specific objectives) and exhausted the patience of many, but finally diplomacy prevailed, perhaps making 
virtue of necessity. Diplomacy offered the Libyans a platform for a first stage of stabilisation, from which 
to begin to operate and act against other instability factors such as Daesh. Despite many shortcomings in 
the process and the current situation, it is worth remembering some of the fundamental principles of this 
inclusive political dialogue that could be part of a diplomatic stabilisation strategy.

First of all, given the controversial precedents in the Security Council in 2011, the country's projection of 
instability towards the African continent, the Middle East and Europe, the strategic interest of the great 
international powers and the weight of Libyan oil in the international markets, it came as no surprise that the 
Council considered the situation of the country as a threat to international peace and security. The UN-led 
process progressed in close coordination with regional organisations, in particular the AU, the Arab League 
and the EU. But the international aspects were balanced with strong local components. The talks included 
five groups, with different political, institutional and social actors, women groups, municipalities, militias 
and tribes. It was, following Mac Ginty’s distinction, indigenous (but not strongly traditional60, since the 
deliberate annihilation of the local political culture by the Qaddafi regime and the difficulties in identifying 
tribal representatives prevented more tribal involvement). But to a large extent this role was played by 
municipalities and local communities, so active that, at difficult moments, they saved the talks. It was a highly 
customised process, in which this local approach was prioritised by the UN, making it compatible with some 
elements of sustainable peace. The country could not build stability out of the neo-darwinian, exclusively 
internal, factors without external support.61

Secondly, the international consultation was structured in concentric circles, in which work from within the 
country was accompanied by the initiative of neighbouring countries - directly and deeply affected by the 
instability - a second circle of other regional actors, and international powers and organisations, especially 
interested in the process. The former were asked to freeze their peace and stabilisation efforts (such as the 

59 Al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb.
60 See, Mac Ginty (2008). 
61 See, Weinstein (2005, p. 29).
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initiative of the Six Neighbours, driven mainly by Algeria and Egypt, or the dialogue initiatives in Algiers 
and Khartoum), but allowing their active involvement in the process (Morocco, Algeria and Tunisia were 
hosts of important negotiating groups in the UN process, and Egypt should have hosted a forum of Libyan 
tribes). The ambassadors of the so-called ‘five-plus-one group’ (EU, US, UK, France, Italy and Spain, later also 
Portugal and some Scandinavian countries), as well as the ambassadors of other interested countries (most 
regularly those of Russia, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, United Arab Emirates, Qatar) accompanied informally 
the process, providing advice and support. All of them coordinated a stabilisation strategy that should start 
with an interim political agreement that would allow for two years consensual governance acceptable to 
the main actors with a single and inclusive government, a formula for institutional cooperation, and the 
participation of the main cities, political parties, members of civil society, women and youth, tribes, among 
other groups, which would decrease (as it was) the confrontations between militias, whose demobilisation 
could allow to start later a process of disarmament and reintegration (still one of the great challenges for 
deeper stabilisation).

Thirdly, the political nature of the mission was fundamental. The international community was never seen 
as a threatening actor that could propose an intervention with military elements (something to which the 
Libyans were very suspicious and that could generate more security problems than it solved). The Security 
Council and all regional actors involved unanimously supported the agreement, which indicates that regional 
consensus is possible through intense diplomatic efforts. This all allowed for a more effective action by 
maintaining a single multilateral process, not without challenging phases, essentially diplomatic, led by the 
UN, in which many of the recommendations and the spirit of legitimacy, credibility and local ownership of the 
Brahimi and Ramos Horta reports were present.

Providing security was the aspect of instability that concerned most actors inside and outside Libya. The 
problem of building state institutions was serious, but in a continent-country, cities were used to functioning 
as true city-states and many governance problems get solved locally. On the other hand, the three major 
national institutions, the Central Bank, the National Oil Company and the Libyan Investment Authority, 
continued to operate trying to maintain the balance between the different contenders. For that reason, 
the most formidable challenge was the existence of thousands of militias (some of only a few members, 
and, others, true armies with thousands of fighters). Added to those was the increasing presence of Daesh 
(which ended up having more than 6,000 members in the Sirte area), training bases of al Qaeda, and also the 
gradual presence of organised crime gangs from different origins. Within this context, the first step after the 
ceasefire was to address the political problem to reduce the risks of direct confrontation between the larger 
groups of militias, something that the political agreement achieved. There was still insecurity and a need for 
policing62, but it was a first step that created the conditions for the Libyans themselves to defuse the threat 
of terrorist groups in the center and east of the country (what the militias of Misrata did against Daesh and 

62 See, Caan (2005, p.2).
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the forces of Khalifa Hafter in other areas). Work is still pending on organised crime groups, on which much 
less progress has been made.63 The great local actors have also acted on those smaller groups that interfered 
in the national management of oil. The militias played an important role in the first stage of stabilisation, 
although they should have been a key component of the following stages through DDR and SSR processes, 
which were not possible in the first stage. What Coletta calls ‘Interim Stabilisation Measures’ should wait in 
this case, since militias, once returned home, still had to play a defensive-police role in many areas, given the 
total collapse of the former state security apparatus.64 The inability of the Libyan government, militia leaders 
and international community to agree on a way forward has contributed to create conditions for Khalifa 
Hafter to launch an operation which might reinforce militias instead of weakening them. Arguably, one of the 
downsides of political missions without a strong military component is the limited clout on such groups. But 
at the same time, the UN has conducted hundreds of meetings with different militia leaders, explaining the 
political process and gaining support.65

Finally, the Libyan Political Agreement maintains its validity and fragile stabilising role until this day, almost 
four years later, as a roadmap to solve difficult issues through dialogue and consensus. And this will be the 
case after current military operations by Hafter reach deadlock. Paradoxically, a non-elected PM leading a 
highly inclusive and plural council, agreed through the Skhirat agreement, has been more stable than the 
previous ones, elected by democratic, albeit highly polarised, parliaments. Even some of the hardliners who 
rejected the text, accepted it later, totally or partially. Amendments are debated, while the Constitution is 
still pending, and possible elections are discussed, which is a good sign, although any step has to be weighed 
very carefully because in such situations it is easy to lose momentum. The country remains vulnerable to 
the threat of terrorism and organised crime, and has other outstanding pending tasks. Probably a greater 
involvement of a more united international community -specially in statebuilding- and a regional consensus 
would have made it possible to move forward with greater strength, but, with all its shortcomings, the Libyan 
experience is better than that of other crises in the region and offers valuable lessons in the prioritisation of 
political dialogue and local and regional diplomacy in unstable contexts.

5. Conclusion
The international community needs a consensual concept of stability that, in no case, can be a euphemism 
for intervention that simply tries to avoid the negative burden of this concept. If stabilisation can be a viable 
formula for dealing with new conflicts, it will require clearer parameters and rationales. The delimitation 
of the concept requires work at the level of International Law and institutions, and also on the ground, 
which only diplomacy can provide with its wide presence in both spaces, and permanence. But also for its 

63 It has evolved into a systemic issue in Libya’s transition but that has its roots outside of the Skhirat process.
64 See, Colletta (2014).
65 UN Facilitated and supported numerous ceasefires and dialogue with armed actors. More recently this was done by Ghassan Salame in the summer 

of 2018.
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openness to the local and the global-multilateral, and its teamwork with development and state-building 
organisations. This has to be a rule- and legitimacy-based dynamic, where principles like sovereign equality, 
inclusion and the priority of politics and dialogue are crucial.

The consensus should also address new wars and effective international institutions and rules to deal with 
it, and what has been called fragility. This can only be done through a contemporary reading of constitutional 
principles, which need to be adapted, but also respected, and a discussion about the role of the UN and the 
meaning of stability in UN Peace missions. Meanwhile, situations on the ground will continue to request 
urgent answers, and academia can shed light in a conversation with practitioners. Reports elaborated by 
Brahimi or Ramos Horta committees can be interesting references. UN needs to find ways to implement more 
effectively lessons learned.

Threats on civilians and international staff can be a pressing security concern where international support - 
including military - might be needed urgently. This is also true for cases of massive human rights violations. 
However, state-building and development is a long-term challenge, and tools to deal with both should be 
coherent, but keeping their distinct structures and rules. It is a fundamental debate at the level of principles 
and on the ground. Coordination of different actors will continue to be the main challenge66. While diplomacy 
will make stabilisation more viable, it will need the support of the critical areas of government - meaning 
head of government offices - to allow the right decision-making.

Instability is present all over the world, but it is especially serious in the MENA region. It is an endemic 
instability, with distinctive local characteristics. After the failures of international formulas, it is time for the 
region to apply its own, for which it has an increasingly active and capable diplomacy. It will not be easy to 
address many key questions like the forum, the actors and the principles, a MENA stabilisation concept, the 
role of regional organisations, the tools to deal with sectarianism, extremism, terrorism, and reach stability, 
inclusion and reconciliation, the relevant role of human rights. Importantly, CSO have to be relevant actors 
in the process. Libya offers a good example on how to maximise local political dynamics, while keeping 
international support. But also about working in concentric circles, local, neighboring, regional and global. 
Using a UN political mission facilitated this approach. As it happens in all stabilisation operations, experience 
- both successes and failures - offers valuable lessons. Challenges through the use of force will produce more 
instability, only political and diplomatic formulas can work in the medium and long term. 

66 See, Paris (2009).
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