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Preface

Under the headline of Collective Security, UNIDIR has conducted a mgjor
project on Disarmament and Conflict Resolution (DCR). Theproject examined the
utility and modalities of disarming warring parties as an element of efforts to
resolve intrastate conflicts. It collected field experiences regarding the
demobilization and disarmament of warring factions; reviewed 11 collective
security actionswhere demobilization and disarmament have been attempted; and
examined the role that disarmament of belligerents can play in the management
and resolution of internal conflicts. The 11 caseswere UNPROFOR (Y ugodavia),
UNOSOM and UNITAF (Somalia), UNAVEM (Angola), UNTAC (Cambodia),
ONUSAL (Salvador), ONUCA (Central America)), UNTAG (Namibia),
ONUMOZ (Mozambique), UNOMIL (Liberia), UNMIH (Haiti) and the 1979
Commonwedth operation in Rhodesia.

Demobilization has become aglobal trend. In 1987, the armed forces of the
world numbered 29 million. In 1994 they were down to 24 million. These are the
figuresfor regular, governmental forces. opposition forceshave been reduced more
rapidly. The background is not only the end of the Cold War: in Africa,
demobilization has been undertaken, for avariety of reasons, in Ethiopia, Eritrea,
Madi, Mozambique, Namibiaand Uganda. Itison-going or foreseenin Angolaand
South Africa, and thereistalk about it in Tanzania. Thetrend is encouraging and
should be sustained. For the settlement of conflicts, demobilization and
reintegrationisasinequanon. Whiledemobilizationismorevisible, reintegration
isthe mgor, longer-term challenge.

Disarmament of warring partiesis mostly amatter of light weapons. |n many
armed conflicts, these weapons seem to account for as much as 90% of the
casualties. In 1995, UNIDIR published a paper on this subject (Small Arms and
Intra-Sate Conflicts, UNIDIR Paper No 34). The Secretary-General’ s appedl for
stronger effortsto control small arms-- to promote* micro disarmament”* -- isone
which UNIDIR will continue to attend to in the context of conflict prevention as
well as conflict resolution and post-conflict reconstruction.

Between disarmament and conflict resolution there is no straight and
automatic relationship. As a rule, however, both disarmament and
demobilization/reintegration would seem to be important elements in the

! Document 50/60-S/1995/1, 3 January 1995.
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promotion of peace processes. If there are alot of arms around, easy access to
weapons combined with alack of any effective policeforceleadsmany to acquire
armsfor salf-defence and invites violent solutions to problems. The proliferation
of arms breeds cultures of violence. Therefore, if peace operations are compl eted
before measures have been taken to control the flow of arms, post-conflict
reconstruction may be jeopardized.

Being an autonomous ingitute charged with the task of undertaking
independent, applied research, UNIDIR keeps a certain distance from political
actors of al kinds. The impact of our publications is predicated on the
independence with which we are seen to conduct our research. At the sametime,
being a research ingtitute within the framework of the United Nations, UNIDIR
naturally relates its work to the needs of the Organization. Inspired by the
Secretary-Generd’s report on “New Dimensions of Arms Regulation and
Disarmament in the Post-Cold War Era,"? the DCR Project has also related to a
great many governments involved in peace operations through the UN or under
regional auspices. Last but not least, comprehensive networks of communication
and co-operation were developed with UN personnel having field experience.

This Report addresses key issues pertaining to demobilization, disarmament
and the control of weapons during peace operations, i.e. issues that are deemed
critical for the success or failure of such endeavours. The papers were written by
Jane Boulden, David Cox, Donald C. F. Daniel, Stephen John Stedman, Fred
Tanner, Estanidao Zawels, Virginia Gamba and Jakkie Potgieter.

| would like to thank the staff at UNIDIR who assisted in the publication
process: VirginiaGamba, for leading the DCR project until theend of March 1996;
LaraBernini, Cara Cantarella, Alessandra Fabrello, Mike McKinnon, and Steve
Tulliu, for editing thisvolume; and Anita Blétry, for designing and producing the
camera-ready copy.

UNIDIR takes no position on the views or conclusions expressed in the
Report. They aretheauthors . My fina word of thanksgoesto them: UNIDIR has
been happy to have such resourceful and dedicated collaborators.

Sverre Lodgaard
Director, UNIDIR

2 Document A/C.1/47/7, No. 31, 23 October 1992.
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Project Introduction

Disarmament and Conflict Resolution

Theglobal arena s main preoccupation during the Cold War centered on the
maintenance of international peace and stability between states. The vast network
of aliances, abligations and agreements which bound nuclear superpowersto the
global system, and the memory of the rapid internationalization of disputes into
world wars, favored the formulation of national and multinational deterrent
policies designed to maintain a stability which was often confused with
immobility. In these circumstances, the ability of groups within states to engage
in protest and to challenge recognized authority was limited.

The end of the Cold War in 1989, however, led to arelaxing of this pattern,
generating profound mohility within the global system. The ensuing break-up of
alliances, partnerships, and regional support systems brought new and often weak
states into the international arena. Since weak states are susceptible to ethnic
tensions, secession, and outright criminality, many regions are now afflicted by
violent intra-state conflicts.

Intra-state conflict occurs a immense humanitarian cost. The massive
movement of people, their desperate condition, and the direct and indirect tollson
human life have generated pressurefor international action, most notably fromthe
UN.

The reputation of the United Nations as being representative of al statesand
thusasbeing objective and trustworthy has been especialy valued, asindicated by
the greater number of peace operationsin which it is currently engaged. Before
1991, the UN peace operations enhanced not only peace but al so the strengthening
of democratic processes, conciliation among population groups, the
encouragement of respect for human rights, and the alleviation of humanitarian
problems. These achievements are exemplified by the role of the UN in Congo,
southern Lebanon, Nicaragua, Namibia, El Salvador, andto alesser extentinHaiti.

Nevertheless, since 1991 the United Nationshasbeen simultaneoudly engaged
in a number of larger, and more ambitious peace operations, such as those in
Angola, Cambodia, Somdia, Mozambique, and theformer Yugodavia. It hasbeen
increasingly pressured to act on quick-flaring and horrendoudly costly explosions
of violence such asthat in Rwanda Thefinancial, personnel, and timing pressure
ontheUnited Nationsto undertakethese massive short-term stabilizing actionshas

Xiii
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serioudly impaired the UN’s ability to ensure long-term nationa and regiona
stability. The UN hasnecessarily shifted itsfocusfrom asupporting role, inwhich
it could ensure long-term national and international stability, to a role which
involves obtaining quick peace and easing humanitarian pressures immediately.
But without afocus on peace defined in terms of longer-term stability, the overall
success of efforts to mediate and resolve intra-state conflict will remain in
guestion.

This problem has gained some recognition and resulted in belated action by
theinternational community. More and more organizations and governments are
linking success to the ability to offer non-violent aternatives to a post-conflict
society. Thesedternatives are mostly of asocio-political/economic natureand are
nationa rather than regional in character. Asimportant astheselinkagesareto the
final resolution of conflict, they tend to overlook amajor source of instahility: the
existence of vast quantities of weaponswidely distributed among combatant and
non-combatant elements in societies which are emerging from long periods of
internal conflict.

The reason why weaponsthemselvesare not the primary focus of attentionin
the reconstruction of post-conflict societies is because they are viewed from a
political perspective. Action which does not award importance to disarmament
processesisjustified by invoking thepolitical vaue of aweapon aswell astheway
the weapon is used by a warring party, rather than its mere existence and
availability. For proponents of this action, peace takes away the reason for using
the weapon and, therefore, rendersit harmlessfor the post-conflict reconstruction
process. And yet, easy availability of weapons can, and does, militarize societies
ingeneral. It also destabilizesregionsthat are affected by unrestricted trade of light
Weapons across borders.

There are two problems, therefore, with the international community’s
approach to post-conflict reconstruction processes. on the one hand, the
international community, under pressure to react to increasingly violent internal
conflict, hasput ahigher value on peacein the short-term than on devel opment and
stability in thelong-term; and, on the other hand, thosewho do focuson long-term
stability have put a higher value on the societal and economic eements of
development than on the management of the primary tools of violence, i.e,
weapons and munitions.

Giventhese considerations, the DCR Project believesthat the way to achieve
peace, defined in terms of long-term stability, isto focus not just on the sources of
violence (such as social and political development issues) but also on the material
vehicles for violence (such as weapons and munitions). Likewise, the
implementation of peace must takeinto account both the future needs of asociety
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and the elimination of its excess weapons, and also the broader international and
regiond context in which the society is situated. Thisis because weapons which
are not managed and controlled in the field will invariably flow over into
neighboring countries, and become a problem in themselves. Thus, the
establishment of viable stability requiresthat three primary aspectsbeincludedin
every approach to intra-state conflict resolution: (1) the implementation of a
comprehensive, systematic disarmament programas soon asa peace operationis
set-up; (2) the establishment of an arms management programthat continuesinto
national post-conflict reconstruction processes; and (3) the encouragement of
close cooperation on weapons control and management programs between
countries in the region where the peace operation is being conducted.

In order to fulfill itsresearch mission, the DCR Project has been divided into
four phases. These are as follows. (1) the development, distribution, and
interpretation of a Practitioners Quegtionnaire on Weapons Control,
Disarmament and Demobilization during Peacekeeping Operations; (2) the
development and publication of case studies on peace operations in which
disarmament tasks congtituted an important aspect of the wider mission; (3) the
organization of a series of workshops on policy issues; and (4) the publication of
policy papers on substantive issues rdlated to the linkages between the
management of arms during peace processes and the settlement of conflict.

Thisvolume consists of six palicy papers; an introduction by the Director of
UNIDIR, Sverre Lodgaard; and aconcluding summary by VirginiaGambaand Lt
Col (Ret) Jakkie Potgieter. My specia thanks go to the authors of this volume,
Jane Boulden, David Cox, Donald C. F. Danidl, Jakkie Potgieter, Stephen John
Stedman, Fred Tanner, and Estanidao Zawels.

Virginia Gamba
Project Director
Geneva, March 1996






Editor's Note

The DCR Project's editoria staff would like to draw the reader's attention to the
distinction betweenthetwo different referencesto " Peace Operations’ foundinthis
volume. Some of the authors refer to peacekeeping in the legal sense, namely as
aChapter VI operation. Thisreflectsthefact that peacekeeping missions usually
are deployed with the consent of the parties, hence the mandate originates under
Chapter VI of the UN Charter dealing with consenua intervention actions. In
other cases, authors may refer to peacekeeping missions in the technica or
operational sense. Peacekeeping is not an activity listed in Chapter VI of the
Charter and is far more intrusive than those found in that chapter. Asaresult, it
has been often referred to asa" Chapter VI and ahaf" function performed by the
UN; more proactive than Chapter V1, but not asforceful asthe provisions granted
under Chapter VII.
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Chapter 1

Specificity in Peacekeeping Operation Mandates:
The Evolution of Security Council Methods of
Work

Estanidao Angel Zawels'

Introduction

The present paper lies within the wider framework of UNIDIR'’ s project on
disarmament and conflict resolution. It aims at reviewing the manner in which the
Security Council and other relevant bodies of the United Nations elaborate the
mandatesof peacekeeping operations, particularly those established in connection
with the disarmament aspects of those operations.?

For such purpose, it will attempt to describe how the work of the Security
Council hasevolvedinthe past fiveyears, aswell asthe changesinits procedures.

Thiswill includeareview of thewider useof theinstrument of peacekeeping
operations by the Security Council and the various interrel ationships among the
different competent bodies.

This paper will also address the changes in specificity in the mandates
established by the Security Council resolutions, with special reference to its
disarmament aspects. Thisperspectivewill be based on theexperiencesof themost
recent military involvements by the United Nationsin several conflicts, all around
the world.

! The opinions expressed in this paper are the author’'s and do not necessarily
represent the position of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Argentina

2 Of the six main bodies of the United Nations, established in Article 7 of the Charter
of the United Nations, the Security Council, the General Assembly and the Secretariat are
competent, in different ways, in issues related to peacekeeping operations.

1



2 Managing Arms in Peace Processes: The | ssues

Other papers within this project will complement this analysis from an
empirica perspective, whichincludethe effectsin thefield of the mandates of the
peacekeeping operations.?

The period reviewed by this analysis runs from August 1990 to June 1995.*
It is, undoubtedly, the most intense period in the whole history of the Security
Council, and therefore the most active regarding the establishment and use of the
instrument of peacekeeping operations.

Development

Asof mid-1995, the United Nationshas 16 peacekeeping operationscurrently
deployed, infour different geographical regions: Africa Angola(UNAVEM I11),
Western Sahara (MINURSO), Liberia (UNOMIL), Rwanda (UNAMIR); Asia:
Middle East (UNTSO), India-Pakistan (UNMOGIP), Syria-lsrael (UNDOF),
Lebanon-1sragl (UNIFIL), Irag-Kuwait (UNIKOM), Tadzhikistan (UNMOT); the
Caribbean: Haiti (UNMIH), and Europe: Cyprus (UNFICYP), Georgia
(UNOMIG), Croatia(UNCRO), Bosniaand Herzegovina(UNPROFOR), Former
Y ugodav Republic of Macedonia (UNPREDEP).

These operations involve some 70,000 military troops, contributed by 84
States. The aggregate annual budget of the peacekeeping operations exceeds 3.5
billion dollars, amogt tripling the United Nations' regular budget.

Since the establishment of the first observation mission in the Middle East
(UNTS0),’ the United Nations has depl oyed 38 peacekeeping operations, ranging
from observation missions to peacekeeping forces.

3 Paulo Wrobel, Managing Arms in Peace Processes: Nicaragua and El Salvador,
Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming; Jianwei Wang, Managing Arms in Peace Processes:
Cambodia, Geneva: United Nations, 1996; and Clement Adibe, Managing Arms in Peace
Processes. Somalia, Geneva: United Nations, 1995.

4 Security Council Resolution 660 (1990) was adopted on 2 August 1990, as a
consequence of the military invasion of Kuwait by Irag. This paper was prepared in July 1995.
A few weeks before, on 23 June 1995, the Security Council adopted Resolution 1000 (1995) on
the situation in Cyprus and attained the mythical figure of 1000 resolutions since 1946.

® Brian Urquhart, Ralph Bunche, an American Life, New Y ork: Norton & Company,
1993.
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Ligt of the Peacekeeping Oper ations from 1948 to June 1995:

NP

o 01w

© o N

10.
11
12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.
10.
20.
21
22.

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
3L
32
33.

35.
36.
37.
38.

UNTSO, United Nations Truce Supervision Organization, from 1948 to present;
UNMOGIP, United Nations Military Observer Group in Indiaand Pakistan, from 1949
to present;

UNEF I, First United Nations Emergency Force, from 1956 to 1967;

UNOGIL, United Nations Observation Group in Lebanon, 1958;

ONUC, United Nations Operation in the Congo, from 1960 to 1964;

UNSF, United Nations Security Force in West New Guinea/West Irian, from 1962 to
1963;

UNY OM, United Nations Y eman Observation Mission, form 1963 to 1964;

UNFICY P, United Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus, from 1964 to present;
DOMREP, Mission of the Representative of the Secretary-General in the Dominican
Republic, from 1965 to 1966;

UNIPOM, United Nations I ndia-Pakistan Observation Mission, from 1965 to 1966;
UNEF I, Second United Nations Emergency Force, from 1973 to 1979;

UNDOF, United Nations Disengagement Observer Force, from 1974 to present;
UNIFIL, United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon, from 1978 to present;
UNGOMAP, United Nations Good Offices Mission in Afghanistan and Pakistan, from
1988 to 1990;

UNIIMOG, United Nations Iran-Irag Military Observer Group, from 1988 to 1990;
UNAVEM I, First United Nations Angola Verification Mission, from 1989 to 1991;
UNTAG, United Nations Transition Assistance Group, from 1989 to 1990;

ONUCA, United Nations Observer Group in Central America, from 1989 to 1992;
UNIKOM, United Nations Irag-Kuwait Observation Mission, from 1991 to present;
UNAVEM I1, Second United Nations AngolaV erification Mission, from 1991 to 1995;
ONUSAL, United Nations Observer Mission in El Salvador, from 1991 to 1994;
MINURSO, United Nations Mission for the Referendum in Western Sahara, from 1991
to present;

UNAMIC, United Nations Advance Mission in Cambodia, from 1991 to 1992;
UNPROFOR, United Nations Protection Force, from 1992 to present;

UNTAC, United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia, from 1992 to 1993;
UNOSOM |, First United Nations Operation in Somalia; from 1992 to 1993;
ONUMOZ, United Nations Operation in Mozambique, 1992 to 1994;

UNOSOM |1, Second United Nations Operation in Somalia, 1993 to 1994;
UNOMUR, United Nations Observer Mission Uganda-Rwanda, from 1993 to 1994;
UNOMIG, United Nations Observer Mission in Georgia, from 1993 to present;
UNOMIL, United Nations Observer Mission in Liberia, from 1993 to present;
UNMIH, United Nations Mission in Haiti, from 1993 to present;

UNAMIR, United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda, 1993 to present;
UNASOG, United Nations Aouzou Strip Observer Group, 1994;

UNMOT, United Nations Mission of Observersin Tgjikistan, from 1994, to present;
UNAVEM 1, Third United NationsAngolaV erification Mission, from 1995 to present;
UNCRO, United Nations Confidence Restoration Operation, from 1995 to present;
UNPREDEP; United Nations Preventive Deployment Force, from 1995 to present.
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Inthelast fiveyearsalone, 20 new peacekeeping operationswere established;
several exceeded the dimensions of ONUC (Congo), thelargest operation prior to
that time. This accelerated evolution, brought about by the circumstances in an
extremely dynamic international context, challenged al the direct participantsin
the process. the United Nations Secretariat, the Security Council, the Genera
Assembly and the troop-contributing countries.

|. The Establishment of Peacekeeping Operations

Before describing, in some detail how the Security Council elaborates the
mandates of peacekeeping operations and undertakes the corresponding political
follow-up, et us briefly review the specific peacekeeping operations functions of
each of the United Nations bodiesinvolved in the process, aswell asthe sequence
of stepsintheir interaction every timeanew peacekeeping operation isestablished.

1. United Nations Bodies I nvolved

Three main United Nations bodies take part in the establishment of
peacekeeping operations: the Security Council, the General Assembly and the
Secretariat.

a) The Security Council isthebody that hasthe primary responsibility for the
maintenance of international peace and security.® In the event of aconflict falling
within itsjurisdiction, it is responsible for establishing peacekeeping operations
and their respective mandates.” It isalso in charge of the political follow-up of al
peacekeeping operations, the conflicts that may cause their establishment, the
regular extension of their mandates or the modification thereof, as necessary from
time to time® It dso adopts the decision to close down and liquidate a

peacekeeping operation.

6 Charter of the United Nations, Chapter V, Article 24.

" Asan exception to this practice, due to a particular circumstance, the General
Assembly has authorized an operation, FENU |, established by General Assembly Resolution
1000.

8 Most peacekeeping operations are subject to aregular extension of their mandates
— generally every six months. The mandates of certain operations, such as UNTSO and
UNIKOM, do not requireregular extensions. Inrecent years, the Council has extended mandates
for shorter periodsin view of special circumstances.
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b) Once the Security Council has adopted a resolution establishing a new
peacekeeping operation, the Generd Assembly isresponsible for authorizing its
financing. Usually, financing is determined by means of a Special Scale of
Assessment, taking into account each country’s capacity to pay, and, where
appropriate, its permanent membership in the Security Council® It is aso
important to point out that contributionsfor peacekeeping operations, onceadopted
by the Genera Assembly, are compulsory. Moreover, through the Specia
Committee on Peace-keeping Operations, reporting to the Special Political and
Decol onization Committee (Fourth Committee), the General Assembly undertakes
atheoretical follow-up of operations, issues recommendations to the Secretariat,
and seeks to reach a consensus for the establishment of approaches to the
management of peacekeeping operations. In its legidative capacity (within the
framework of the progressive development of International Law) in 1994, the
Genera Assembly prepared (through aSpecial Committee established initsforty-
eighth session) a“Convention On The Safety of United Nations and Associated
Personndl”, which was adopted by consensus in its forty-ninth session, by
Resolution 49/59.%°

¢) The United Nations Secretariat, headed by the Secretary-Generd, is, in
turn, responsible for the operative management of all peacekeeping operations.™*
For this purpose, it has an administrative structure, including, in particular, the
Department of Peace K egping Operations, which dealswith the political, military
and logistics/financial aspects.® Each operation requires a military and civil
structure on the field, headed by the Military Commander of the Force or by a
Special Representative of the Secretary-General, as appropriate.

° In most cases, peacekeeping operations are financed from a special account,
although operations such as UNFICYP or UNIKOM are partly financed through voluntary
contributions. See Emilio Cardenas, Carlos Sersale Di Cerizano, and Oscar Avalle, “Financing
the United Nations Operations,” Futures, the Journal of Forecasting, Planning and Policy 27.2
(1995): pp. 149-159.

10 The Special Committeewasestablished by the General Assembly Resolution48/37.
Canadawas el ected as Chairman; Argentina, the Islamic Republic of Iran and the Ukraine were
elected as Vice-Chairmen; and Cameroon was elected as Rapporteur.

% The Secretary-General isappointed for afiveyear term by the member States of the
United Nations through elections held in the Security Council and the General Assembly.

2 nthe past threeyears, the Department hasundergone substantial changesinsizeand
organization to adjust to the great increase of activities.
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2. Establishment of a Peacekeeping Operation: I nteraction of the Bodies

Onceaparticular conflict has been reviewed by the Security Council and its
dynamics haveled to the establishment of a peacekeeping operation, therefollows
aseguence of actions and interactions among the different United Nations bodies
and other participants involved, which eventualy gives rise to the creation of a
force.

At acertain point in agiven conflict, the partiesin the negotiation process or
a third party, by the exercise of good offices, consder the possihility of
establishing apeacekeeping operation. Thispossibility isdiscussed inthe Security
Council, whichmay request the Secretariat to carry out afeasi bility study. Pursuant
to thisrequest, the Secretary-General may send atechnical mission into the field.
Thismission usualy involves civil and military staff of the Secretariat. A specid
report is submitted upon the return from the mission. The Secretariat formally
submits its conclusions. They are based on the respective mission’s report. It is
addressed to the Security Council onbehaf of the Secretary-General . The Security
Council subsequently reviews such reports.

Based upon the report of the Secretary-General and the discussion among its
members, the Security Council preparesadraft resolution, whichisnegotiated and
eventually adopted. Thus a new peacekeeping operation is formally established
and its parameters, including its mandate, are precisely defined. The Fifth
Committee of the General Assembly reviews and negotiates the budget proposa
for the new force and usually adopts a draft resolution which is later adopted by
the General Assembly in a plenary meeting. The Secretariat then undertakes all
preparationsfor deployment. Itsmost critical task isto identify potentia troop and
equipment contributing countries. Usually, informal contacts with potentia
contributors precede the forma establishment of the operation. Once a list of
potentia contributors has been drawn up, the Secretariat consults with the parties
in the conflict requesting their consent and only afterwards formally submits the
list to the Security Council, for approval .*®

The Security Council reviewsthe above mentioned list, generally under the
no-objection procedure, and expresses its consent in a letter addressed to the
Secretary-General. The Secretary-Genera then reportsto the Security Council on
the progress of preparations for deployment. This report may either be written or

3 There have been exceptions, such as UNIKOM, in which, due to special
circumstances derived from the end of the Gulf War, one of the parties, Iraqg, did not have the
opportunity to express its consent or lack thereof. It isworth stressing that, extraordinarily, the
five permanent members of the Security Council took part in this operation.
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ora. After that, he submitsareport to the Security Council ontheoperation, before
its mandate expires. In the past few months, the President of the Security Council
hasbeen holdinginformal meetingswith the Secretariat and thetroop-contributing
countries for a joint review of the Secretary-General’s report.** The Security
Council reviews the report of the Secretary-General, taking into account the
discussions with the troop-contributing countries. On that basis, it negotiates and
adopts a draft resolution extending or modifying the mandate of the operation, as

appropriate.
I1. The United Nations Security Council

As we said before, according to the Charter of the United Nations, the
Security Council isthe United Nations body whose primary responsibility isthe
maintenance of international peace and security. Professor Yoram Dingein
insightfully summarizes the nature of the Security Council:

It isimportant to remember that the Council isa political and not ajudicial organ. Itis
composed of Member Sates, and its decisions are (and have every right to be) linked to
political motivationsthat are not necessarily congruent with legal considerations. Asa

non-judicial body, the Council isnot required to set out reasons for its decisions.®

What followsis an illustration of the evolution of the work of the Security
Council, of the current changesin work procedures and of the changesin the way
the Security Council addresses the mandates of peacekeeping operations.

1. Evolution of the Work of the Security Council in the Last Five Years

In the period under review, the work of the Security Council has undergone
an unprecedented increase. Theend of the cold war and the cooperation among the
permanent members of the Council mark the beginning of this qualitative and
quantitative change. The permanent members coordinated their positions for the

1% This new mechanism was suggested to the Council by the delegations of Argentina
and New Zealand in their letter S/1994/1063. The mechanism was established by the Council in
the presidential statement issued as document S/PRST/1994/62 of 4 November 1994.

1% yoram Dinstein, “Collective Security,” in War, Aggression and Self-Defence,
Grotius-Cambridge, pp. 282.
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first timein 1987, in the context of the conflict between Irag and Iran.'® However,
it was not until August 1990, during the Gulf War, that this cooperation became
consistent and had an impact on the Council’ s work dynamics.”

Thefollowing statisticsmay best il lustratethissituation. Inthelast fiveyears,
the Security Council has adopted 343 resol utions, which equals more than half of
thetotal number of resolutionsadopted in the previous 45 years of existence of the
United Nations (Graphic 1).

Graphic 1: Number of Resolutions Adopted by the Security Council
between 1946 and 1994

No of resolutions

The Security Council, between 1990 and 1994, adopted an average of 64
resolutionsper year, asopposed to 13 resol utionsper year between 1946 and 1989.
If we compare two bienniathat are relatively recent and typically representative

16 cameronR. Hume, TheUnited Nations, Iranand| rag. How Peacemaking Changed,
Indiana University Press, 1994.

Y pablo A. Tettamanti, “Uso delafuerzaen losconflictosinternacionales, un andlisis
al final del bipolarismo”, Capitulo 111, A. Actuacion por consenso de los miembr os per manentes
del Consejo de Seguridad, Buenos Aires: Editorial Universidad, 1995.
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of thetwo different periodsof the Council’ swork, wewill seethat, in 1987-88, 49
and 55 formal meetings were held, respectively, as opposed to 171 and 160 in
1993-94. Asfor informal meetings, 43 and 62 were respectively held in 1987-88,
as opposed to 253 and 273 in 1993-94. In 1987-88, the Council had three
subsidiary organs, as opposed to 14 in 1993-94, 7 of which were sanctions
committees.” Veto power was exercised on average six times per year from 1946
to July 1990" and three times only since August 1990 (Graphic 2).%

Graphic 2: Number of Vetoesin the Security Council
between 1946 and 1994
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—
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No of vetoes
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18 sanctions committees against South Africa, Irag, Libya, the Former Yugoslavia,
Rwanda, Angola, Somalia, Haiti and Liberia. The sanctionscommittee against South Africawas
dissolved in May 1994 by Security Council Resolution 919 (1994) and the one against Haiti was
dissolved in September 1994 by Security Council Resolution 944 (1994). In April 1995, the
sanctions committee against Liberia was established.

19 Anjdi V. Patil,“TheUN Vetoin World Affairs 1946-1990. A Complete Record and
Case Histories of the Security Council’s Veto,” Oxford: Unifo-Mansell, 1993.

2 The first two vetoes were exercised by the Russian Federation on the question of

Cyprus (1993) and the situation in the former Y ugoslavia (1994). The third onewas used by the
United States on the question of the occupied Arab territories (1995).
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The Secretary-General submitted 34 and 44 written reportsto the Security Council
in 1987-88, respectively, as opposed to 123 and 142 in 1993-94, respectively.

2. Procedure and Working Methods of the Security Council®

The Security Council establishes its own procedure, as clearly stated in
Article 30 of the United Nations' Charter.?

The Security Council followsthe provisional rules of procedure adopted on
21 December 1982.% The procedure has continued to evolve since then, especialy
inthe light of the substantially increased level of activity mentioned above.? For
the time being the members of the Council have not reached a consensus on the
desirability of updating the current rules of procedure, although in recent years
several members have shown someinterest in its reform.

In the context of the considerable increase that the Security Council’ swork
haswitnessed in recent years, theflexibility of the Council in mattersof procedure
can actually be considered beneficidl.

However, this flexibility alows certain members of the Council to use
procedure at their discretion, especially the Permanent Memberswhich arein the
privileged position of being able to pursue in the long term their own goals or
agendas. In the future, the Council might consider whether thisis harmful insofar
asit may ater theway inwhich the other membersand public opinion perceivethe
legitimacy of its decisions and actions.®

An important feature of the current procedures followed by the Security
Council is its increasing tendency to hold informa meetings. This particular
practice, used since the 1970's, involves holding meetingsin an informa context,
in aconference room adjacent to the Security Council Hall. Thisroom features a
horse-shoe shaped table for the fifteen members, smultaneousinterpretation into

2L Richard Hiscocks, The Security Council: A Sudy in Adolescence, New York: The
Freed Press, 1973.

22 Article 30 of the Charter states: “The Security Council shall adopt its own rules of
procedure, including the method of selecting its President.”

3 provisional rulesof procedure of the Security Council, Security Council Document
S/96/Rev.7.

4 Anthony Aust, “The Procedure and Practice of the Security Council,” in Le
Développement du réle du Conseil de Sécurité, Peace-Keeping and Peace-Building, prepared
by René-Jean Dupuy, Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1993.

% Jose E. Alvarez, “The Once and Future Security Council,” The Washington
Quarterly 18.2, Spring 1995.
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the six officia languages of the United Nations and the services provided by the
Council’s secretariat, duly recognized for its efficiency, in spite of its ill very
limited resources. As opposed to the formal meetings, no records are kept of
actions or statements and attendanceis not allowed to non-members, and not even
partiesto aconflict under review by the Council, let alone members of the press.®

In these informal consultations, the Secretariat and the Council maintain a
dial ogue through the usual monthly visit by the Secretary-Genera® or on adaily
basis through his representative.?® Agenda items under consideration by the
Council are discussed, draft decisions™ (resolutions or presidential statements™)
are drafted and negotiated and a series of decisions by the Council are adopted,™

2 This may be found to be in contradiction to the provisions of Article 31 of the
Charter of the United Nations, as noted by Argentinain its letter $/1995/456 of 2 June 1995.

%" The dialogue of the Secretary-General with the Security Council is not limited to the
monthly visits. Once a month, there is also a working lunch with the members of the Security
Council organized by the current president of the month. If the situation requires the dialogue can
bemorefrequent. Inthe past, when the Security Council used to meet lessfrequently, the Secretary-
General used to attend al the meetings of the Council, including the informal consultations.

B The Secretary-General designates one of his advisors as his representative to the
Council in these informal consultations. Currently, the Secretary-General’s representative is
Ambassador Gharekhan, distinguished Indian Diplomat. This representative usually briefs the
Security Council on adaily basis asto the situation in the field and answers questions from the
members or the President of the Council.

2 Renata Sonnenfel d, “The Names of Resolutions and Resol ution-Making Procedure
in the Security Council,” Resolutions of the United Nations Security Council, Dordrecht:
Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1988.

%0 Presidential statements are amore recent and growing practice of the Council. There
are several types of presidential statements, athough the differences among them, their nature or
legal implications have not been defined: 1) statements to the press after an informal mesting, in
whichthe President drawsthe consensusreached at the meeting and summarizessomeof itsrel evant
points for the press, which waits outside the consultation room; 2) presidential statements to the
pressresulting frominformal consultations, circul ated asconsecutively numbered official documents
of the Council; these statements are drafted, negotiated and adopted by consensus; 3) presidentia
statementsresulting frominformal consultationscirculated only asconsecutively numbered official
documents of the Council; these statements are drafted, negotiated and adopted by consensus; and
4) presidentid statementsresulting frominformal consultationswherethey weredrafted, negotiated
and adopted by consensus, these statements are read in formal meetings and circulated as
consecutively numbered officia documents of the Council.

s Currently, thereisacontroversy among the Council’ smembersregarding the status
of informal consultations and the decisions adopted in them or derived from them. For some
members, particularly some permanent members, informal consultations cannot be considered
Security Council as meetings and any decision adopted by them must be considered a decision
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regarding, inter aia, thelettersthat the President will address, the missionsthat the
Council will dispatch,*the presidentia statementstothe pressandthosecircul ated
asofficial documents.

However, the Security Council adopts its resolutions in forma meetings.
According to the current practice, the Council adopts formally what has aready
been decided in informa consultations, many times without a debate or
explanations of vote by the members. Presidential statements adopted in formal
mestings, sincethey have been previoudly agreed upon, are not subject to vote and
are a'so adopted without a debate or explanations of vote by the members.®

Moreover, greater efforts are more and more made to reach consensus,
athough most resolutions are adopted by aformal vote.*

The fifteen members of the Security Council take part in the negotiation
process. As in every negotiation, there are different coalitions resulting from
converging interests, which may be circumstantial or permanent. They may take
any shape, and have taken many different structures over time. There istoday a
great diversity of coalitions; among others, the“groups of friends’ of a particular
country in conflict, whose members change, depending on the conflict; the
permanent members, aso known as the P5; the western permanent members,
known asthe P3; the non-aligned members, known asthe non-aligned caucus; and
the non-permanent, non-aligned members, known as the non-non.

of the members of the Council and not adecision of the Council. For others, thereisno clear-cut
difference between a decision adopted by the Council and one adopted by its members,
especially regarding presidential statements or the dispatch of missions by the Council. For the
time being, and perhaps for the sake of “constructive ambiguity”, there have been no serious
attempts at resolving this controversy, with the possible exception of the letter submitted by the
Argentine delegation on 2 June 1995 (S/1995/456).

2n Security Council missions, a variable number of representatives of the Council
(between 5 and 9) are sent to a region affected by a particular conflict. Usually, the Council
agreeson thetermsof themissionininformal consultations. Upon itsreturn, the mission submits
areport to the Council. As of 1994, the Council has sent missionsto Rwanda, Burundi, Somalia
and Western Sahara.

3 The French delegation was critical of this fact in its letter of 9 November 1994
(S/1994/1279-A/49/667). In the same context, the Council held aformal discussion whereal its
members expressed their views (record of the 3483rd meeting) and presidential statement
S/PRST/1994/81 was adopted.

34 Voting requirements for the adoption of a Security Council decision are contained
in Article 27 of the Charter of the United Nations. Nowadays, resolutions on the admission of
new members and the procedures for election of members of the International Court of Justice
are adopted without a vote.
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In general, when a draft resolution does not originate in the Presidency, it is
sponsored by the members of a coalition. In many cases, draft resolutions are
prepared by coalitions, which then submit them to the other members. The size of
a coalition may prove important due to the requirements having to do with the
number of votes, although recent experience shows that thisis rarely alimiting
factor.®

Though seldom exercised, aswe have seen, the veto power has considerable
effectson negotiations, for obviousreasons. In the case of presidential statements,
which require the Council’ sunanimous support, it may be said that every member
has thus, aveto power.

In recent years, perhaps since the conflict between Iraq and Kuwait, the
Council’ swork isfollowed moreclosely by itsnon-members, i.e., theother United
Nations members.

Consequently, there have been many demandsfor greater transparency inthe
methodology and accountability in the work of the Council.* Thisis due largely
to the fact that the Security Council adopts a great number of measures —
including the possible imposition of economic sanctions upon States and the
establishment of multiple peacekeeping operations — which may affect a great
number of States, one way or another.

This situation has led the General Assembly to express with increasing
frequency its views on the procedure and working methods of the Council,* but
it has also made the Security Council begin to review its own work, establishing
for that purpose an informal working group on Security Council documentation

3 Article 24 of the Charter of the United Nations, paragraphs 2 and 3.

36 This demand for greater transparency and accountability emanates from paragraph
1 of Article 24 of the Charter of the United Nations, which states: “1n order to ensure prompt and
effective action by the United Nations, its Members confer on the Security Council primary
responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security, and agreethat in carrying
out its duties under this responsibility the Security Council acts on their behalf.”

3" Three items in the agenda of the General Assembly are the framework for the
discussion of this subject: “Report of the Secretary-General on the work of the Organization,”
“ Report of the Security Council” and “Question of equitable representation on and increase in
the membership of the Security Council.” The Assembly is actively reviewing this last item
through its Open-ended Working Group on the Question of Equitable Representation on and
Increase in the Membership of the Security Council, established pursuant to General Assembly
Resolution 48/26.
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and procedure® which usually meets on a monthly basis and has, so far, made a
positive contribution to the improvement of theworking methods, proceduresand
even documentation of the Council.

3. Security Council’s Procedur e in the Management of Peacekeeping
Operations, Including the Establishment of Mandates

For the particular purposes of this paper, we shall focus on the current
practices of the Security Council leading towards the establishment of mandates,
including its procedures. We shall further point out all new modaitiesvis-a-visa
more efficient and effective management of peacekeeping operations by the
Security Council.

a) Relevant issues and peacekeeping operations in the current work of the
Security Council:

If wetake 1994 as abenchmark, 51 out of the 77 resolutions adopted by the
Council were directly related to peacekeeping operations® and 44 out of 82
presidential statements contained general or specific references to them. These
figuresreflect the relative significance of peacekeeping operationsin the work of
the Council, focused mainly on the establishment and extension of their mandates
and the supervision of the respective political situationinwhich theoperationsare
carried out, aswell on their development and implementation.®

b) The establishment of a peacekeeping operation by the Security Council:

Aswe have seen, at some point, the Security Council requeststhe Secretariat
to undertake a feasibility assessment and the Secretary-Genera, after sending a
technical mission, isready to make specific recommendationsina“ad hoc” report
addressed to the Council.

3 This worki ng group is composed of the 15 members of the Security Council and
submits to the Council, after each month it meets, areport that the Council reviews and adopts
ininformal consultations.

39 Only resolutions with operative paragraphs containing specific references to
peacekeeping operations were considered.

“OSteven R. Ratner, “The New Peace-keepers: UN Organs and Supporting
Participants,” in The new UN Peace-keeping, New York: St. Martin's Press, 1995.
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The Council reviews this report after itsinclusion, by the President, in the
agendaof informal consultations, in order for an exchange of views or discussion
to take place. Inthis early discussion, each delegation expressesits general views
on the recommendations contained in the report and adds its own suggested
elements, as appropriate. The President then usually summarizes the main points
and suggests a specific course of action.

The course of action to be followed by the Council depends on whether a
particular “group of friends’, coalition or delegation commits to preparing a
preliminary draft resolution. Should this not be the case, the task is undertaken by
the President.

When a preliminary draft resolution is available, the Council has two
aternatives: it may review, negotiate and continue preparing the draft in informal
consultations or turn the text over to an ad hoc working group established for its
completion.” If the members of the Council feel that they are approaching
consensus on the preliminary draft, this step is generally omitted. Some conflicts
of particular interest for some or all permanent members are rarely dealt with by
working groups.

After theworking group has concluded itswork, the text becomes the object
of additiona informal consultations, where it is reviewed and finalized by the
permanent representatives. If no consensus is reached on a particular issue,
consultations continue until the co-sponsors decide to submit it to avote.

If consensus is reached, the text is made official on behaf of the President,
athough it may aso be submitted by co-sponsors.*

ThePresident of the Council suggestsholding an official meeting to adopt the
draft resolution and circulates among the members of the Council adraft agenda,
for its approval.

Before the formal adoption of the resolution and in the negotiating process
that has been described, the partiesin a conflict consult with some or al members
of the Council. On some specid occasions, an informa meeting is held; the
practice is known as the “Arria Formula’, created in 1992 by the Venezuelan
Permanent Representative of the same name. In thistype of meeting, held outside
of the informal consultations room (for the purpose of distinguishing it from
informal consultations) the membersof the Council ask questionsand listentoone

4 Working groups usually meet at the level of experts or delegates rather than
permanent representatives. This practice has been adopted recently in order to decentralize the
work of the Council and especialy that of permanent representatives.

“2 In the Council’s jargon, making a text official is called “issuing the blueprint”,
making reference to the blue ink used in the first print of the draft resolution.
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or dl of the parties. The parties sometimes make written proposas, which are
submitted for discussion to participants in informa consultations by one of the
delegations.

Another element that contributes to a better understanding of the technical-
military aspectsinvolved in the establishment of a peacekeeping operation or its
management is the advice received by most delegations to the Council from their
own military advisors.

In the past few years, the countries that have contributed most frequently to
United Nations peacekeeping operations by providing troops have incorporated
military advisorsto the permanent staff of their missions.* These advisorsinteract
with their diplomatic colleagues and maintai n frequent contactswith their military
counterparts from other countries and with the military staff of the Secretariat.
They even hold a monthly meeting for the genera exchange of information.

¢) Recent changes in the procedure and working methods of the Security
Council regarding peacekeeping operations:

Inthissection wewill review somedevel opments, documents, and decisions
of the Security Council which, inour view, are significant in reflecting the efforts
which have been made by the Security Council to try to adjust to a new
international context and, at the sametime, to manage peacekeeping operationsin
amore effective manner.

This process is evolving in a better interaction between the Genera
Assembly, the Secretariat and the troop-contributing countries.

The process began on 31 January 1992, when the Security Council, meeting
for thefirst timeat thelevel of Heads of State or Government, issued apresidentia
statement™ requesting the Secretary-Genera to report to it on the subjects of
preventive diplomacy, peacemaking and peacekeeping.® This meeting of the
Security Council, and the Secretary-Genera’s report entitled “An Agenda for
Peace’, mark the beginning of a process of reflection on the part of the

“ Inthe past, only permanent members had military staff in their permanent missions
to the United Nations, due to their participation in the Military Staff Committee. The Military
Staff Committee, in spite of the high level of military activities carried out in the framework of
the United Nations, is mostly dead |etter.

4 Presidential statement of 31 January 1992 and record of the meeting of the Security
Council.

“5 United Nations document §/24111-A/47/27, “ An Agenda for Peace’ .
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Organization as awhole onitsrole in the maintenance of international peace and
security. Three years later, this process is more relevant than ever.

The efforts of reflection by the Organization has taken place mainly within
thethree bodiesresponsiblefor thosefields. We shall list the main documentsthat
summarizethe process and analyze more carefully some of the recent and rel evant
aspects.

The General Assembly after long and difficult negotiations, reflecting the
complexity of the issue and the lack of a universal consensus on a new and
controversia subject, adopted, without a vote, Resolution 47/120, regarding the
Secretary-General’s report entitled “An Agenda for Peace”. This resolution
addressed specifically theissuesof peaceful settlement of disputes, early warning,
collection of information and analyss, fact-finding and confidence-building
mesasures. Whether it be for lack of consensus or lack of an adequate analyss,
perhaps the most relevant issues contained in the report, such as the chapters on
peacemaking, peacekeeping or financing, were not addressed in theresolution. In
turn, the Security Council adopted the following series of presidential statements
on the Secretary-Genera’ s report:

*  Security Council presidential statement of 30 June 1992, by which the
Security Council takesnoteof the Secretary-Genera’ sreport “ An Agendafor
Peace” (document §/24210).

*  Security Council presidential statement of 29 October 1992, regarding the
readiness of Member States to provide the United Nations with forces or
capacities, theupgrading of themilitary staff of the Secretariat and the special
impact of sanctions on the countries that impose them (Article 50 of the
Charter) (Document §/24728).

»  Security Council presidential statement of 30 November 1992, ontheaspects
related to “fact-finding” and the greater capacity of the United Nations to
obtain and process information (Document §24111).

»  Security Council presidential statement of 30 December 1992, regarding
economic sanctions and Article 50 of the Charter (Document §/25036).

*  Security Council presidential statement of 28 January 1993, regarding the
relationship between the United Nations and the regiona organizations
(Document S/25184).

*  Security Council presidential statement of 26 February 1993, regarding the
problems related to humanitarian assistance (Document S/25344).

*  Security Council presidential statement of 31 March 1993, reviewing the
activities related to the safety of the personnel of peacekeeping operations
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and the possibility of strengthening the relevant multilateral instruments
(Document S/25696).

»  Security Council presidential statement of 28 May 1993, regarding activities
related to the operational budgets of peacekeeping operations, their financial
aspects, humanitarian ass stance and cooperation with regional organizations
(Document S/25859).

Morerecently, the Security Council adopted three presidential statementson
the subject, two of them in 1994 and onein 1995.*” Considering their particular
relevance to this study, we shall review them more closaly.

ThePresidential Statement, 3March 1994 (Document SPRST/1994/22), was
alsoissuedintheframework of “An Agendafor Peace”. It wasnegotiated in an ad
hoc informal working group® of the Council after consideration of the Secretary-
General’ sreport entitled “ Improving the capacity of the United Nationsfor peace-
keeping”, of 14 March 1994.*° Thefirst important fact isthat in this statement, the
Council recognizes the need for the establishment of clear and precise politica
goals, mandate, cost, and, whenever possible, estimated time framefor the United
Nationsoperations. With the cavesat that “ the Council will respond to situationson
acase-by-casebass’ the statement points out the following factorswhich should
be taken into account when the establishment of new peacekeeping operationsis
under consideration:

..whether a situation exists the continuation of which is likely to endanger or
congtitute a threat to international peace and security;

whether regional or subregional organizations and arrangements exist and are
ready and able to assist in resolving the situation;

whether a ceasefire exists and whether the parties have committed themselvesto
a peace process intended to reach a political settlement;

®n 1994, Security Council Presidential statements S/PRST/1994/22 and
S/PRST/1994/62 were adopted. It is worth stressing that as of the beginning of that year,
presidential statementsare coded inadifferent way, following arecommendation by theworking
group on Security Council procedure and documentation.

4" 1n 1995, Security Council Presidential statement S/PRST/1995/9 was adopted.

48 At the end of the discussions of the worki ng group, some members of the Council,
including Argentina, Brazil, New Zealand and Spain, proposed informally to establish astanding
working group of the Council on peacekeeping issues, like the one on procedures and
documentation. The proposal was not accepted.

9 Document S/26450. This report, requested by the Council, failed to meet its
expectations.
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whether a clear political goal exists and whether it can be reflected in the
mandate;

whether a precise mandate for a United Nations operation can be formulated;

whether the safety and security of United Nations personnel can be reasonably
ensured, includingin particular whether reasonabl e guar antees can be obtained fromthe
principal parties or factions regarding the safety and security of United Nations
personndl....

This gtatement aso included a number of views of the Council on the
ongoing review of Operations, stating that it “ may require measuresto improve
the quality and speed of the flow of information available to support Council
decison-making” . The Council also* welcomeseffortsmade by the Secretariat to
provide information to the Council and underlines the importance of further
improving the briefing for Council members on matters of special concern” .

The statement al so cons dered i ssueslike communi cation with non-members
of the Security Council (including troop contributors); stand-by arrangements; as
well ascivilian personnel, command and control, and financial and administrative
iSsues.

Asafollow-up of the previous statement and as aresponseto the Argentine-
New Zealand™ proposa set out in the letter $/1994/1063 of 15 September 1994,
the Council agreed, after extensive and difficult negotiations,* on a Presidential
Statement regarding “Meetings between members of Security Council, troop-
contributing countriesand the Secretariat”, read by the President of the Council on
4 November 1994 and issued as document SPRST/1994/62. The statement
established the following procedure:

Meetings should be held as a matter of course between members of the Council,
troop-contributing countriesand the Secretariat, tofacilitatetheexchange of information
and viewsin good time beforethe Council takesdecisionson theextension or termination
of, or significant changes in, the mandate of a particular peace-keeping operation;

Such meetings should be chaired jointly by the Presidency of the Council and a
representative of the Secretariat nominated by the Secretary-General;

0|t isworth noti ng that the composition of the Council in 1994 included, apart from
some permanent members actively involved in peacekeeping, such as France, the Russian
Federation and United Kingdom, relevant troop-contributing countries such as Argentina, the
Czech Republic, Nigeria, Pakistan and Spain.

*! The European permanent members of the Council held strong views on this
initiative, one of them also reflecting concerns informally expressed by the Secretary-General
and his staff.
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The monthly tentative forecast of work of the Council made available to Member
Sateswill in the future include an indication of the expected schedule of such meetings
for the month;

In the context of their review of the tentative forecast, the members of the Council
will examine this schedule and communi cate any suggested changes or proposals asto
the timing of meetings to the Secretariat;

Ad-hoc mestings chaired jointly by the Presidency of the Security Council and a
representative of the Secretariat nominated by the Secretary-General may be convened
in the event of unforeseen developmentsin a particular peace-keeping operation which
could require action by the Council;

Such meetings will be in addition to those convened and chaired solely by the
Secretariat for troop contributorsto meet with special representatives of the Secretary-
General or force commanders or to discuss operational matters concerning peace-
keeping operations, to which members of the Security Council will also be invited;

An informal paper, including topics to be covered and drawing attention to
relevant background documentation, will be circulated by the Secretariat to the
participants well in advance of each of the various meetings referred to above;

The time and venue of each meeting with members of the Council and troop
contributorsto a peace-keeping operation should, where possible, appear in advancein
the Journal of the United Nations;

The President of the Council will, in the course of informal consultations of
member s of the Council, summarize the views expressed by participants at each meeting
with troop contributors.

This procedure represents the first formal and practical acknowledgment by
the Security Council of thefact that troop-contributing countriesareimportant and
valid participants in the decison-making processes of the Council on issues
regarding peacekeeping operations.® Similarly, the initial reluctance of certain
members of the Security Council and the Secretariat itself reflect a preliminary
conservative attitude in adapting to new circumstances, and even acertain tension
resulting from the lack of definition of certain roles.

These tripartite meetings, currently held on a regular basis, are proving
increasingly useful in the process of information and reflection of the Security
Council on the review and establishment of the mandates of peacekeeping
operations. Likewise, they contribute to the strengthening of the legitimacy of the
increasing use of nationa contingents by the United Nations or in the perception
of the governments of troop-contributing countries and therefore their respective
public opinions.

%2 |n a somewhat different, yet strongly analogous context, Article 44 of the Charter
of the United Nations upholds the principl e that troop-contributing countries must participatein
theCouncil’ sdecisionsregarding theemployment of contingentsof that Member’ sarmed forces.
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On 22 February 1995, the President of the Security Council made the
Statement S/PRST/1995/9, as a response to the Secretary-Generd’s report
“Supplement to an Agenda for Peace” >

The Secretary-General’ sreport isan in-depth reflection by the Secretariat —
interpreted by some as salf-criticism— on the devel opmentsthat have taken place
since” AnAgendafor Peace’ was presented. It incorporatesthe rich experience of
recent yearsin thefield of the maintenance of international peace and security, in
particular on theissues of peacekeeping, disarmament, the use of force, sanctions,
preventive diplomacy and peace-building. For the purposes of thispaper, weshall
stress only the aspects related to the mandates of peacekeeping operations and
disarmament.

In his report, the Secretary-Generd points out that we are still in atime of
trangition and that since the end of the cold war there has been adramatic increase
in the number of, aswell as qualitative changes in, United Nations peacekeeping
activities. Hea so stressed that recent experience confirmed the basic principles of
peacekeeping, i.e., the consent of the parties, impartiality and the non-use of force
except in self-defense.

On the subject of peacekeeping, he distinguished three levels of authority:
overall political direction, which belongs to the Security Council; executive
direction and command, for which the Secretary-Genera is responsible; and
command in the field, which is entrusted by the Secretary-General to the chief of
the mission.

He &l so stated that these three level smust be kept constantly inmind in order
to avoid any confusion of functions and responsibilities. Furthermore, the
Secretary-General said that it isasinappropriate for the chief of amission to take
upon himself the formulation of his’/her mission’ soverall political objectivesasit
is for the Security Council or the Secretary-General in New York to decide on
mattersthat require adetailed understanding of operationa conditionsinthefield.
He also pronounced “ There has been an increasing tendency in recent years for
the Security Council to micro-manage peace-keeping operations’ . At the same
time, he recognized,” Given the importance of the issues at stake and the volume
of resour ces provided for peace-keeping operations, itisright and proper that the
Council should wish to be closely consulted and informed.”

With regard to troop-contributing governments, he said, “[They] are
responsibleto their parliaments and electorates for the safety of their troops, and
are also understandably anxious to be kept fully informed, especially when the

53 Document $/1995/1-A/50/60.
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operation concerned isin difficulty.” With reference to the meetings formalized
by the Council with troop-contributing countries, he stated, "It is important that
this should not lead to any blurring of the distinct levels of authority referred....”

Regarding peacekeeping operations, the Secretary-Genera stressed in his
report thedistinctiverolesof thedifferent participants, including troop-contributing
countries. His analysis revealed that there was a certain tension on this subject in
the Secretariat with respect to Member States, including both members of the
Security Council and troop-contributing countries, as to the distinction of
respective roles. However, those roles were not further defined in the report.

Regarding disarmament, the Secretary-Genera’ s report focused on what he
cals " micro-disarmament.” He defined two categories of light weapons. small
armsand mines. Herecalled,” Theassembly, control, and disposal of weaponshas
been a central feature of most of the compr ehensi ve peace settlementsin which the
United Nations has played a peace-keeping role’ and “as a result, the
Organization hasan unrivalled experienceinthisfidd.” Finaly, withregardtothe
destruction of conventional arms, he stated, “ | believe strongly that the search
should begin now, and | intend to play my full part in this effort.”

The mention of disarmament in the context of peacekeeping operationsin a
report such as thisis important for two main reasons. First, an effort is made to
review an essentially relevant aspect of the particular problems in conflicts that
later become the object of peacekeeping operations, such as the disarmament of
factions or parties. Second, the Security Council is thus enabled to undertake a
more systemeatic study of an aspect which has been dealt with in amore operative
manner.

Turning to the statement of the Council on the report of the Secretary-
Generdl, it isinteresting to notethat, on the subject of peacekeeping, the President
of the Security Council recallsits Presidential Statement S/PRST/1994/22, which
listed, inter alia, the factors that should be taken into account in establishing
peacekeeping operations. It aso “ underlines the need to conduct peace-keeping
operations with a clearly defined mandate, command structure, timeframe and
securefinancing, in support of effortsto achieve a peaceful solutiontoaconflict” :
it stresses the importance of the consistent application of these principles to the
establishment and conduct of all peacekeeping operations.

In the statement, the Council did not refer nor respond to the critical aspects
aluded to regarding the so-caled tendency of the Council towards micro-
management. Overal, the statement is generally positive and supportive of some
of the specific proposals made by the Secretary-General.
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On theissue of “micro-disarmament”, the President of the Security Council
acknowledged the importance placed on the issue by the Secretary-General and
claimed that:

It shares the concern of the Secretary-General at the negative consequences for
international peace and security which often arisefromtheillicit traffic in conventional
weapons, including small arms, and takes note of his view that the search for effective
solutions to this problem should begin now.... In this context, the Council stressed the
vital importance of the strict implementation of existing arms embargo regimes.

Regarding anti-personnd land-mines, the Council was more explicit:

[1f] welcomes and supports efforts with regard to international measures to curb the
spread of anti-personnel land mines and to deal with the land mines already laid.
[Further, the Council] reaffirms its deep concern over tremendous humanitarian
problems caused by the presence of the mines and other unexploded devices to the
populations of mine-infested countries and emphasi zesthe need for anincreasein mine-
clearing efforts by the countries concerned and with the assistance of the international
community.

It is evident that the Security Council addresses the issue of light weapons
with caution. Thisis undoubtedly due to the fact that there are few precedents of
amultilateral review of the issue based on consensus, except for the Register of
Conventiona Weapons, owing to the political chalenge involved, as a great
number of States produce and export this type of weapon. However, the fact that
the statement devotes a paragraph to this problem is a recognition of its
significance. Let us hope that the Council shal build upon this precedent.

On the other hand, on the subject of anti-personnel mines, the statement
reflectsrecent devel opmentsbothin the General Assembly and other international
fora; furthermore, the Security Council is aware of this problem, which has
emerged in various recent conflicts.>

> Particularly in Cambodia, Mozambigue and Angola.
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[11. Practical Cases:
Evolution of the Security Council’s Procedure Regarding
the Mandates of Peacekeeping Operations,
Especially Regar ding Disar mament

As we have seen, in recent times, the Security Council has taken specific
steps to further define the mandates of peacekeeping operations. In order to see
how these intentions have been trandated into practice, we shal review the
mandates of a series of peacekeeping operations covering the whole time frame
that we have selected.

The peacekeeping operations selected are: ONUCA (1989), UNIKOM
(1991), ONUSAL (1991), UNPROFOR (1992), UNTAC (1992), ONUMOZ
(1992), UNOSOM 11 (1993), UNOMIG (1993), UNOMIL (1993), UNAMIR
(1994), UNMIH (1994), UNMOT (1994) and UNAVEM 111 (1995).

It is possible to find the mandates of peacekeeping operations in three
different types of document: the Security Council Resolutions, the Secretary-
Genera’sreports, and the peace agreement signed by the parties. Wewill deal with
the two firgt types of documents.

1. Security Council Resolutions which Establish Mandates

a) Type of eements in a mandate which appear in Security Council
resolutions:

e Documentswhere one can find the mandate. Most of thetime, Security
Council resolutions make reference to the peace agreements signed by
the parties and the Secretary-Genera s reports. With respect to these
reference could be tota or partial, depending if the Security Council
agreestotally or not with the Secretary-Generd s recommendations.

»  Specific references related to the mandate. We have seen that the
Security Council hasexpresseditswill to makemorespecificreferences
to elements of the mandatesin its resolutions.

> UNAMIR is considered after the changes in its mandate occurred after the tragic
events of 1994 in Rwanda.
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*  Typeof forces. Sometimes resolutions give the precise total number of
troopsor type of unitsthat must be deployed; however, thisinformation
isnormally based in the Secretary-Genera 's reports.

»  Duration of peacekeeping operations. The Security Council sometimes
imposes conditions on the establishment or duration of a peacekeeping
operation. Inmost of the casesthe Council decideson thetiming for the
renewal of the Force.

*  Cost of Peacekeeping operations. With the increasing number of new
operations there was, at one moment, a tendency to reflect the cost
concerns in the resolutions.

e Concept of Operation. Lately, in some of resolutions which establish
the mandates, the Security Council has provided the outline or genera
goals of the operation.™®

e Other matters. It is possible to identify other elements which appear
irregularly in the resolutions of the Security Council such as. the
reference of the security of troops; the need for the partiesto agreeto a
“Statusof Force Agreement” (SOFA) with the United Nations; specific
reference to ageographic location;>” and timing for presentation of the
Secretary-Genera "s reports rel ated to the peacekeeping operation.

b) Other relevant characteristics of peacekeeping operations which are
related to their mandates:

e Arms embargoes. It is interesting to note that many of these
peacekeeping operations have been established in countrieswhich are
subject to United Nations sanctions, more precisely to armsembargoes.

e Chapter VII. In two cases peacekeeping operations were established
under Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter. UNIKOM was
imposed on Iraq after the Gulf War in Resolution 687 (1991), and
UNOSOM |1 required some elements of enforcement. More recently
UNPROFOR was subj ect of somechangesinitsmandate which needed

%6 The New Zealand Del egation was particularly active on promating in the Security
Council, during 1993 and 1994, the need to include the concept of operations.

5" UNIKOM, which can be considered aspecia case in many ways, was given, asa
consequence of thewar initiated by Iraqg, specific geographic limitsfor itsdeployment and scope,
which were related with the core of the dispute between Irag and Kuwait.
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areference on Chapter VI1.2 Inal of these cases, it would be amistake
to associate these facts with peace enforcement.

Operations related to Chapter V1I1. In the case of UNPROFOR, there
was a specific reference to Chapter VIII linked with the efforts
undertaken by the European Community and the States which
participated in the Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE). Three other cases, UNOMIG, UNOMIL and UNMOQT, dll
observer missions, were established in crises already covered by some
regional peacekeeping mechanisms established by a regiona
organization: the Coll ective Peace-keeping Force of the Commonwesalth
of Independent States (CIS) in Tajikistan and Georgia and the Cease
Fire Monitoring Group (ECOMOG) established by the Economic
Community of West African States (ECOWAYS).

¢) The following table summarizes the information found:

%8 |n this study we will consider the initial mandate of UNPROFOR which was not

established under Chapter V11 of the Charter.
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Year 89 91 91 92 92 92|93 93|93 94 94 94 95
No. of Resolution 644 687|693 743 745 797 814 881 866 912 975 968 976
689 918
Size of theforce X X | X X
Type of units X X
Ref. to SG reports X X[ X | X X/ X X X | X X | X X X
Ref. to peace XX X X X | X X X X X
agreement
Ref. to the cost X | X | X
Conditionsfor renewal X X X X
Period for renewal X | X X | X X | X | X
Concept of operations X | X X
Specific ref. to X X X | X X X |X
mandate
Specific ref. to X X X X X
disarmament
Security of X
peacekeepers
SOFA X
Geographic position X
Periodicity of reports X X X X
Arms embargo X X X X X | X X
Chapter VI of the X X
Charter
Operationsrelated to X X | X X
Chapter VIII
Internal Conflict X X X X | X X X X X | X | X | X
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2. The Secretary-Gener al’s Reports which Recommend
Mandates of Peacekeeping Operations

In this section we will briefly review the Secretary-Genera’ s reports which
recommend mandates for Peacekegping operations. Those reports are found in
documents §29895 (ONUCA); $/22031 (ONUSAL); $/23280-S/23592
(UNPROFOR); S/23613 (UNTAC); S/24893 (ONUMQZ); /25354 (UNOSOM
I); §26646 (UNAMIG); S/26422 (UNOMIL); §/1994/565 (UNAMIR); S/26352-
$§/1994/828 (UNMIH);* §1994/1363 (UNMOT); §1995/97 (UNAVEM I11).

a) Common dementsin all reports:

The agreements between parties remains a common element in al reports,
which could be either a peace plan or a cease-fire agreement. The only exception
is UNIKOM for the reason stated above. The concept of operation is present in
most of the cases, sometimes it is caled operational plan or framework of the
mandate. Finally, regarding the structure and size of the mandate, the Secretary-
Genera’ sreports are usualy very precisein covering this aspect of the mandate,
including thelogistical aspectsof the operation. Sometimesthe Secretary-Genera
submits different choices or dternatives, as it was the case with UNMIH and
UNAMIR.

b) Elements not common to all reports.

The rules of engagement are sometimes explicitly contained in the reports,
suchasthe UNOSOM |1 and UNAMIR Secretary-Genera’ sreport. Relationswith
other forces, however, appear in the report. When a United Nations peacekeeping
operation coincides with a regiona peacekeeping operation like UNOMIL-
UNOMIG-UNMOT, elements of the relation with this other force appear in the
report. Thisis aso the case when there is a relation with a military codition of
States as it was the case with UNOSOM |l and UNMIH. Furthermore, with
reference to public information activities, only the reports on UNOSOM |l and
ONUSAL mentioned this important aspect of the establishment and normal

activity of a peacekeeping operation.

%9 The two reports on UNMIH are complementary, and they have been presented, due
to political circumstances, with a one-year interval.
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¢) Jecificity in the mandates recommended:

Ingenera termsthereportsof the Secretary-General arealwaysmorespecific
than the resolutions of the Security Council. The recommended mandates for the
observer missions are, logicaly, less precise than the mandates for the
peacekeeping forces. ltsworthwhileto emphasize that there was an effort to make
more precise or pecific the mandates of UNOSOM 1l and UNTAC. To alesser
degree, the reports on UNPROFOR, ONUMOZ and UNOMIL, were also more
specific regarding some aspects of the mandate.

d) Reference on disarmament:

As stated above, it is possible to conclude that there was a greater precision
in the aspects related to disarmament in the mandates recommended in the
Secretary-Genera’ sreportsfor UNOSOM I and UNTAC. Itsalso possibletofind
specific reference to dissrmament in the reports on UNAMIR, UNMIH and
ONUMOZ.

Conclusons

We have seen all dong in this paper that the United Nations, since 1990, is
undergoing adynamic processof adaptation to anew international situationwhich
continuesto evolverapidly, particul arly regarding the maintenance of internationa
peace and security.

Thisprocessisparticularly relevant to the United Nations organswhich have
specific responsibilities on peacekeeping operations, as well as to troop-
contributing countries. Inthisprocess, the Security Council playsabasicrolewhen
it comes to establishing the mandates of peacekeeping operations, including the
related disarmament aspects.

1. Possibilities and Limitations of the Security Council
in its Management of Peacekeeping Operations

To understand the possibilities and limitations of the Security Council in
managi ng peacekeeping operations, itisimportant to remember thepolitica nature
of this body and also its particular decision-making process.

Security Council’ s decisions are the result of a negotiation process between
its members, including coditions and aliances. The role of the Permanent
Members are particularly relevant although there are other important factors.
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When drafting the mandate of a new peacekeeping force, the Security
Council isinfluenced by a series of factors which are important to acknowledge
in order to understand the process.

Thefive Permanent Members of the Security Council share global interests,
and each has its own opinion and interests on every conflict that conditions its
actions. Since 1990 the Council has witnessed increased cooperation among its
Permanent Members, and this cooperation has had a positive effect in thework of
the Security Council. However, the nationa interests of the Permanent Members
are not aways compatible with what could be called the “collective interest.”
When thisiis the case, the Security Council actions have a tendency to weaken.
Thisisparticularly worrisomewhen the United Nations hastroops deployed inthe
field.%

Tominimizethisfact, acontinued dia ogue between the different participants
of this process is needed. The various members of the Security Council, the
members of the United Nations, the troop-contributing countries and the
Secretariat need to seek consensusin the political utilization and management of
peacekeeping operations.

Theincreasing financia cost of peacekeeping operationsisalso animportant
restriction on the Organi zation, aswell asfor the countries contributing troopsand
equipment to these operations. Thisfact isreflected in the decision making process
of the Security Council, particularly regarding the Permanent Members of the
Council which bear a specid responsbility to finance those operations.

It is a fact that wars or unilateral interventions by one or a codlition of
member states are far more costly than peacekeeping operations.®® The United
Nations membership is now actively involved in finding a new consensus on the
manner inwhichthefinancia cost must bedistributed anong the members. By the
same token, the United Nations Secretariat is being encouraged to continue its
search for amore sound and rational utilization of the resources given toit.

Public opinion perceptions in peacekeeping are an increasing factor which
influencethe political decision making processof member states. Themassmedia,
particularly theaudiovisual media, are playing anincreasingly important role. We
have recently seen how some mediaimages have decisively influenced concrete
decisions to deploy or withdraw peacekeeping operations forces.

Oin many respects, this could be applied to the handling of the crisis in the former
Y ugoslavia by the Security Council.

81 Asin Irag and Kuwait, Somalia, Rwanda or Haiti.
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The interest of mass mediain United Nations peacekeeping is essentially a
postive factor. However, it is important that member states, and also the
Secretariat, Sgnificantly increasetheir effortsto explain, onacontinuousbasis, the
nature, potential and evolution of peacekeeping operations. This is particularly
relevant for troop-contributing countries which require the active support of their
respective publics.

We have seen how themethods of work of the Security Council areevolving,
notwithstanding the remaining conservative tendencies developed after 45 years
of relative inactivity of some of its permanent members. Possibly the most
important restriction that the Security Council faces today is its bulky® agenda
which negatively conditions the management and following of the increasing
number of conflicts where the United Nations is involved with a peacekeeping
operation, amission of good offices, or asanctions regime.

As a result, the Security Council is making progress in increasing the
efficiency of its work and employing greater transparency and accountability,
factors which will result, in the end, in the strengthening of the legitimacy of its
actions. It isimportant to emphasize, in this context, the increasing convergence
of views between permanent and non-permanent members. The debates in the
General Assembly are also contributing significantly to this end.

2. Specificity of Mandates, Particularly of those Related to Disar mament

Inthelast few years, the Security Council has modified the manner in which
it draftsits peacekeeping operationsmandates, in an attempt to increase specificity.

We have seen that the e ements of amandate could appear in three different
documents. the peace agreements, the Secretary-Generd’ sreports, and the Security
Council’ s resolutions.

The peace agreements are theideal framework for bringing specificity to the
mandates because they are negotiated with care and at length between its parties
to ensure consensus during implementation.

Thisfact is particularly relevant to the disarmament. The disarmament of a
party or factionisoneof the most delicate aspectsin any peace agreement because
it implies, for any party, the impossibility of continuing or returning to armed
confrontation. For this particular reason, it is imperative to have the explicit
consent of the partieson the goalsand modalities of disarmament. It can beargued

2 |n 1994, the Security Council was seized with 33 active itemsin its agenda.
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that for the reasons stated above peace agreements are the best tool for achieving
the objective of disarmament.

The Secretary-Genera’ sreportsto the Security Council informits members
on the concept of operation which plansto implement or the different possibilities
related toit. For thisreason, thereport must contain enough technical information,
as well as precisions on some specid topics which require a decision by the
Council or aparticular evaluation by its members or potential troop-contributing
countries.

Itisimportant that the Secretary-Generd’ sreportsreflect the United Nations
accumulated experience, particularly in the last few years. This matter is more
relevant regarding disarmament, where experience has been particularly rich and
varied.

The Security Council’ s resolutions rel ated to the mandates of peacekeeping
operations, not only congtitute the legal basis required for their establishment but
also must channedl a clear message to the conflicting parties, the international
community and the Secretariat who is the one which has to implement this
mandate. To fulfill thistask the resolution does not need to detail the concept of
the operation, but must give the overall objectives of it and, as necessary, shall
stress some particular aspects relevant to each case. In that connection, the
objectives stated in the Presidential Statement S/PRST/1994/22 are aways
relevant.

Regarding disarmament the Security Council has many possibilities. The
establishment and effective enforcement of the arms embargo could be an
important factor. However, in most cases, the United Nations participation in a
conflict begins at astage when there are on the ground enough stocks of light and
other categories of weapons to pursue the confrontation almost indefinitely. For
thisreason it isimportant that the Security Council, in spite of the sensitiveness of
the arms dealersand manufacturers, start to eval uate the possibility of establishing
preventive measures related to the trade of wespons, as it was suggested in the
Secretary-General's report “ Supplement to an Agenda for Peace.”

Inthe last few years, the Security Council has been aware of anti-personnel
mines. The recent experiencesin peacekeeping have been, in the best of the cases,
mixed. Thiswas possibly due to problems of field implementation. The Security
Council hastheability to send amessageto the peopl eresponsibleto executethose
tasks and, at the same time, to provide the necessary resourcesto it.

The Security Council can, through its resolutions and other decisions, also
bring guaranteesto the partiestofacilitatetheir consent tolight and heavy weapons
disarmament tasks. The generation of trust by the partiesis an essentid factor for
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disarmament. It isimportant to takeinto account the recent experiencein past and
present conflicts.

Theinternational context isundergoing afast evolution. The Security Council
will have to evolve accordingly. For that reason it will have to take theinitiative
in outlining a collective security system based on the United Nations Charter
principles. At the same time, peacekeeping operations have known an
unprecedented expansion in a very limited time frame. This fact is the subject
nowadaysof asystematic processof thinking and anaysisby thegovernments, the
United Nations Secretariat, and the academic world. Those peacekeeping
operations have their own and unique characteristic which makes somehow more
complex and difficult (but not impossible) its theoretic study and therefore the
drawing of common lessons.®®

The Security Council, together with the Secretariat, have the responsibility
to establish, run and close-down, peacekeeping operations. To this end, it is
important that, together, they draft clear and feasiblemandatesfor these operations.
But it is also necessary that they jointly interact to govern and administer them,
once they are deployed. In addition, when the time comes, they should both work
together in closing down, a step which — very frequently — is a particular
complex one.

83 A.B. Fetherston, Towardsa Theory of Peacekeeping, New Y ork: St. Martin’ sPress,
1994,






Chapter 2

Consent, Neutrality, and Impartiality in the T ower
of Babel and on the Frontlines. United Nations
Peacekeeping in the 1990's

Sephen John Stedman

Consent, neutrality, impartiality and minimal force used only in self-defense
have long been the defining aspects of peacekeeping.' Since 1989, however,
peacekeeping hasfundamental ly changed. Thetasksof peacekeeping arenolonger
confined to the interposition of troops between warring partiesin order to verify
and stabilize a cease-fire. Moreover, the member states who contribute to
peacekeeping have changed, with France and the United States playing a new
assertiverolein UN peace operations. These changeshave had magjor implications
for such time-honoured concepts as consent, neutrality and impartiality; they no
longer possessauniversally accepted meaning, nor isit clear that they should hold
the same reverence as before.

The proliferation of challenges to which peacekeepers must respond
combined with the introduction of new peacekeeping participants has led to the
creation of various, new nationa peacekeeping doctrines. When different armies
speak of consent, neutrality, and impartiality, they now mean different things. And
in the absence of a joint combined peacekeeping doctrine within the United
Nations, different nations place different emphases on these concepts. The
challengeto multilateral peacekeepingisobvious. It isimpossibleto have adebate
about priorities among concepts, when countries interpret those concepts
differently. More importantly, it is impossible to have a coherent peacekeeping
mission when troop contributorsfail to agree on the purpose, strategy, and conduct
of an operation.

This war of words comes at a time when the Tower of Babel is on fire.
Operationaly, consent, neutrality, and impartiaity have proven anything but
straightforward in the 1990's. For example, consent has proven to be strong or

! The author wishes to thank UNIDIR for its support for this research and
acknowledge the following individuals for their editorial and substantive suggestions: Cara
Cantarella, Virginia Gamba, Sverre Lodgaard, Tonya Putnam, and Illka Tiihonen.
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weak, durable or fragile; indeed, in civil wars it may be unclear as to who's
consent is necessary.? In Cambodia, Angola, and Rwanda, the United Nations
deployed troops and administratorsto hel pimplement peace accords, only to have
one or more of the parties subsequently withdraw their consent. Consent at the
theater level has not always coincided with consent at the operational level, asUN
forces meet local commanders who drag their heels at fulfilling their supposed
obligations. Consent in the larger sense of mission acceptance has not necessarily
trandated into consent in carrying out the individual components of a peace
accord, especialy in the senstive area of disarmament. Finaly, in cases like
Bosniaand Somalia, where consent at the theater level was lacking, UN unitson
the ground were sometimes abl e to gain sporadic consent among local authorities,
often to the detriment of the mission’ s unity.

This paper seeksto cut through the confusion, lack of clarity, and ambiguity
that currently surround the conceptsof consent, neutrality andimpartiality. It offers
an interpretive guide to competing meanings of these terms, and explores the
policy implications of these competing meanings. The paper then uses evidence
fromrecent UN peace operationstoillustrate two major consequencesof doctrinal
confusion: 1) theincapability of concerted strategic action and 2) theill effects of
applying traditional peacekeeping concepts to situations where the requisites of
peacekeeping are absent. The paper concludes by arguing that the challenges of
peacekeeping in the 1990's require a new doctrine of peace operations that takes
into account the hazards of implementing peacein civil wars.

|. Peacekeeping: Before and After 1989

The development of United Nations peacekeeping should be seen in two
stages. before and after 1989. Before 1989 one sees a gradual evolution of
peacekeeping concepts, demands, and techniques, as well as a continuity of
participating countries that trained their troops in the tasks of peacekeeping. The
net result of the evolution, learning, and continuity of participantsisthat one can
speak of anexplicit UN joint peacekeeping approach; the major troop-contributing
countries before 1989 formed a remarkable consensus about what peacekeeping
isand when it should be used.

United Nations peacekeeping was born of necessity; it was an ad hoc
response to international crises, where it was believed that the interposition of a

2 StevenR.Ratner, TheNew UN Peacekeeping: Building Peacein Landsof Conflict
After the Cold War, New York: St. Martin's Press, 1995, esp. pp. 25-54.
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military force could create abuffer between warring partiesand | essen the military
insecurities of both sides. To reduce conflict and enhance security, the force had
to be seen aslegitimate, neutral and impartia. Legitimacy came from the consent
of thewarring parties; neutrality andimpartiality wereinsured by themultinational
composition of the force, the fact that it was lightly armed, and by its rules of
engagement that strictly limited the use of force to self-defense® Only in the
Congo in 1964 did the United Nations stray from these concepts, and both
supporters and detractors of that mission agreed on one basic appraisal: “never
againaCongo.”*

A fundamental change camein 1989 when the United Nations was asked to
assist the implementation of a peace agreement to end Namibia's civil war and
bring that country to independence. By accepting, UNTAG (United Nations
Trangition Assistance Group) interjected peacekeeping troopsinto acivil conflict
and took on unprecedented tasks such as the cantonment and demobilization of
soldiers, voter registration and education, and el ection assistance and monitoring.
Later that year the United Nations became involved in the Nicaraguan peace
process, when it established ONUCA (United Nations Observer Group in Central
America) to supervise the externa supply of weapons to internal factions, help
disarm one faction, and observe elections.

Since UNTAG and ONUCA, the United Nations has been asked to
implement civil war settlementsin Angola, Western Sahara, Cambodia, Rwanda,
Mozambique and El Salvador. United Nations peacekeeping has also been used
in the former Yugodavia, Haiti, and Somalia in humanitarian and peace
enforcement operations.

3 Overviews of the genesis of UN peacekeeping can be found in Paul Diehl,
International Peacekeeping, Batimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1993; The United
Nations, The Blue Helmets: A Review of United Nations Peacekeeping, 2nd ed., New York:
United Nations, 1990; and William J. Durch (ed.), The Evolution of UN Peacekeeping: Case
Sudies and Comparative Analysis, New York: St. Martin's Press and the Henry L. Stimson
Center, 1993.

4 BoHuldt, “Working Multilaterally: The Old Peacekeepers' Viewpoint,” in Beyond
Traditional Peacekeeping, Donald C. F. Daniel and Bradd C. Hayes (eds), New York: St.
Martin's Press, 1995, p. 103.
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1. The Natur e of Post-1989 Missons

The challenges and risks of these missions differ dramatically from prior
ones. These missions take place in civil wars, which are much more difficult to
resolve than interstate wars, and have multiple unprecedented political,
humanitarian, and military components. These factors produce an unusual degree
of complexity, volatility, and vulnerability for the peacekeeping of the 1990's.

Difficulties Posed By Civil Wars

Civil wars are volatile situations for peacekeepersfor three reasons. First, if
acivil war isto end with the creation of one integra state, then the parties must
overcome a daunting security dilemma® They must disarm, establish a new
government and army, and no longer pursuetheir security unilateraly. But “inthe
short term, the arrangementsthat lead to an end of hostilitiesare fraught with risks
and dangers. If poorly organized and supervised, the integration of armed forces,
the cantonment and disarming of soldiers, and the initiation and maintenance of
ceasefires can provide opportunities for one side to take advantage of the
settlement and seek completevictory.”® Thereareincentivesfor the partiesto cheat
during implementation out of fear and out of the hope of gaining an advantage at
the end of the settlement.

Second, many partiesin civil wars sign peace agreementsfor tactical reasons
without intending to live up to their obligations. Movements and |leaders may
define the stakes in al or nothing terms. They may be willing to sign and
implement an agreement if it suits their immediate interest, but will defect if the
agreement will not bring them complete power. Alternatively, leaders may fed
pressured to sign an agreement, but suffer from various decison-making
pathol ogies that prevent them from implementing it.

Third, partiesin civil warstend to be much more organi zationa ly weak than
in interstate wars. There is much more potentia for factions to splinter. Some of

5 BarbaraWalter, “ The Resolution of Civil Wars: Why Negotiations Fail,” Ph.D.
dissertation, University of Chicago, December 1994. Thiswork providesthe fullest elaboration
of the security dilemmain civil war.

6 Stephen John Stedman, “Negotiation and Mediation in Internal Conflicts’, in
International Dimensions of Internal Conflicts, Michael E. Brown (ed.), Cambridge: MIT Press,
forthcoming 1996. The next three paragraphs draw insights from that article. For other analyses
of negotiation in civil war see Walter, “The Resolution of Civil Wars’, and Stephen John
Stedman, Peacemakingin Civil War: Inter national Mediationin Zimbabwe, 1974-1980, Boulder,
Colo.: Lynne Rienner, 1991, chapter 1.
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them may stay committed to peace, but others may decide to rebel against the
peace process. Alternatively, command and control may be wesk: national rebel
and government leaders may agree on peace conditions, but not command the
compliance of some of their lower commands.

These factors - the intense fear that parties bring to implementation, the
possi bility that signatoriesmay beinsincerein their commitment to peace, and the
potential for warring parties to divide and split - create multiple dangers and
dilemmasfor UN missionsthat have to implement peace agreementsin civil wars.

Nonmilitary Aspects of Post-1989 Missions

Compared to early peacekeeping missions, those after 1989 often have “a
substantial or predominantly nonmilitary mandate and composition.”” The
implementation of detailed peace agreements requiresamuch larger and complex
agenda for operations, including such nonmilitary functions as: “verification,
supervison, and conduct of eections, supervision of civil administration;
promotion and protection of human rights; supervision of law and order and police
activities, economic rehabilitation; repatriation of refugees; humanitarianrelief, de-
mining assistance; public information activities, and training and advice to
governmental officials.”® The growth in such civilian tasks implies that the post-
1989 missionsfacegreater problemsin staffing, logistics, and coordination among
tasks. Indeed, sometimes conflicts arise between the tasks.

Military Aspects of the Post-1989 Missions

Not only havethe political requirements of post-1989 missions added to the
complexity of peacekeeping, but aso the military mandates are often more
complicated than earlier peacekeeping missions.? Assisting parties to demobilize
and disarm, enforcing sanctionsand no-fly zones, protecting safe areas, delivering
humanitarian aid, are often combined under the umbrella of a single peace
operation. Such tasks call for different expertise, therefore multiplying force
requirementsand placing greater demandson command, control, coordination, and
communications.

7 Ratner, The New UN Peacekeeping, pp. 22-23.

8 Ibid.

° Donald C. F. Daniel, “Issues and Considerations in UN Grey Area and
Enforcement Operations’, Background paper for the United Nations Institute for Disarmament
Research (UNIDIR), Workshop on Differing National Perspectives on UN Peace Operations,
Helsinki, Finland, July 6-8, 1995, pp. 2-3.
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If such complex operations were framed by explicit mandates, then their
fulfilment would be easier. But amost al of the post-1989 missions have been
marred by ambiguous mandates implying that forceful action can be taken to
enforce a settlement, without an explicit command or appropriate troops and
materia to use aforceful approach.™

2. New Contributorsto Peacekeeping

Not only have the tasks of peacekeeping changed, the participants in
peacekeeping have also changed. Until 1988 United Nations peacekeeping had a
regular pool of contributing nations, formed by the core states of Canada, Ireland,
Italy, Austrdia and the Nordic countries (Finland, Norway, Sweden, and
Denmark). Canadaisthe only member state to participate in all 13 peacekeeping
operations between 1948 and 1987; the Nordic countries participated in
approximately two-third of the operations.** During that time, the United States
and Argentina took part in three operations, France contributed troops to two
missions, the Soviet Union and United Kingdomto onemission, and Austrianone.

Inthe 13 missionsbetween 1989 and October 1993, the cast changes. Canada
remainstheonly country to participatein every UN peacekeeping mission and the
participation of the Nordic countries, Ireland, Austraia, and Italy remains high.
What is different is the participation of Argentina (9 operations), France (8
operationsand thelargest troop contributor during that time), the United Statesand
Audtria (7 operations), Russia (6 operations), and the United Kingdom (4
operations and the second largest troop contributor).

These new contributing states bring little experience in past peacekeeping
missions, idiosyncratic definitions of key terms, and competing ideas of what
peacekeeping is and how it should be executed. It should be of little surprise,
therefore, that as a rule the countries with the most experience of pre-1989
peacekeeping — Finland, Sweden, and Norway, for example — maintain an
approach to peacekeeping today that mostly echoes the concerns, concepts and
lessons of pre-1989. Likewise, the two countries with the most idiosyncratic
doctrines — the United States and France— had little pre-1989 peacekeeping
experience. Nor hasalack of experience contributed to the humility of these new
contributors. Thetitle of aworking group sponsored by the United States I ngtitute

1 bid.

11 Datain this paragraph on member state participation in peacekeeping missionsis
drawn from Huldt, “Working Multilaterally”, pp. 106-107.
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of Peacein 1992 - “The Profess onalization of Peacekeeping” - piqued several UN
participantswith decades of peacekeeping experience. And oneanalyst writesthat
onthebasisof itsrecent commitmentsto peacekeeping, “ Francefirmly rejectsany
challenge to her authority in peacekeeping matters.” 2

1. The Tower of Babe

The infusion of new states into peace operations and the changed tasks of
peacekeeping hasled to aproliferation of national peacekeeping doctrines. But to
understand how such doctrines deviate from traditional notions of United Nations
peacekeeping, it is useful to discuss the peacekeeping approach of the Nordic
countries as it embodies what is known as traditional peacekeeping.

1. The Nordic Approach to Peacekeeping

The Nordic countries do not have an explicit joint peacekeeping doctrine, a
fact that indicates that until the 1990's there was little international controversy
about the definition of peacekeeping. After all, if everyone knowswhat something
is, thenthereisno need to defineit. One can, however, speak of aNordic approach
to peacekeeping, which can be discerned through various documents, including,
most importantly the Nordic UN Tactical Manual

TheNordic approachto peacekeepingisdefined by theconsent of theparties,
neutrality and impartiality, and the defensive use of weapons. Peacekeepers are
neutral observers; they do not act as combatants, and they do not take part in
hostilities.* Neutrality refersto not taking sidesregarding theissuesin conflict and
themerit of each side’ sposition. The consent of thewarring partiesiscrucid tothe
success of peacekeepers, because it signals the parties willingness to reduce their
hostilities and it protects the peacekeepers, who are lightly armed with restricted
rules of engagement. To keep the consent of the warring parties, the peacekeepers
must strive to keep their neutrality and impartidity. If one of the warring parties
perceives that the peacekeepers are partial, then consent may be withdrawn,
hostilitiesmay erupt again, and the peacekeepersmay comeunder attack. Thefear

2 Angela Kane, “Other Selected States: Motivations and Factors in National
Choices’, in Daniel and Hayes (eds), Beyond Traditional Peacekeeping, p. 125.

¥ Joint Nordic Committee for Military UN Matters (NORDSAMFN), Nordic UN
Tactical Manual, Volumes 1 and 2.

4 Nordic UN Tactical Manual, vol. 1, p. 25.
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of loss of impartiality, however, should not paralyze the peacekeepers from
promptly and honestly reporting violations by the belligerent parties.™ The proper
response to violations, however, is one of negotiation and mediation to gain
compliance.’®

The Nordic approach to peacekeeping is based on a theory of conflict
escalation, whereby the use of force tends to beget the use of force.” One expert
puts it even more strongly: “Anything beyond the defensive use of weapons ...
automatically leads to an enforcement action.”*® The fear of conflict escalationis
so high, that even the allowance of use of weapons in self-defense is proscribed
“until all other means of protection have been employed.”*® The Nordic approach
does not object to shows of force, defined as “the use of impressive-looking
equipment, vehicles, weapons and well-disciplined units with smart appearance,”
but insiststhat the goal of such display should beto “ show theforce so that you do
not need to useit.”*

The Nordic countries have expressly rejected the notion that thereisagrey
area between peacekeeping and peace enforcement. The two operations are
distinctly divided by the absence or presence of consent by thewarring partiesand
the limited use of force in self-defense. Thereislittle indication by proponents of
the Nordic approach that it may be inappropriate for the tasks of post-1989
operations. Indeed, one Nordic practitioner with early peacekeeping experience
goes so far asto deny that the tasks or dangers of peacekeeping have changed.”

15 |bid., p. 26.
1 bid., pp. 29-3L.

7 Ibid., p. 29: “if forceisto be used, the extent and range will be confined to what
is strictly necessary. This advice is based on the experience of many UN operations and the
principle that force generates force.”

8 |Ikka Tiihonen, “Differing National Perspectives on UN Peace Operations’,
Background paper for the UNIDIR Workshop on Differing National Perspectiveson UN Peace
Operations, pp. 8-9. The author was for many years director of the Finnish Peacekeeping
Academy.

¥ Nordic UN Tactical Manual, val. 1, p. 31.
2 Tiihonen, “Differing National Perspectives’, p. 9.
2 Holdt, “Working Multilaterally”, pp. 103-104.
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2. British “Wider Peacekeeping”

British doctrine acknowledges that the peace operations of the 1990's are
different than earlier ones. The key difference concerns the volatility of the
environment in which peace operationstake place. Such factorsas* the absence of
law and order,” the presence of “numerous parties’ and * undisciplined factions’
inaconflict, the“ineffectivenessof ceasefires,” “therisk of local armed opposition
to UN forces,” “the collapse of infrastructure,” “large numbers of displaced
persons,” and “an undefined area of operations’ create “an environment that may
be highly volatile.”? Despite the volatility of such environments, as long as the
operation is based on the consent of the warring parties, then it should still be
considered asub-species of peacekeeping, hencethe nameof these new operations
— “wider peacekeeping.”

The dimension of consent is crucial to British doctring; it is the single
differentiating characteri stic between peacekeeping and wider peacekeeping onthe
one hand, and peace enforcement on the other.” The either/or nature of consent
impliesthat peacekeeping, wider peacekeeping, and peace enforcement should not
be conceptualized in alinear relationship on the basis of degrees of danger, risk,
or volatility. Thisreflectsthe British desireto keep theworld of peacekeeping and
theworld of peace enforcement black and white; those operations where consent
is present, regardless of the voldtility of the situation and the nature of the tasks,
should be approached differently than operationswhere consent isabsent. Aslong
as consent is present, then the well-worn rules of neutrality, impartiaity, and
minimal use of force are the only ones appropriate.

Therigid differentiation between wider peacekeepi ng and peace enforcement
is based on the fear that an inappropriate use of force could endanger amission’s
neutrality and impartidity, trigger the withdrawal of consent, and transform the
mission to one of peace enforcement, albeit without the will or force structure
necessary to succeed. British doctrine assumes that force has little role to play in
wider peacekeeping, because the conflicts seen by peacekeepers in the 1990's
“require resolution by conciliation rather than termination by force.”? Indeed,
British doctrine suggestsasharp division between force and diplomacy, given that
the task of wider peacekeeping (driven by the congtant negotiation and
renegotiation of consent, and committed tousingforceonly inlimited self-defense)

2 \Wider Peacekeeping, British Army Field Manual, 4th Draft, pp. 1-8-9.
2 bid., pp. 1-8-9.
2 id,, p. I-0.
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is“to create or support the conditionsin which political and diplomatic activities
may proceed.”®

British doctrine recogni zes that although it may define consent as present or
absent, in the real world consent can be ambiguous, something “that the
peacekeepers can expect to have bits of, from certain people, in certain places, for
certainthings, for certain periodsof time.”* Moreover, at thetactical level, consent
“will be subject to frequent change and its boundary will therefore be mobile and
poorly defined.”?” Nonetheless, even in situations where consent is ambiguous, it
remains “the only effective vehicle for carrying peacekeeping operations
forward.”? In dealing with violations of agreements or cheating or intransigence
of warring factions, “the role of consent must be a determining criterion of the
operational methods employed.”” There are severd waysin which the actions of
peacekeepers can endanger consent: they can take sides, usetoo much force, lose
legitimacy and credibility, prompt disrespect, and cause misunderstanding.

3. American Peacekeeping and the Grey Area

American peacekeeping doctrined so sharply differentiates peacekeeping and
peace enforcement.® Peacekeeping depends on the consent of the warring parties
and is “designed to monitor and facilitate implementation of an agreement and
support diplomatic effortsto reach along term settlement.”** The American view
of peacekeeping upholds the importance of neutrality, impartiality, and minimal,
congtrained use of force. Therolesof peacekeepersin facilitating implementation
of agreements include observing, monitoring, verifying, reporting, and

% pid., p. I-10.
% pid., p. 11-7.
27 |pid.

% |bid., p. 11-6.
2 bid., p. 11-15.

% Americanjoint doctrineon peace operationsisstill inthedrafting process, whereas
US Army doctrine has been published. | have made use of the draft joint doctrine and the Army
doctrine, as well as a memo written in mid-1995. | have been careful to check for any
inconsistencies between the draft joint doctrine and the Army doctrine. This section drawsfrom
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Joint Pub 3-07.3 Draft: Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for
Peace Operations(9 January 1995); Field Manual 100-23: Peace Operations, WashingtonD.C.:
Headquarters, Department of the Army, December 1994; USMissionto NATO, “Consent - The
Grey Area’, Memorandum (6 June 1995.

8 Joint Pub 3-07.3 Draft, pp. 1-5.
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investigating. When faced with violations by warring parties, peacekeepers can
“mediate agreements to remedy situations.”* The bottom lineisto keep the peace
“through persuasion rather than by intimidation.”*

Peace enforcement, on the other hand, is the “application of military force,
or thethreat of itsuse, normally pursuant to international authorization, to compel
compliancewith resolutionsor sanctionsdesigned to maintain or restore peaceand
order.”* So stated, the definition clearly prohibits any peacekeeping operation
from using even the threat of force to gain compliance; if it does so, then the
operation becomes one of peace enforcement. No consideration isgiven in peace
enforcement to cases where parties consent to a peacekeeping operation and then
withdraw their consent. Rather, peace enforcement encompasses such missionsas
“enforcement of sanctions and exclusion zones,” “protection of humanitarian
assistance,” “operations to restore order,” and “forced separation of belligerent
parties.”*

Although the doctrine maintains that the two operations have different
implications for rules of engagement, equipment, and staffing, and warns that
“peacekeepers should not transition to peace enforcement operations or vice
versa,” it statesthat such atransition may be unavoidable and therefore should be
planned for.*® While the doctrine does not state why such planning should be
undertaken, a more recent document suggests that American policy makers
recognizethat the environment of many peacekeeping operationstoday isdynamic
and that “a ‘grey area’ can develop in which cease-fires break down, factions
withdraw their consent, and new political entities emerge that had no part in the
original granting of consent to the peacekeeping operation.”*” The existence of a
possible grey area means “that a force operating in the grey area should be
configured to be ableto operate asapeace-enforcer even whenitsmandateismore
limited.”%®

American doctrine holds that peacekeeping and peace enforcement are sub-
speciesof thelarger genus- peace operations. Oneof their commonaltiestherefore
isthat “settlement, not victory, isthe key measure of success.... It ispreferableto

%2 1bid., pp. 11-5.

3 lbid., pp. 11-15.
% 1lbid., pp. 1-5.

% bid., pp. 111-2-3.
% 1bid., pp. 1-8.

5 “Consent - The Grey Area’, p. 2.
% |pid,, p. 1.
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reach a resolution by conciliation among the disputing parties rather than
termination by force.... The concept of traditional military victory or defeat is not
an appropriate measure of success in peace operations.”* As the US Army’s
doctrine states, “ every soldier must be awarethat the goal isto produce conditions
that are conducive to peace and not to the destruction of an enemy. Theenemy is
the conflict (sic).”*

4. French Peacekeeping and Active Impartiality

If British peacekeeping doctrine is an attempt to mould traditional
peacekeeping conceptsto new redlities, French peacekeeping doctrineisan attempt
to revolutionize the world of peacekeeping. Where the British doctrine shows a
clear lineageto thetraditional, the French demonstrate few qualmsin discovering
the world anew. As one French document says quite unabashedly, the French
military concept for peacekeeping “is very different from what has been put into
practice the last 40 years.”*! French doctrine refers to France' s colonia heritage
and suggests that its experience in policing its colonies is applicable to the
challenges of peacekeeping today.*

Like the British, the French divide the world of missions into three
peacekeeping, peace-restoring, and peace enforcement. Peacekeeping is
interventionwith the consent of the partiesto maintain peacewhere hogtilitieshave
stopped, carried out under Chapter VI auspices. The mgjor tasks are to supervise
and enforceacease-fire. Both peace-restoring and peace enforcement occur where
war is dtill being waged, but differ in one respect. In peace enforcement aparty is
designated to be the aggressor in the conflict and must be defeated with force.®

French doctrineis startling in its rejection of the basic premise of traditiond
peacekeeping concerning armaments and self-defense, even in peacekeeping
operations. The doctrine notes that normally in supervising a cease-fire, there is
little need for heavy armaments or anything greater than self-defense. But it notes

% Joint Pub 3-07.3 Draft, pp. 1-15.
4 Field Manual, 100-23, p. 17.

“ " French Ministry of Defense, “ Presentation of a Talk Concerning the Concept of

the Use of French Troops in Peace-keeping Operations’, mimeo presented at the UNIDIR
Conference on Differing National Perspectives on UN Peace Operations.

42 Ibid., pp. 13, 26.
4 FrenchMinistry of Defense, “ Princi ples For the Employment of the Armed Forces

Under UN Hospices’, mimeo (March 1995), presented at the UNIDIR conference on Differing
National Perspectives on UN Peace Operations, section 2.1.
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that if the need arisesto use greater force, then theforcefacesadilemma. The shift
from*atraditional peace keeping operation to another type of operation implying
theuse of military force” can be difficult; itisrisky to usetroops outfitted for self-
defense for anything but self-defense. The dilemma then is whether to put
peacekeepers in harm’s way or withdraw them. To overcome the dilemma, the
doctrine states that French troops in peacekeeping missions should have the
capability to“takeatactical disposition,” allowing it to react against provocations,
harassment, and if need be, to “intervene in order to stop violence against
populations.” Thus, “it seemsnecessary to systemeatical ly equiptheforceswithreal
self-defenseand even combat assets ... whatever their initial mission’ senvironment
may be.”*

In peace restoration, there is neither the consent of the belligerents or a
cessation of violence. Although the mandate precludes going to war with a
particular faction, force can be used “to stop actions that put the local population
in danger or that stop our troops from fulfilling their mission (escorting convoys,
protection of a security zone or show of force).”*

Unlike Nordic or British doctrines that require soldiers to have specific
peacekeeping training, the French doctrineenvisionsthat “fighting instruction and
training is the magjor part of the necessary instruction for troops.” However,
peacekeepers should show a specia “savoir-faire” for UN operations, including
self-control, aknowledge of negotiations, atotal impartiality towards the parties,
but without being “totally neutral which could have an effect on the force's
credibility.” Whereas Nordic and British doctrine stressthe needsto train soldiers
in how to master the art of self-defense, French doctrine asks its soldiers to
consider “the consequences of non-use of force.”

The French label for the principle that should guide their peacekeeping
operationsis*activeimpartiality.” Impartiaity for the French isto be determined
inrelationshiptothewarring parties compliancewith the mandate of an operation.
The French consider the mandate alaw and believe that it isthe military’ sroleto
act asjudge and police in assuring that all partieslive up to the law.*

The French draw a clear distinction between impartiaity and neutrality.
While a peacekeeping force must be impartial, it “must not be neutral to some of
the actions of the parties present.” Impartiality, as acommitment to make parties

4 |bid., section 2.2.1.

Ibid., section 2.2.2.

4 lbid., section 3.2.

47 French Ministry of Defense, “Presentation of aTalk”, p. 18.
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live up to the mandate, meansthat “ some of the behavior and actions of the parties
present must be either stopped or changed.” Moreover, the monitoring, judging,
and policing of the mandate must be active, “if it wantsto be credible.”*®

In actively upholding the mandate, the peacekeeping force may haveto use
force. Citing the United Nations peacekeeping manual, the French believe that
force should be used not only in self-defense, but to stop partieswho seek to hinder
a peacemaking operation carrying out its mission. While the French assert that
peacekeepers should try to negotiate to resolve conflicts of non-implementation,
they believethat if negotiationsfail, then force should be used. The danger of not
usingforceisthat the peacekeeperslosetheir credibility: “negotiationisnot all and
must not remain the only technique used.”*® One of the crucia quditiesof thenew
peacekeeper is“the controlled and mastered use of force.” In explicit differenceto
other countries doctrines, France holds that “the use of arms has no effect on the
transformation” of peacekeepinginto peaceenforcement. Thepurposeof amission
remains “a conscious political choice.”

French peace doctrine contains an aggressive activist component. It states* it
isimportant not to place the men in intolerable situation, like those which place
them as witness of violence against populations, without being able to react, and
having to wait for the end of the fights to bring the victims relief.”>

“ lbid., pp. 18-19.
“©|pid., p. 19.

©  |hid., p. 20.

5 lbid.
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I11. Comparison of Doctrines and Approaches

Five mgjor dimensions of comparison among the doctrines and approaches
stand out: 1) definition of peacekeeping; 2) appropriate peacekeeping responsesto
parties that do not comply with their agreements; 3) implicit theory of force in
peacekeeping; 4) applicability of peacekeeping to post-1989 missions; and 5)
definition of peace enforcement.

1. Definition of Peacekeeping

The British and American doctrines agree with the Nordic approach about
what constitutes peacekeeping: the dividing line between peacekeeping and some
other peace operationisthe consent of the parties, theimportance of neutrality and
impartiality, and the limited use of force in self-defense. Only the American
doctrine deviates dightly from this last aspect, for it recognizes that force can be
used with restraint “in defense of the mandate from interference.” The French
doctrine states that impartiality should be defined in terms of the mandate, not the
warring parties, and that force can be used to compel compliancewhen negotiation
fails. It acknowledges that the use of force may endanger the perceived neutrality
of the force, but defines it as an acceptable risk.

2. Response to Non-Compliance

The American and British doctrines together with the Nordic approach also
agreeon how peacekeeping should deal with non-compliance by partieswho have
signed agreements. If one has defined the mission as peacekeeping, then the only
appropriate response to non-compliance by the parties is to observe, report, and
mediate among the parties. One does not attempt to compel compliance, either
through the use or threat of force, for that isthe line that separates peacekeeping
from peace enforcement. Impartiality and neutrality do not imply tentativenessin
caling attention to violations or chesating by parties; but they do mean that one
cannot try to compel compliance.

The French doctrine defines impartiality in terms of the mandate, not the
parties. Peacekeeping not only involves observing and reporting violations and
medi ating between the partieswhen violationsoccur, but using or threatening force
to compel the parties to meet their obligations to the mandate when negotiating
fails. The French acknowledgethat in holding the partiesto their obligations, their
neutrality may be jeopardized (especially in those cases where only one of the
partiesis cheating).
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The difference between the two views of peacekeeping can be established
through an analogy with the referee’ srolein football. In the British, Nordic, and
American doctrines, the peacekeeping force referees by blowing awhistle when
afoul is perceived, then bringing the teams together to discuss whether afoul has
realy occurred, and if so, what should be done and whether the parties want to
continue to play the game. In the French doctrine, the peacekeeping force blows
awhistle when afoul is perceived, asks the offending team whether it will play
fairly, and if it will not, the referee imposes a penalty to compe them to play by
therules.

3. Implicit Theory of Force

The third main difference between the doctrines and approaches concerns
whether in a peacekeeping Situation the use or threst of force is likely to gain
compliance, establish the reputation and credibility of the peacekeeping mission,
and encouragethe partiestofulfill their obligationsto themandate. TheBritishand
Nordicview iscategorica: theuseof force, if for anything other than self-defense,
will likely escal ate violence and discourage compliance with the mandate because
the mission loses its neutrality and legitimacy. The American view leans to that
position: it warns of the escaatory potential of the use of force. The French
doctrinebeginsfrom theexact opposite position and warnsof the potential adverse
effects*of the decision not to use violence.” The French positionisthat failure of
partiesto implement their agreementsisaslikely to result from the unwillingness
of the peacekeepers to use or threaten force to compel commitment asit is from
their own use or threat of force.

4. Applicability of Traditional Peacekeeping to Post 1989 Situations

A fourth difference is whether one should take into account the fluid nature
of consent in the peacekeeping operations of today and plan accordingly. The
Americans and French, unlike the Nordic and British, believe that even if itisa
peacekeeping mission, commandersshould planfor other contingencies(American
version) and companies should be equipped for other contingencies (French
version).

5. Definition of Peace Enfor cement

The British, Nordic, and American approaches define peace enforcement in
terms of military compellence. In the Nordic formulation, there is no difference
between theuse of military forceto compel behavior andwar. AlthoughtheBritish
doctrineonthisquestionisstill being formulated, the Americansdistinguish peace
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enforcement from war. The dividing line for the Americans is that peace
enforcement, as a sub-category of “operations other than war,” does not involve
thedefeat of an enemy force. In peace enforcement, offensive use of force may be
employed, but it must be restrained and directed towards causing the warring
factions to make peace. The French concept of peace restoration is thus closer to
the American notion of peace enforcement, since thereisno palitically identified
enemy. The French notion of peace enforcement, on the other hand, is essentially
war.

The French notion of peacekeeping, ironically, isthe closest of the doctrines
to the origina intended meaning of peace enforcement as the enforcing of
“compliancewith any agreement reached between the principal military leaders.”>
In James Sutterlin’s formulation, peace enforcement “is a provisional measure
taken without prejudice to the position of any of the parties’ and is therefore a
mission other than going to war to defeat an enemy, asin an Article 42 operation.®

V. Evaluating the Doctrines

The various doctrines that have been put forward demand scrutiny for two
reasons. First, the examples of Somadia and Bosnia confirm the potentia
ddeterious effects of competing doctrines in peacekeeping missions. When key
contributing states differ on such issues asthe importance of consent, the efficacy
of force, and the need for impartiality and neutrality the result is likely to be an
incoherent and i neffective peace operation. A critical analysisof existing doctrines
can assist those mandated with creating a unified UN peacekeeping doctrine.
Second, it isclear that the misapplication of traditional concepts of peacekeeping
to situationsthat do not meet the classical requisitesfor peacekeeping hashad dire
consequencesin situations such asBosnia, Somalia, and Rwanda. Theseexamples
cast doubt on whether the traditional interpretation of such concepts are relevant
in today’s volatile peacekeeping sSituations. This raises the vexing question,
however, whether the UN and its member states have the will to redefine these
concepts in ways that put peacekeeping troops in greater danger, yet provide
greater chance for operational success.

%2 |bid., p. 26. Sutterlin elaborates further on this concept of peace enforcement in

The United Nations and the Maintenance of International Security: A Challenge To Be Met,
Westport, Conn.: Praeger, 1995, pp. 54-65.

% James S. Sutterlin, Military Force in the Service of Peace, Aurora Papers 18,
Ottawa: Canadian Centre for Global Security, 1993, pp. 23-24, 27.
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1. Detrimental Effects of Competing Doctrines

In the volatile peacekeeping environment of the 1990's doctrinal unity of
troop-contributing countries is a sine qua non for mission success. Where the
United Nations met successasin El Salvador and Mozambique, or partial success
asin Cambodia, it was duein part to the ability of the UN specia representatives,
field commanders, and commanders of national units to agree on the proper rules
of conduct of their mission. When, as in Somaia and Bosnia, these individuals
differed on key doctrinal components and proved unable to resolve their
differences, disaster ensued and effectiveness and legitimacy of the operation was
compromised.

In Cambodia, UN Specia Representative Y asushi Akashi was criticized by
hisdeputy forcecommander, General PhillipeLoridon, for not using military force
to compel compliance by the Khmer Rouge. Akashi’ s determination to insist on
a peacekeeping mission as opposed to a peace enforcement mission led to the
removal of Loridon and a consistent approach to implementing the Paris Peace
Accords. Akashi’s reasoning, supported and influenced by the overal force
commander, Genera John Sanderson, was that the use of force would lead some
troop contributors to withdraw from the mission, create disunity among members
of the Security Council, and undermine the political objectives of the mission,
including most importantly, holding elections> Although the Cambodian
operation did not end that country’s civil war, it achieved partia success by
holding elections and creating a more broadly-based coalition government.

In Somalia, on the other hand, UNOSOM |1 (the second United Nations
Operation in Somalia) responded to an attack by militia of Mohammed Farah
Aideed against Pakistani peacekeepers by identifying him as an enemy of the
peace, who would be held accountable for hisactions. To do so demanded that the
UN use military force to compel Aideed’s forces to desist from attacks on
peacekeepers. For such astrategy to succeed, however, would demand that al of
the troop-contributing states agree that the consent of Aideed was no longer
relevant and that the UN need not remain impartial to attacks against it. Thiswas
not to be however: the attempt to enforce peace through the use of force was

% Jianwei Wang, Managing Armsin Peace Processes: Cambodia, Geneva: United
Nations, 1996.
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compromised by the Italian contingent in Somalia, which believed that they had
not committed to the operation on a peace enforcement basis.®

The public disagreement by Italian General Bruno Loi of UNOSOM'’ speace
enforcement strategy emboldened Aideed’s resistance. Indeed, several rumors
circulated that the Italian contingent supplied information directly to Aideed
supporters to enable Aideed to evade capture.® If this were true, it would have
been acrippling blow to UN effectiveness. Thefact that such rumorsexisted at all
speaksof thelack of trust between thevariousUN national contingentsin Somalia.

Ironicaly, while pundits have castigated the UN for excessive force in
Somdlia, they have railed on the UN for its lack of muscle in Bosnia. In fact,
however, like UNOSOM 11, UNPROFOR suffered from political and military
disunity towards the appropriate response to the warring parties. In Bosnia,
confusion between NATO, UNPROFOR and the Security Council onwhether the
mission was peacekeeping or peace enforcement led to the worst of both worlds.
Forceful action to compel compliance by the Bosnian Serbswas compromised for
fears of retaiation against lightly armed peacekeepers. Conversely, severa
instances of force by NATO resulted in hostage-taking of UN peacekeepers and
the diminution of their legitimacy and reputation.

2. The Detrimental Effects of Misapplied Doctrines

Bosnia illustrates the harmful consequences of applying traditiond
peacekeeping concepts to a situation that lacks the criteria for traditiona
peacekeeping deployment. Unlike recent operations in Namibia, Cambodia,
Mozambique and elsewhere where the United Nations sent peacekeepers to
implement peace agreements between parties who had recognized each other’s
legitimacy, there was no negotiated settlement between the warring parties in
Bosniabetween 1992 and 1995. Indeed, the very legitimacy of thewarring parties
wasan integral aspect of the conflict. As Susan Woodward pointsout, at onelevel
the Security Council recognized thegovernment of Bosniaasthevictim of externd
aggression. At the operationa level, the UNPROFOR insisted on neutrality
between thewarring parties, thusimplying an equality of legitimacy. TheBosnian

% Gary Anderson, “UNOSOM I1: Not Failure, Not Success’, in Daniel and Hayes
(eds), Beyond Traditional Peacekeeping, p. 274. This belief, expressed by an Italian officer in
Mogadishu, was incredible given the clear Security Council Chapter VII mandate for the
operation.

% Confidential Interview, US Marine Officer who was stationed in Mogadishu in
1993.
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government felt “the principle of neutrality was totally inappropriate because it
assumed alegal, military, and moral equality between them and the Bosnian Serbs
that they did not accept. Simple logic told them that the UN’ s neutrality meant it
wasin fact siding with the Serbs.”*’

Theadherence of the United Nationsto traditiona interpretations of consent,
neutrality, and impartiality had repeated unintended negative consequencesin the
Balkans. All of these consequences stemmed from the fact that there was no
theater-level consent based on a peace agreement, thus the peacekeepers felt
compelled to seek consent on the ground, to treat the warring parties in an
impartial manner and to show neutrality toward the conflict. Y et, “these principles
wereirresistible resourcesfor nationalist leaders aiming to create a state and gain
international recognition. Inimplementing these principles, the UN organizations
on the ground became vehicles of their statemaking, in effect not observers but
integral parts of the palitical struggles that included war. This in turn constantly
interfered in the ability to implement the UN mandate.”>® For example, “the
obligation (and prudence) to request consent of a warring party for passage of
relief convoysthrough the territory it controlled left the relief forceslittle choice
but to accept theterms of passage, such aswhat they could and could not transport
and when. Seen as concessions to their opponent, however, this then risked
compromising their appearance of neutrality to the other side.”*

Similarly, the adherence of UNPROFOR to principles of neutrality and
impartiaity in the face of massive war crimes destroyed international support for
the mission. By insisting on traditional peacekeeping values when faced with
atrocities, and by attempting to negotiate with perpetrators of war crimes, the UN
was rightly accused of appeasement. A particularly brutal joke about the gap
between UNPROFOR' s commitment to values of neutrality and impartiality and
thegrossviolationsof international normsin Bosniaand Croatiastated, “that if the
United Nations was around in 1939, we would all be speaking German.”

3. Towards a New Doctrine

A new doctrine for peace operations in the 1990's should begin by
acknowledging that these operationstake placein environmentswhere consent can
disappear overnight, may decay over the course of amission, may be present at the
theater level but not at the operational level. Therefore, the question of doctrineis

" SusanL.Woodward, Balkan Tragedy: Chaosand Dissolution After the Cold War,
Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1995, p. 320.

% |pid., p. 318.
% |bid., p. 319.
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how best to plan, equip, and behave in such situations. The key issue is whether
it is prudential or prgjudicia to go into implementation of civil war agreements
with an understanding of the ambiguities and ephemeral nature of consent.

The British doctrine of wider peacekeeping attemptsto craft the assumptions
and methods of traditional peacekeeping to the challenges of peace operationsin
the 1990's. It has a number of weaknesses. First, dthough it admits that consent
can be ambiguous, it asserts that the tasks of wider peacekeeping and peace
enforcement are entirely different and “should not be muddled.” In fact, if one
thing is clear in the various operations of the 1990's, part of the volatility of
missionsin Cambodia, Angola, Mozambique, and Rwanda, among others, isthe
very volatility of consent itself at thetheater level. If repeatedly, in implementing
peace settlementsin civil war, the United Nationsfindsthat partieswithdraw their
consent, then should its peacekeepersoperate under rules meant for stable consent?

Second, the various doctrines and approaches have turned an empirical
guestion — whether force in situations of fluid consent is likely to bolster or
weaken consent — into a foundational assumption. The British, Nordic, and
American doctrines presume the adverse effects of too much force and ignore the
possible adverse effects of too little force. In essence the doctrine tacitly assumes
that appeasement is the only approach to confronting warring parties that do not
meet their obligations. Thereisno consideration that theunwillingnessto useforce
can create a perception of weaknesstowardsthe UN that might encourage further
violations and contribute to parties withdrawing their consent. In thisregard, the
French contribution of establishing the peacekeeper asthe referee with punishing
power is a useful addition. It focuses the key question on when force should be
used to compel compliance in peace implementation.

On the other hand, there is a naiveté in the French doctrine about how
controllable the use of violenceisin volatile situations. Moreover, the Cambodia,
Somadlia, and Bosnia cases provide a checklist for the successful use of forceina
peace mission. The use of force in the implementation of civil war agreements
should be based on the likely effects on the targeted faction - will it back down or
counterattack; on the effects on achieving other aspects of the mission’s mandate,
such asthe delivery of humanitarian assistance or carrying out an election; on the
effects on troop-contributing countries - will they agree and form a unified front
againg the targeted faction; on the effect on the political consensus of interested
countries - will they support the sustained use of violence, if necessary to compel
afaction; and finaly, on the judgment that if an escalation of violence results, the
international community will have the will to gain escalation dominance.

Thislast issue is absolutdly critical and is relevant to evaluating the French
doctrine of peacekeeping and emerging American ideas about the grey zone
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between peacekeeping and peace enforcement. In both approaches, the grey zone
or peacekeeping compellenceis defined by the willingness of the targeted faction
to comply after it sufferslimited violence or receivesthreats of force. If the target
is not cowered and esca ates the violence, then the grey zone becomeswar in the
American case and peacekeeping becomes peace enforcement in the French case.
The fact remains, however, that between 1990 and 1995 few troop-contributing
nations have shown any willingness to fight awar to make peace in the world's
civil wars. Thisimpliesthat the use of force by apeace operation can be overcome
by any faction determined to test thewill of the United Nations. In other words, for
anything more than traditional peacekeeping to succeed requires an international
will to prevail inarmed combat if need be. If troop-contributing countrieslack this
will, then this whole debate about doctrines should be moot: the only aternative
is the Nordic approach. The paradox is that the application of the Nordic
peacekeeping approach to situations where there is no consent, as happened in
Bosnia and Somalia, produces moral bankruptcy, not peace.



Chapter 3

IsThereaMiddle Option in Peace Support
Operations?

Implicationsfor Crisis Containment

and Disar mament

Donald C. F. Danid

In May 1995 Boutros Boutros-Ghali issued a report on the progress of the
United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in securing compliance with UN
resolutions in Bosnia and Herzegovina. He pointed out that even though it had
been granted the authority to initiate military operations under specified
circumstances, thefact remained that UNPROFOR was* not, asmany of itscritics
seem to believe, deployed to end the war.... [Its] aim [was] to produce conditions
that [would] enable the peacemakers to negotiate an overall solution.”* Boutros-
Ghali’ sdescriptionillustrates that military forcesin apeace support operation are
primarily facilitators. They arethereto help containacrisis, tokeepit from getting
worse, so that rdlief officials and peace-buildersaswell as peacemakerscan strive
to make things better.

Writing about Somalia, Chester Crocker underscores the value for crisis
containment of trying to limit the possession or use of weapons by the partiesto
aconflict. Expressing aview broadly held by many peace support practitioners,
Crocker writes: “Once men with guns seize the initiative it becomes even more
complex to accommodate the interests of their peculiar hierarchiesin addition to
those of the broader society and political systems, and it becomes more costly for
externa peacemakers to apply their will.”? Indeed, applying the will of

1 United Nations, Security Council, “Report of the Secretary-General Pursuant to
Security Council Resolutions 982 (1995) and 987 (1995),” $/1995/444, 30 May 1995, para. 66.

2 Chester Crocker, “The Lessons of Somalia,” Foreign Affairs 74.3 (May-June
1995): p. 6. See also United Nations Ingtitute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR), “Analysis
Report of Practitioners’ Questionnaire on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization
during Peacekeeping Operations. Somalia,” in Clement Adibe, Managing Arms in Peace
Processes. Somalia, Geneva: United Nations, 1995, p. 226. See as well Barbara Ekwall-
Uebelhart and Andrei Raevsky, Managing Arms in Peace Processes. Croatia and Bosnia-
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peacemakersunderliesthemost critical issuesto surfacesincetheupsurgein peace
support activitiesover thelast seven years. Specifically, just how far should forces
operating under international mandate go to contain a crisis in the face of local
resistance, and more particularly, what should they do to control the weapons of
indigenous parties inclined to resist the full implementation of mandates?

For the most part the UN’s experience on both counts in the former
Yugodavia, Somalia, Angola and elsewhere (including Cambodia, whose
successful outcomewas aclose-run thing) hasranged from sobering to disastrous.
A major reason has been lack of agreement among the Security Council, the
Secretariat, and the forcesin the field as to what the UN isreally about and how
it should conduct itself. The Secretary-General provides concretereferenceto this
when hewritesin hisMay 1995 report: “ The question of whether UNPROFOR is
about peace-keeping or enforcement is not one that can be avoided.”?

Some argue that the Secretary-Generd’ sformulation is part of the problem.
They contend that there are not only two categories,” but rather three, the third
congtituting a middle ground between peacekeeping and enforcement. The
Secretary-Genera himself had at one time suggested a middle option for UN-
controlled operations, which he termed “peace enforcement” (to be described
bel ow), but he moved away from that position because of the unhappy experiences
in Somaliaand Bosnia. Writing, however, of what they refer to asthe“flawed and
uncontrollable experiment in Somdia’, three co-authors contend,

It was not to be agenuine test of the “third option” or of anything that could be |abelled
“peace enforcement.” Rather, in the absence of a “peace enforcement” doctrine,
operations shifted between the black and white optionsof noforceor toomuchforce. Y et
thewrong |essons have been taken away about the middle ground on the pretext that the
use of force hasfailed the test.”

Others carry the argument farther yet; as they see it, problems in Bosnia,
Somadlia or elsewhere did not arise from the flawed application of anew concept
inneed of proper doctrina devel opment, but rather from flawed belief inamiddle

Herzegovina, Geneva: United Nations, 1996.

3 §/1995/444, op. cit. at note 1, para. 62. See also para. 56.

4 The question of what the Secretary-General means by “peacekeeping” and
“enforcement” isimportant and will be dealt with below.

5 Jarat Chopra, Age Eknes, and Toralu Nordbu, Fighting for Hope in Somalia,
Peacekeeping and Multinational Operations, No. 6, Oslo: Norwegian Institute for International
Affairs, 1995, p. 16.
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ground in the first place. One influential writer used the analogy of a game: a
peacekeeper is like areferee and an enforcer like a player. “No middle ground...
liesbetween player and referee— [an outside actor] can only be oneor the other.”®
The attitudes, motivations and intentions associated with one role are radicaly
different from the other — so much so that in aworld of civil and international
crises, “middle-groundtheories’ are* dangerously destabilising” and can only lead
“to much confusion, and possibly bloodshed.””

In sum, as against those who view a middle option such as “peace
enforcement [to be] a much needed addition to the tools available to the United
Nations,” there are otherswho insi st that the United Nations must choose between
peacekeeping or enforcement and follow through accordingly.® What to believe?
What arethe possibilitieswhich should be considered? | stherearedizable middle
option after al or isit only asemantic category? This paper seeksto answer these
and other questions and to suggest implications flowing therefrom. The Starting
point for inquiry is the presentation of concepts for comparing options, followed
by differentiation of the optionsbased on the concepts, summarization of reactions
about the relevance of a middle option, assessment of the reactions, initia
conclusions, specific conclusionsfor crisiscontainment through disarmament, and
fina thoughts.

|. Conceptsfor Comparison

Four groupsof conceptswill facilitate understanding thedifferencesbetween
the options. The first deals with consent, the fulcrum around which most
argumentsrevolve. Theothersareimpartiality, self-defense, and offensivemiilitary
operations. At first brush, each category would seem clear-cut, but such is not the
case, and that fact considerably complicatesinquiry.

& Charles Dobbie, “A Concept for Post-Cold War Peacekeeping,” Survival 36.3
(Autumn 1994): p. 145. It should be noted that Dobbie refers to the high end option as “peace
enforcement” even though people against whom he writes refer to it as “ enforcement.”

" Ibid., pp. 141, 143, and 145.

8 Thecitation isfrom James Sutterlin, The United Nations and the Maintenance of
International Security, Westport, CN: Praeger Publishers, 1995, p. 67.
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1. Varieties of Consent

Consent smply means giving assent. It can be implied or expressed. The
former isevidenced by offering no resistanceto what othersare doing or by acting
in amanner consistent with what is being demanded. In peace support operations
the latter is usualy obtained when political or military leaders sign a negotiated
agreement presumably binding the entities they represent to follow its terms.
L eaders possess what can be referred to asthe power of strategic consent because
of the presumed broad i mpact of their decisionswhiletherank-and-filearecapable
only of what can betermed local or tactical consent.® When the leaders do indeed
commit al or most of the rank-and-file, then the situation is one of widespread or
general consent, but if they do not — if many of the rank-and-file resist on their
own or with the covert sanction of their leaders — then we have varying or
ineffectual consent.

Peace support operationsusually aim at hel ping partiesimplement cease-fire
or morecomprehensiveagreements. These broadly constituteprior consent for the
peace support forces to act as opposed to recurring follow-on consent which is
necessary to implement specific features of an agreement.

While consent in general seemsan all-or-nothing phenomenon—i.e., either
one consents or one does not — redlity is more complicated. In crises where
opposing parties mutually agree to cease operations, pull back forces, eschew
interference with eections, disarm, or the like, it would be quite surprising if
consent were not provisional or conditional as opposed to firm. At the least, each
side would carefully look for cheating by its rivas and make its continued
adherenceto the agreement dependent upon the adherence of all others.’® No party
would risk disarming unilateraly, for instance. A variant of provisional consentis
decaying consent, i.e., a pulling back from willingness to abide by an agreement
because circumstances are not working out as hoped or envisioned.™ Its obverse
is grudging consent, acceptance of what a mandate or prior agreement requires
because that acceptance is the least bad of the aternatives available.

®  One of the best treatments of thisimportant distinction is found in The [ British]
Army Field Manual, Volume5, Operations Other than War, Part 2, Wider Peacekeeping, Interim
draft, 1994, pp. 2-5to0 2-7.

10 See, eg., Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, op. cit. at note 2, p. 31. Gametheory has
dealt extensively with such circumstancesin “prisoners’ dilemma’ scenarios.

1 Anexcellent treatment of decaying consent isfoundin Steven R. Ratner, The New
UN Peacekeeping, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995, pp. 37-41.
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In short, numerous possibilities must be considered, and except where
consent is expressed, firm, and widespread, there is aways ambiguity asto how
much consent isactually obtained. The degree can significantly impact what peace
support forces should be expected to do.

2. Varieties of Impartiality

To beimpartia means acting without prejudice or bias, yet it isnecessary to
distinguish intent from effect. Concern for intent leads to an emphasis on blind
impartiality or impartiality toward a mandate, including one which calls on UN
forces to facilitate implementation of an agreement to which parties gave their
prior consent. It involvesagood faith effort to fulfill the provisions of the mandate
or referenced agreement irrespective of the negative consequences to any party
called to task for not abiding by those provisions. Determining what the provisions
require would be the product of a neutral process vice accepting one party’s
unilateral interpretation or desires. Each party would be treated equally, but the
impacts would not necessarily be equd. In other words, UN forces acting without
prejudice could nevertheless prejudice the interests of one or the other of the
parties.

Conversdly, UN forces could focus on not prejudicing the interests of any
party in order to guarantee that they retain each party’ s consent and cooperation.
Because UN eements represent international community interests vice those of
any of the parties, their roleinitialy in the face of resistanceisto negotiate, insst,
plead, or cgole, but unlessthey are capable of forcing cooperation, their ultimate
choices areto cease their activities or to work within the limits of what the parties
alow. Thus, one can speak of impartiality toward the parties or symbiotic
impartiality because of the link with consent.

Of thetwo general varieties, blindimpartiality scemsto haveriseninsalience
over the last few years. As one study put it, “the notion of impartiaity had to be
reconceived as no longer pertaining to the parties, whose lack of clear consent
would frustrate an operation thus reliant, but as a reference to the integrity with
which a mandate would be implemented.”*?

2 Chopraet d, op. cit. at note 5, p. 93. See also Adam Roberts, “ The Crisisin UN
Peacekeeping,” Survival 36.3 (Autumn 1994): p. 115:
Impartiality isnolonger interpreted to mean, in every case, impartiality toward the parties....
Insomecases, theUN may ... betougher on oneparty than another.... [Thatis,] “impartiality”
may have come to mean... impartiality in carrying out UN Security Council decisions.



62 Managing Arms in Peace Processes: The | ssues

3. Varieties of Sdf-Defense

The starting point here is the breadth of “sdlf” in “ self-defense”. Aswill be
developed further below, the historical record indicatesthat “the self” can consist
of morethan just individual self-defense. It can extend to defense of UN military
units, equipment, an area of responghility, and/or civilians. The latter can be
limited to officias of internationa or humanitarian organizations or can include
innocent bystanders caught up in the midst of a conflict. Findly, thereisaso the
possibility of mandate defense, described this way by a UN official, Shashi
Tharoor: “It was dways theoretically permissible... for UN troops to use armed
force if others were attempting to use [force] to obstruct them while they were
trying to fulfill the mandate entrusted to them.”*® Thus, there is a wide range of
“sdves’ in “self-defense’.

Alongsidethebreadth dimensionisatimedimension. Self-defenseisusualy
thought of as an ex post facto phenomenon, but there are also two types of
anticipatory self-defense, preventive and pre-emptive. The first refersto military
actiontakento contend with hostileintent, i.e., with the prospect of animmediately
impending attack which leaves the defender with no choice other than resort to
forceto avoid grievousharm. Thereisno suchimmediacy in pre-emptive defense.
This term refers to action taken to forestall the possibility that a party might
militarily oppose the efforts of a peace support force to implement a mandate or
agreement. For example, pre-emptive defense could involve air strikes against
tanksto ensurethat they not harassahumanitarian convoy scheduled to go through
thesameareaoneor two dayslater. Such an example highlights, however, the near
impossibility of distinguishing between pre-emptive salf-defense and offensive
military operations.

4. Varieties of Offensive Military Operations

Offensive military operations encompass the self-initiated employment of
military forcesin order to induce or compel compliance from partieswhich might
be or are uncooperative. There are unlimited theoretical possibilities that differ
only in degree. At the high end is war: an extensive and general resort to
systematic violence. At the low end isintimidation: the threat of the use of force

18 Shashi Tharoor, “ Peace-K egping: Principles, Problems, and Prospects,” Strategic
Research Department Report 9-93, Newport, RI: Naval War College, Center for Naval Warfare
Studies, 1993, pp. 10-11.
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to induce compliance so that awar need not be fought. Verbal threats, displays of
military power, exemplary resort to violence— al areinstrumentsof intimidation.
Just on the other side of intimidation is alimited coercive campaign: arecurring
but time-restricted, tightly-controlled use of focused violence to compe
compliance from an especialy resistant party.

The relevance of the above categories and their variants should become
obvious in the next section, which describes and compares postul ated options to
implement UN resol utions.

II. Optionsfor the Use of Military Force
in UN Operations

As noted in the introduction, there are three semantically distinguishable
options for the use of force in peace operations. To borrow somewhat arbitrarily
the sameterms used by the Secretary-General, these are peacekeeping (option 1),
enforcement (option 2), and the hybrid case, peace enforcement (option 3 or
probably more appropriately, option 1.5). It must be stressed that these labelsand
the ideas grouped beneath them do not conform to what all practitioners or
commentators say about the terms or the phenomena attributed to each. To try to
do so would beto deep on a Procrustean bed. Comparing arguments and textsin
this area of discourse reveals a confusing mélange of concepts, views, and idea
groupings with some people using the same words with dightly to radicaly
different meanings and different words with the same or closay-related
meanings.**

1. Option 1: Peacekeeping

“Peacekeeping” used to refer to the employment of an international military
contingent under United Nations control in order to help belligerents maintain a
cease-fire. With the upsurge in peace support missions since 1988, the purposes
underlying peacekeeping have been broadened to encompass additional functions,
many of which — such as supporting the conduct of national eections — flow

14

Also relevant here is an observation made decades ago by the now-deceased
political scientist, Harold Lasswell. He would often remind his readers that a declarative
statement can indicate what the speaker believesisreality, or what he expects reality to be, or
what he wants it to be. It is often the case that speakers do not make clear what perspective
guides their statements, and one reason may be that they may have not consciously settled the
issuefor themselves. See Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power and Society: A Framework for
Palitical Inquiry, New Haven and London: Y ae University Press, 1950, pp. 16-28.
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from comprehensive peace agreements. Asaresult, amissionlimited to supporting
a ceasefire facilitation is now referred to as “classcal” or “traditiona
peacekeeping,” and missons which go beyond it are referred to as “multi-
functional” or “wider peacekeeping.”*®

It is now generadly agreed that this widening of the functions of a
peacekeeping force does not or should not mean any change in the underlying
characterigticsof themission. Peacekeepingispremised, first of al, onthe consent
of theparties. AsDag Hammarskjold put it, apeacekeeping forceis* paramilitary
in nature, not a Force with military objectives’; its military functions would be
restricted to those * necessary to secure peaceful conditions on the assumption that
the parties to the conflict take all necessary steps for compliance” with UN
resolutions.’® Strategic consent is evidenced in the initiad cease-fire or peace
agreement aswell asthefollow-on agreements about when and how the UN force
will arrive, where it will garrison, and the like.*” The consent of each belligerent
or faction must be broad-based with any non-consent being sporadic and loca
only. If they areto succeed, the peacekeepers must keep consent from decaying or
becoming ineffectual. This is accomplished more through symbiotic than blind
impartiality and entails as well eschewing the use of force except in self-defense.

When Dag Hammarskj6ld was formulating the principlesfor peacekeeping,
he insisted that a UN contingent not become a party to a crisis. Consistent with
blind impartiality, he directed that it not take sides; consistent with impartiality
toward the parties, heal so directed it do nothing that would affect the political and
military balances governing the voluntary resolution of the crisis. He was well
aware of the tension between blind and symbioticimpartiaity and of the fact that

55 See eg., Wider Peacekeeping, op. cit. at note 8 and United Nations, “ Supplement
to An Agendafor Peace: Position Paper of the Secretary-General on the Occasion of the Fiftieth
Anniversary of the United Nations,” A/50/60, §/1195/1, 25 January 1995, paras. 8-25. Sutterlin
and US Army doctrine usefully remind us that even operations viewed as traditional
peacekeeping often involved the (temporary) performance of tasks now generally regarded as
falling under wider peacekeeping. Sutterlin, op. cit. at note 8, pp. 24-45 and Headquarters,
Department of the Army, Peace Operations, Field Manual 100-23, Washington, DC: Department
of the Army, 30 December 1994, pp. 5-6.

6 “Second and final report of the Secretary-General on the plan for an emergency
international United Nations force requested in resolution 998 (ES-1), adopted by the General
Assembly on4 November 1956,” A/3302/6, November 1956, paras. 10 and 12 asfound in Robert
C. R. Siekmann (ed.), Basic Documents on United Nations and Related Peace-Keeping Forces,
Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1989, p. 5.

7 See, e.g., Clement Adibe, Managing Armsin Peace Processes: Somalia, Geneva:
United Nations, 1995, pp. 35-36.
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consensual peacekeeping, while aspiring to the former is ultimately driven either
to emphasizing the latter or to ceasing operations when confronting a recalcitrant
party. For example, speaking about the deployment of the United Nations
Emergency Force (UNEF) to Egypt, he said:

The fact that a United Nations operation... requires the consent of the Government on
whoseterritory it takes place creates aproblem, asit isnormally difficult for the United
Nationsto engage in such an operation without the guarantees against unilateral actions
by the host Government which might put the United Nations in a questionable
position....18

The way to resolve the problem, he said, was for both Egypt and the UN to
engage in “good faith... interpretation” of the purposes of the UNEF and to enter
into “an exchange of views...towardsharmonizing the positions.” If they could not
agree, he concluded, then the UN could decide to terminate the operation, for it
wasimperativethat both Egypt and the UN mutually recognize* that the operation,
bei ng based on collaboration between [both], should be carried oninformsnatural
to such collaboration.”*°

In furtherance of collaboration, Hammarskjold assured Egypt and al other
parties that, though UNEF was armed, it would use force only in self-defense.
Over time and in varying operations, peacekeeping rules of engagement have
alowed preventive self-defense aswell as defense of the unit, equipment, area of
responsibility (such as a voting site), and the mandate. In practice, however,
peacekeeping forces have nevertheless generally been very conservative, tending
toward narrow interpretation of the right to self-defense and setting up strict rules
about resort to force when exercising that right. %

There seemsin particular to be asignificant gap between theory and practice
on the question of mandate defense. Some hint of thisisgivenin Shashi Tharoor’s
statement quoted above that mandate defense is “theoreticaly permissible’. He
went on to say that the principle was hardly ever applied:

18

“Report of the Secretary-General: Summary study of the experience derived from
the establishment and operation of the Force,” A/3943/9, October 1958, para. 156 as found in
Siekmann, op. cit. a note 15, p. 51.

¥ Ibid., paras. 157 and 158, p. 51.

2 See, e.g., United Nations, The BlueHelmets, New Y ork: UN Department of Public
Information, 1990, p. 7 and the annexes to Jane Boulden, Rules of Engagement and Force
Sructureand Compositionin UN Operations, Geneva: United Nations| nstitutefor Disarmament
Research, Disarmament and Conflict Resolution Project, draft of 4 July 1995.
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It doesn’t make very much sense for a handful of soldiers... to think of using forcein a
situation where — at least in the overdl theatre — one is vastly outnumbered and
outgunned (which hasbeenthecase... for practically every peacekeeping operation). The
UN troops may well be able to use force if they have afew armored personnel carriers
at one particular roadblock..., but what happens at the next roadblock, or the third one,
or the fourth? What happensto their vulnerable comrades el sawhere... when the friends
and comrades of those at the roadblocks decide to react to the UN’s use of force?*

Tharoor went on to add that he did not see the situation changing because of
the Security Council’s habit of “cutting down the initid size of a proposed force
for financial reasons; we' ve never had theluxury of being the overwhelming force
on the ground.”*

Another UN official, Marrack Goulding, Under-Secretary-Generd for
Palitical Affairs, offers an additiona complementary observation as to why
mandate defense is rarely invoked — an observation which links aforce' s self-
defense posture to consent and impartiaity. The reluctance of UN force
commanders to defend the mandate is grounded, he says, in “sound calculations
related to impartiaity, to...reliance on the continued cooperation of the partiesand
to the fact that [the UN] force' s level of armament was based on the assumption
that the parties would comply with... commitments.”? In other words, UN
commanders do not have the forces required to defend the mandate, i.e., to coerce
cooperation, because they assume cooperation as a given. A contingent’s very
inahility to defend the mandate, furthermore, buttresses itsimage of impartiality
towards the parties since they thus know that the UN will (presumably) never
move to coerce them militarily.

Goulding’s observation underscores the claim that the “intrinsic [military]
weakness’ of aUN peacekeeping contingent isan “advantage” precisely because
it reassurestheindigenous partiesthat the UN cannot forceitswill uponthem,i.e.,

21

Tharoor, op. cit. at note 13, pp. 10-11.

Ibid., p. 11. An notable exception is found in the view of the commander of the
UN-controlled force (UNMIH or the UN Mission in Haiti) which followed the US-controlled
operation which re-instated President Aristide. The commander was an American and hisforce
benefitted from the stability effectuated during the US-controlled mission. See Marcos
Mendiburu, Managing Arms in Peace Processes. Haiti, Geneva: United Nations, unpublished
draft, p. 19.

% Goulding, “ TheEvolution of United Nations Peacekeeping,” I nternational Affairs
69.3 (July 1993): p. 455.

22
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that it cannot and will not function without their consent.* This weakness aso
underlies the problem of expecting mandate defense from a peacekeeping force
operating in between military adversaries: mandate defense by definition requires
blind impartiality but aforce commander cannot blindly implement a mandate if
intrinsic military weakness means that he is incapable of success without each
party’ s cooperation. Any thought of enforcement is out of the question.

2. Option 2: Enfor cement

In one way this is the simplest of the options to explain since it is the
antipode to peacekeeping: it assumes non-consent on the part of the parties,
consistent blind impartiality on the part of the UN elements, and going beyond
self-defense to compel compliance at the strategic level vice smply dealing
defensively with sporadic local opposition. Nevertheless, there is not uniform
agreement as to what should be included in the enforcement option. Some
(including proponents of amiddle option) have anarrower perspective. They see
the enforcement option as consisting essentially of “all-out warfare’® or “large-
scale collective enforcement... likethat in Koreain 1950 or... in Kuwait in 1991"
againgt an identified aggressor.® Others (including many critics of a middle
option) have a broader view. They add as well intimidation and coercive
campaign activities which many see as at the heart of the middle option. Thus,
this second group effectively incorporates options 1.5 and 2 together into one

2 AlvarodeSoto, Letter tothe Editor, Foreign Affairs74.1 (January/February 1995):
p. 186.

% John Gerard Ruggie, “The UN: Wandering in the Void,” Foreign Affairs 72.5
(November/ December 1993): p. 28 and Ruggie, “The New US Peacekeeping Doctrine,”
Washington Quarterly 17.4 (Autumn, 1994): p. 180.

% Brian Urquhart, “Who Can Stop Civil Wars?’, The Sunday New York Times,
section 4, p. 9.
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category labeled “enforcement” 2’ Theimplications of their so doing will be dealt
with after presenting details of what proponents mean by amiddle option.

3. Option 1.5?: Peace Enfor cement

The generation of the peace enforcement concept arose out of a perceived
need for an option midway between peacekeeping as described above and UN-
sanctioned warfare against an identified aggressor. As noted earlier, the present
Secretary-General himself suggested consideration of an option which aimed to
guarantee adherence to a cease-fire agreement by al its parties, regardless of who
they might be. His concept went beyond peacekeeping since* the operation would
be deployed without the express [strategic] consent of the two parties (though its
basis would be a cease fire agreement previoudly reached by them). UN troops
would be authorized to use force to ensure respect for the cease-fire.””® Others
expanded on the purposes guiding the use of peace enforcement units.® These
include the implementation of peace agreements; the protection of humanitarian
relief activities; control of the possession, movement, or use of weapons (especidly
if highly letha) by the parties; the prevention of atrocities; and there-establishment
of basic socia services and governmentd structures in war-torn states.

Z That the present Secretary-General reflects this point of view can be seen in the

quotation associated with footnote 38 below. It is a view particularly associated with those who
work for the UN or have been involved in UN-controlled operations. See, e.g., the quotation below
(referenced at note 35) of remarks by Shashi Tharoor where he labels peace enforcement as
“precticaly indistinguishable from war-fighting,” i.e., from enforcement. A factor which may be
at play hereisthedivisionwhichthe UN Charter makesbetween Chapter VI’ sconsensual resolution
of disputes and Chapter VI’ s authority to undertake enforcement or war. In areport of the results
of a conference bringing together peace support practitioners, Trevor Findlay observes:
One... consequence of clearly separating Chapter 6 and... 7 operations... isthat it gives the
impression that there are only two stark options facing the UN: peacekeeping... and war-
fighting. Thisimpression is reinforced by the counsel of several UN force commanders [at
the meeting] that anything that goes beyond [consensual] peacekeeping is war.
Findlay’s observation applies equally to a meeting of UN officials and practitioners convened
by UNIDIR'’s Project on Disarmament and Conflict Resolution and hosted by the Ministry of
Defense of Finland at its Training Center for UN Peacekeepers, Niinisalo, Finland on July 6-8,
1995. The writer helped arrange and co-chair the meeting. See also Roberts, op. cit. at note 12,
pp. 101-102.

% Boutros Boutros-Ghali, “Empowering the United Nations,” Foreign Affairs 71.5
(Winter 1992-93): pp. 93-94.

2 See, eg., Sutterlin, op. cit. at note 8, pp., 54-56.
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Peace enforcement assumes that at best there is only provisiond strategic
consent and that the parties will probably want to test the limits of the UN's
willingness to insist on adherence to amandate or agreement. The UN forceisto
respond with blind impartidity. Its action may affect the positions of the parties,
but thereis no identification of amalefactor or aggressor and no intent to become
aparty to the crisis.® Rather, the aim isto shape strategic and tactical consent on
the premise that even grudging cooperation limits inhumane or destabilising
behavior and buystime for those working for long-term improvement.

Shaping consent requires acting as much like a peacekeeper as possible by
working with the parties, reasoning with them, keeping them informed, and
constantly seeking their cooperation. It can also involve pressuring the parties,
intimidating them, if necessary, by subjecting themto exemplary pre-emptive self-
defense or to a limited coercive campaign against carefully-selected military
targets. Thus, military credibility is to peace enforcement what intrinsic military
wesknessisto peacekeeping. Thismeansfielding aforce ready for war or at least
capable enough to deter any party that would resist by harming the UN troops or
other international personnel.

Proponents of a middlie option accept that achieving the proper balance
between speaking softly and wielding abig stick can beextremely difficult. Unlike
their counterparts in consensua peacekeeping, peace enforcement contingents
must assume someresistancewhichiseither centrally-coordinated or, evenworse,
gporadic — such as roadblocks manned by drunken irregulars — with no clear
indication whether it isthe rule or an exception. Unlike their counterpartsin full-
fledged enforcement, furthermore, peace enforcement contingents cannot assume
that theirsisacombat task intended to bresk all resistance onceand for all. Rether,
the same personnel expected to demonstrate resolve and augment consent area so
expected to do so with the lightest touch possible in the hope that the parties will
finally assent to the UN’swill. They have to avoid taking sides and till alleviate
thesuffering of innocentsbeing subjected to unspeakabl e crudties. They may have
to deal with leaderswhomin other circumstancesthey might arrest asthugsor war
criminals. Hence, it would not be surprising if the soldiers involved regarded the
means as contradictory to the ends.

Peace enforcement is much akin to what Alexander George has called “forceful
persuasion” or “coercivediplomecy.” He describesit asa® beguiling Srategy” because

% One of the best treatments of thisissueis by the French General Staff. See, e.g.,
the paper prepared by the Etat-Magjor des Armées, “Réflexion sur la conception, la préparation,
laplanification, le commandement et I’ emploi des forces dans les opérations militaires fondées
sur une résolution du Conseil de sécurité de|’ONU.”
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of the possihility it offers of achieving objectives with minima bloodshed, but he dso
cautions againgt bluffing® As gpplied to the UN, this means that if it is to avoid
humiliation, it must not only prepare for, but indeed initiate violent military action
should intimidation fail. That redity is one reason why some criticize middle ground
thinking.

[11. Reactionsto Proposals for a Middle Option

There are severd reactions to the notion of amiddle ground, nearly al of which
overlap to a greater or lesser degree. One is quite ample. It is that the diginction
between enforcement and peace enforcement istoo subtle to be practicd. Thereasonis
the great Smilarity between the options asto the capabilities which must be assembled
and the commitment ultimaidy to employ violence when necessary to secure
compliance®

A second reection isthat the beguiling promise of peace enforcement isfdseand
must be resigted. The reason is tha the internationa problems which come to the
atention of the UN are precisdy those which are not easily amenable to quick fixes.
Because ther resolution requires patience and determination, it is necessary, some say,
to resist the temptation to use military power to speed up the process™®

A third reaction was previewed in the introduction. It is that the logic and
dynamics of peacekeeping and enforcement do not dlow for amiddle ground between
both. One can be a peacekesper or an enforcer, but like a referee and a player, one
cannot beboth a thesametime. Any attempt to do soisfecklessand reckless: any party
subjected to intimidation or coercion will regard the UN forces as partid, harden its
postion in any ongoing UN mediaion, and retdiate againg UN personnd and
humanitarian workers> It will thereby forcethe UN dither towards violence or retredt.
Should the UN engage in the former, it will trangtion from neutrd facilitator to
becoming a party to the crisis. Should it back down, it will humiliate itself.

3 Alexander George, Forceful Persuasion, Washington, DC: United States|ngtitute of
Peace Press, 1991, p. 6. See aso Foreword by Samuel W. Lewis, p. xv.

% Thisreactionwasclearly evident among some participantsinthe UNIDIR Finland
meeting, 7-8 July 1995.

3 See“Supplement to an Agenda for Peace,” op. cit. at note 15, para. 36.
% 1bid., paras. 35 and 36.
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A fourth view overlaps the firgt three and grounds them in the paradoxical
redlity of the UN’ s recently acquiring only enough military power to be adanger
to itsalf and never enough to be decisive against any of the parties on the ground.
A wdll-respected UN officia withlong experiencein UN operationsin general and
UNPROFOR in particular explained it this way:

Conflict mitigation [by UNPROFOR] has, for the first time, made force an explicit part
of apeacekeeping mandate, and the threat of the use of force central to the peacekeepers
ability to fulfill their responsibilities. The use of airpower has added another dimension,
unprecedented in peacekeeping.... [T]he United Nations is [thereby] blurring the
distinction between peacekeeping, whi ch requires consent, and peace-enforcement, anill-
defined concept practicaly indistinguishable from war-fighting. But wars... cannot be
fought effectively in blue helmets from white-painted armoured personnel carriers; so,
inits new-found capacity to beforceful, UNPROFOR hasto be constantly careful not to
trip over the line that separates peace from war, and peacekeeping from di saster ®

In other words, it makeslittle senseto buttressthemilitary capability of aUN
contingent if so doing leads some— whether in New Y ork, inthefield, or among
general publics— to think the contingent can or should enforce when in redlity it
till cannot effectively confront sustained military resistance.

A fifth view significantly overlaps the fourth, but differs in accepting the
possibility of a peace enforcement-option distinguishable from war-fighting in
practice but limited in practicability. At one point in his “Supplement to An
Agendafor Peace,” the Secretary-General characterizes the Bosnia and Somdia
missionsasa“new kind of operation”, one with enforcement authority but where
the UN nevertheless“remains neutral and impartial” with no mandate to stop any
aggressor or force a cessation of fighting.* In alater report, he said the threat of
force had sometimes produced positive results, but in both reports he aso stated
that the two missions could not succeed “without stronger capabilities than had
been made available....” These included “manpower, armament, logistic and
intelligence capacity and command and control arrangements that would give the
necessary credibility to [the UN contingent’ 5] threat to useforce by showingit had
the ability to respond decisively to any hostile reaction.”*” At a press conference
in October 1995, the Secretary-General made clear that hisremarksapplied to UN-
controlled operations only:

% Shashi Tharoor, “ United NationsPeacekeeping in Europe”, Survival 37.2 (Summer
1995): pp. 126-127. Cross-reference note 27.

% Op. cit. a note 15, para. 19.
5 lbid., para. 35 and $/1195/444, op. cit. at note 1, para. 63.
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Enforcement is beyond the powers of the UN because the members contribute troops on
the understanding that their rolewill be limited to peacekeeping.... If peace enforcement
is needed, it should be conducted by the countries with the will to do it. %

In other words, heacceptsapeace enforcement option for coalitionsof thewilling.
Three other views surfaced a a UN-sponsored seminar on lessons learned
from the UN operations in Somdia. The seminar identified what some might
regard as low-level peace enforcement conducted by the Indian contingent. It
successfully employed quick and decisive (presumably pre-meditated offensive)
force againgt tactical opposition in search and cordon operations dl the while
consulting in advance with local |eaders (Council Elders) in order to retain their
strategic consent.* Someat the seminar regarded thisexperience asdemonstrating
that the judicious use of force at thetactical level can be* an important and viable
tool aslong ascareistaken to maintain strategic level consent.” Otherslabeled this
“successful experience” a “fortunate exception” to the general proposition that
“peacekeeping and enforcement are incompatible and are carried out
simultaneoudly in the same mission at great risk.” Still others were agnodtic,
concluding that generdizations were impossible and each case sui generis.®
Finally, there is one view of a different nature atogether in that it is more
implied than explicit. It isimbedded particularly in the speech of practitioners.*
Thisis understandable since it builds on the point that, to be successful, a peace
enforcement force must be postured for war and committed to initiate it if
intimidation and coercionfail. Theargument runsasfollows. Whether or not peace
enforcement is a practica option, it is dangerous to acknowledge it as such for it

% As quoted in John M. Goshko, “Balkan Peacekeeping Exposes Limits of UN,
Boutros-Ghali Says,” Washington Post, 10 October 1995, p. 21. See also “ Supplement to An
Agendafor Peace,” op. cit. at note 15, para. 23.

% United Nations Department of Peace-keeping Operations, “ Report of the Seminar
on Lessons Learned from the United Nations Operation in Somalia at the Strategic and
Operational Levels, 19-20 June 1995, New Y ork,” paras. 7-9. The Indian experience seemsakin
to the experience of the UN Forcein Sector West of Croatia (commanded by Argentine General
Zabala). See Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, op. cit. at note 2, Chapter 1V.

Some such as Dobbie (op. cit. at note 6) would call the Indian case peacekeeping because the
Indians presumably did not transgress strategic consent. (It isnot entirely clear from the report.)
That they presumably initiated pre-meditated offensive operationsis the variable which places
it as peace enforcement for the purposes of this article.

4 United Nations Department of Peace-keeping Operations, op. cit. at note 39, paras.
7-9.

4 This conclusion is based on what some of the participants emphasized at the
UNIDIR meeting in Finland in July 1995.
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will only confuse national politicians and publics. They know consensua
peacekeeping is a peaceful and relatively low-cost activity and that high level
enforcement, i.e., war, isvery risky indeed and necessitates a major commitment
of forces and the will to use them. To offer decision-makers and their voters a
middle option, particularly abeguiling one, will only encourage them to bluff and
to attempt to achieve magjor gainson the cheap. The historical record clearly shows
an unwillingness of member states to provide credible forces to back up the
enforcement resolutions passed by the Security Council. Too often forces more
suited for peacekeeping have been put in harm’s way by being assigned peace
enforcement tasks. Theway around this problemisto insist that there be only two
stark options: either commit to consensual peacekeeping and no more or commit
to war even if it does not turn out to be necessary because threats or limited
violence prove to be sufficient.

V. Assessing the Reactions

Some of the reactions to a hybrid option can be assessed individualy while
others can be grouped together. One of the former is the claim that peace
enforcement is not distinctive enough in practice from enforcement to justify its
recognition as a separate option. Such an “eye of the beholder” type objectionis
very difficult to deal with. As Ruggie has eloquently argued, peace enforcement
may well remain a doctrina “void” as long as many UN member states and
adminigtratorsfail to* appreciate the classic distinction between the utility of force
and its actual use.”* In other words, force does not need to be used in order to be
useful. The very existence or the display of a military capability (including
sharply-limited exemplary resort to violenceintended only to establish credibility)
can bring about desired results. Case studies a so suggest, however, that for many
states a lack of enthusiasm for peace enforcement may be less a function of not
understanding the option as it is of understanding too well that it can mean
significant risks and commitmentswhich they do not wish to undertake. Thiswill
be more obvious when other arguments are presented below.

“2 Ruggie, “...Wandering in the Void,” op. cit. at note 25, p. 31.
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A second reactionisthat peace enforcement triesto rush history, to force the
partiesto a settlement faster than they can or will accept. Thisargument has merit.
History is replete with agreements that became irrelevant as soon as they were
signed and with conflicts which were imperviousto outside intervention until the
timewasripe. Y &t, opportunitiesdo occur when speedy and vigorousinternational
action can make adifference. For example, international pressure can provide one
or another belligerent leader with the excuse to resist die-hards who wish to
continue fighting. Cooper and Berdal make an argument akin to this:

There will dways be a point, even in ethnic conflicts, when two sides find they have a shared
interest in a cease-fire. There may also be times when, either because some shreds of decency
remain, or because they do not wish altogether to alienate outside opinion, the partiesdecideto let
outsiders perform humanitarian tasks. They may allow this even wheniit is contrary to their strict
military objectives. When they are performing a peacekeeping role, outside intervention forces
operate on this margin of agreement and decency....43

A force capable of enforcement but operating as much as possible like a
peacekeeper might more readily secure cooperation than a strict peacekeeping
force per se, assuming peace enforcement isnot anillogical choiceto begin with.

A third reaction is that logic does not alow the hybrid choice of being
peacekeeper and enforcer, refereeand player, at the sametime. Problemswiththis
reaction begin with the referee and player analogy. A referee can assume he will
retain his status even if he istougher on one team than another (specificaly that
team which seemsmore proneto violate the rules) and significantly prejudicesits
interests (by expelling astar player, for example). He does not become a player,
a party to the contest by so doing. Unless the players believe him corrupt or
obvioudy biased, they will continueto view him asimpartia. They may think him
to have poor vision, but they accept his role and will presumably play with that
more caution because of his exhibited willingness to act without asking for their
consent. Indeed, he strengthens his credibility by acting, for he showsthat he will
harm ateam’s prospects for victory if it continuesto violate the rules.

Analogy aside, the general point is only half-right; it is true that a military
contingent postured for peacekeeping generaly cannot enforce for the same
reasons that mandate defense occurs so rarely: i.e., the contingent never has
enough capability to intimidate or coerce.* But it is also true that a contingent
postured for enforcement can act like a peacekeeper, i.e, it can “be’ both

4 Robert Cooper and Mats Berdal, “Outside Intervention in Ethnic Conflicts’,
Survival 35.1 (Spring 1993): p. 137.

4 See above text associated with notes 21 through 24.
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peacekeeper and enforcer a the same time, in Situations where it is tasked to
implement a mandate against all parties as opposed to one identified aggressor.
Somewhat akin to the Indian case cited earlier, the US-led Unified Task Force
(UNITAF) in Somalia possessed highly-visible military credibility in view of its
Size, weaponry, and rules of engagement. The nature of its deployment, where it
moved decisively and quickly to establishitsauthority, aso drew therespect of the
parties. It had the intent and the wherewithal to shape both strategic and local
consent asit protected the delivery of humanitarian aid within specific geographic
areas.® It did so not only through general intimidation and the selected use of
violence but also by communicating with dl the parties, keeping them informed,
resisting taking them by surprise, and going back to explain when it did useforce.
In short, though postured for enforcement, it behaved in many ways like a
peacekeeping contingent. In contrast, its successor, UNOSOM (United Nations
Operationin Somalia) 1 failed largely becauseit could not act like a peacekeeper
after the decision to subject General Aideed to a “vendetta-disarmament war.”

Rel ated reactions concern the practicability of peace enforcement. Some see
tactical-level enforcement activities as practicable; others see it as a fortunate
exception; others yet as not subject to generalization; and finally some see peace
enforcement as impracticable for UN-controlled operations but not for UN-
sanctioned codlitions of the willing. Both UNOSOM Il and UNPROFOR amply
justify concluding that UN-controlled operations with provision for enforcement
(evenif only at thelocal level) are dmost doomed to fail. As Secretariat officias
emphasize, UN-controlled forces generaly are never given adequate capabilities
to intimidate or enforce.*” When such capabilities make themselves fdlt, it is
because an outside entity such as NATO provides them, but then the operationis
at best under dual vice UN control. Also relevant isthat UN administrators do not
thehavethe necessary staffing and budget to plan, support, and executelarge-scale
and complex military operations.”®

Underlying dl of thisisageneral UN aversion to anything which smacks of
enforcement. As an officia once put it, member states like neither to engage in

% See Crocker, op. cit. at note 2, pp. 2-4.

4 Adibe, op. cit. at note 17, p. 88. See also “Report of the Commission of Inquiry
Established Pursuant to Security Council Resolution 885 (1993) To Investigate Armed Attacks
on UNOSOM 11 Personnel Which Led to Casualties,” New Y ork, 24 February 1994, paras. 288-
233. Issued as UN document §/1994/653, 1 June 1994.

47 Seereferences for note 21-23 above.
% See*“Supplement to An Agendafor Peace,” op. cit. at note 15, para. 77.
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enforcement nor even use the term in resolutions.® Dag Hammarskjold was
senditiveto thiswhen he stood up the United Nations Emergency Force during the
Suez Crisisof 1956. It wasthefirst relatively large, armed (although only lightly
S0) peace support contingent in UN history, and the Secretary-General was quite
conscious of the precedents being set. He later wrote:

Eveninthe case of UNEF, wherethe United Nationsitself had taken astand on decisive elements
of the situation which gaveriseto the creation of the Force, it was explicitly stated that the Force
should not be used to enforce any specific political solution... or... influence the political balance
decisiveto such asolution. This precept would clearly impose aseriouslimitation on the possible
use of United Nationselements, wereit to be given general application to themwhenever they are
not created under Chapter V11 of the Charter. However, | believe its acceptance to be necessary,
if the United Nationsisto bein a position to draw on Member countriesfor contributionsin men
and material to United Nations operations of this ki nd.®

That things have not changed is evidenced in what member states say,* in
their willingnessto support some operationsand not others,* andintherestrictions
they place on the use of the forces when they do contribute. For example, a
problemwith the Somaliaoperationwasthat the contingentsdivided up depending
on their willingness to enforce versus operating only with the consent of the
parties. That bifurcation was a serious source of problems and never redly
resolved.>

The record shows that “contracting” for the services of a coalition of the
willing gets around many of the above problems. Such coditions usualy have
more robust rules of engagement, giving them greater leeway to pressure the
parties, than theforcesin alUN-controlled operation, and they bring with themthe
wherewitha necessary tointimidate credibly and to protect their own personnel as

4 Tharoor, op. cit. a note 13, p. 6.

% A/3943/9 October 1958, op. cit. at note 18, para. 167. Emphasis added.

51 Seechaptersby Dorinda G. Dallmeyer, AngelaKane, and Bo Huldt in Donald C.
Daniel and Bradd C. Hayes (eds.), Beyond Traditional Peacekeeping, New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1995. Seea so Stanley E. Spangler, “ Report of the L ateral International Global Game 94,”
Strategic Research Department Memorandum 6-94, Newport, RI: Naval War College, Center for
Naval Warfare Studies, 1994 and Bradd C. Hayes, “Report of the International Game 95,”
Strategic Research Department Memorandum 8-95, Newport, RI: Naval War College, Center for
Naval Warfare Studies, 1995.

%2 SeeMendiburu, op. cit. at note 22 on those who contributed to the US-led Uphold
Democracy and those who chose to wait for the UN-led UNMIH operation.

% Adibe, op. cit. at note 17, p. 99.
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well as others> The codition’s members would not have signed up otherwise.
Codlitions are usually led by one or more of the Permanent Members of the
Security Council with enough of an interest in the situation as to cause them to
lobby for the Council’s approval. For the most part, other Council members
(sometimes grudgingly) vote for the operation or refrain from vetoing it since the
codlition (especialy itsleader) doestheplanning, takesthe physical risks, and pays
the bills. Where the humanitarian need is clear and pressing, these other members
may even be quite grateful to give legidative support to anyone agreeing to
shoulder the burden on the behalf of the organi zation. Successisnever assured, but
there are examples where operations conducted under those conditions achieved
their specified (albeit near-term) goals; theseinclude UNITAF, France sOperation
Turquoise in Rwanda, the Kurdish-relief Operation Provide Comfort in northern
Irag, and Operation Uphold Democracy in Haiti. In addition, NATO's late
Summer bombing campaign in 1995 helped stabilize the situation in Bosnia. In
short, the forces involved helped to keep things from becoming worse while
peacemakers and peace builders tried to make them better.

The above discussion is directly relevant to the objection that, regardless of
whether or not peace enforcement is a viable option, it is dangerous to
acknowledgeit assuch. Thispowerful but cynical conclusion reflectsthepolitical
redlity of states desiring to reap the benefits of enforcement while not paying the
price. The answer may be to accept that anything which goes beyond consensua
peacekeeping should usually be undertaken by willing coalitions.

V. Initial Conclusions

It is striking how much the reactions to a middle option overlap while aso
differing as much as they do. They range from regjecting the possibility or its
acknowledgement outright to seeing it as having only limited practicability.

The least convincing reactions are those that reject the option atogether.
Their problems are faulty analogy — referees who enforce rules generally do not
become players — and over-generalizations. These concern questions about
forcing history along and of “being” a peacekeeper and enforcer at the sametime
when no oneparty isidentified asan aggressor. They alsoincludeargumentsabout
peace enforcement as a fortunate exception or as too beguiling because it can
encourage member statesto bluff — both argumentsbeing generally valid only in
the context of the UN-controlled missions.

% See eg., ibid., pp. 50-56 and Mendiburu, op. cit. at note 17, pp. 12-14.
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Themore convincing reactionsarethosethat accept amiddleoption, but, rare
exceptionsaside, it isdifficult toimpossibleto concludethat thereisapracticaly-
relevant middle option for UN-controlled operations. Whenthe UN isin thedirect
chain-of-command, the prospectsfor success seemto be generally limited only to
consensual  peacekeeping, whether traditional or multi-functional. Peace
enforcement under UN control simply runstoo much against the grain of what the
organization and its members can or are willing to support administratively,
financialy, or politically.

Thus, the strongest arguments are those which characterize the option as
feasible but only if undertaken by amilitarily credible coalition operating under
appropriate rules of engagement but not under direct UN control. Recent
experience suggests that such coalitions would usually be led by a powerful
Permanent Member of the Security Council interested in conducting the operation
under UN sanction (or cover) if given the freedomto act asit seesfit. Trendsaso
suggest, however, that such operationswill most probably occur relatively rarely.

What does al of this mean, then, for weapons control as a feature of crisis
containment? The next section addresses that question, and it draws heavily on
case studies, analyses of practitioners questionnaire responses, and meetings of
practitionersand specialists sponsored by UNIDIR’ s Project on Disarmament and
Conflict Resolution.™

% These are UNIDIR, Somalia, op. cit. at note 2; Ekwall and Uebelhart, op. cit. at
note 2; Adibe, op. cit. at note 17; Mendiburu, op. cit. at note 22; Jianwei Wang, Managing Arms
in Peace Processes: Cambodia, Geneva: United Nations, 1996; Paulo Wrobel, Managing Arms
in Peace Processes: Nicaragua and El Salvador, Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming; United
Nations I nstitute for Disarmament Research, “Analysis Report of Practitioners’ Questionnaire
on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization during Peacekeeping Operations:
Cambodia,” in Wang, op. cit. thisnote; and United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research,
“Analysis Report of Practitioners Questionnaire on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and
Demobilization during Peacekeeping Operations: Former Yugoslavia,” in Ekwall-Uebelhart and
Raevsky, op. cit. at note 2, pp. 195-411.



Is There a Middle Option in Peace Support Operations? 79

V1. Conclusions Concerning Crisis Containment
Through Disar mament

Thisanalysissuggeststwo general conclusionsrelativeto disarmament. One
is that, when peace enforcement is an option (i.e.,, in UN-sanctioned codlition
operations), it can provide significant leverage not otherwise available for
achieving disarmament. A second conclusion is that, when peace enforcement is
not an option (i.e., in relatively more frequent UN-controlled operations), the UN
nevertheless retains important and potentially-effective sources of leverage for
implementing disarmament as long as its forces are properly supported and
employed.

1. Peace Enforcement: The Contributions of Military L everage

Concerning the first conclusion, UNIDIR case studies and questionnaire
responses document that properly-employed military leverage can contribute
significantly to some outcomes important for weapons control. Oneis taking out
of circulation crew-served weapons (such as “technicals’ and artillery pieces) as
well as individua weapons which pose a direct threat to the peace support and
humanitarian elements. Thiswasquiteevident inthe Somaiacasewhen UNITAF
followed on the hedls of the unsuccessful UN-controlled UNOSOM | operation.
It was dso negatively evident in the UNTAC peacekeeping operation where the
Khmer Rouge refused to disarm even though it had pledged to do so. Considering
its vulnerahilities, the UNTAC mission wisely decided not to force the issue,
shifting itsconcentration instead on protecting the el ectoral processwhich drew the
support of most Cambodians.

A second outcome which can result from peace enforcement leverage is
helping limit the use of weapons which are retained by the parties. This is
particularly important since the case studies and questionnairesindicate that it is
wishful thinking to believe that one could gather up al the guns, especially the
smaller, harder to track, persona weapons. No matter how many are collected,
there aways seem to be more. Hence, an ability to intimidate was important, e.g.,
to help insure the safety of humanitarian convoys in Somalia and the rlatively
peaceful restoration of President Aristide in Haiti.

A third and no less important outcome enabled by military leverage is
providing an aternative source of security for peoplescaught inaconflict. Among
the reasons why people want gunsisto protect themselvesfrom others. They will
not turnin their weapons (or greatly begrudgethat they did) if so doing effectively
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increasestheir personal insecurity. A peace support force hasthe moral imperative
of guaranteeing the safety of thosewhomit encouragesto giveuptheir arms. It can
do so either by overseeing a process where al elements give up their arms more
or lessequally and simultaneoudy or by having at its disposal the wherewithal to
threaten with violence any party which initiates the use of force against those who
have given up their capability to defend themselves.

A fourth outcome of peace enforcement leverage is arguable, but its
consideration is triggered by the analysis of the UNIDIR questionnaires on
Somalia. When probing why UNOSOM failed to implement disarmament which
had been agreed upon, the analyst noted, “Many of the respondentsindicated that
the process of disarmament was derailed or terminated as soon as one or more of
the factions were no longer in agreement with the process.”* Rather than
maneuver in thedirection of maximum consent, accepting restrictionsimposed by
the parties, it might have been better, he concluded, if the UN force had retained
aposition abovethe parties. The question, of course, ishow. Some respondentsto
the Somalia and other questionnaires saw any threat or use of offensive force by
aUN entity (whether controlled or sanctioned) as contributing to itsloss of moral
authority and thus to be avoided. Others saw the opposite; they viewed such
activities as heightening respect for the UN’s authority and thus increasing its
ability to remain above the parties.

Both may be right depending upon circumstances. Onereactionto theIndian
contingent’ ssuccessin Somaiawasthat each caseissui generis.” That view may
apply here specificaly. By exercising military leverage the UN may indeed
damage its ability to mediate differences between the parties, but if judicioudy
executed, such leverage might instead contribute to preventing the derailment of
adisarmament process aready agreed to.

2. Peacekeeping: Leveraging its Potential

At the end of the day, the relevance of a peace enforcement option to
disarmament may be limited indeed if, notwithstanding the establishment of a
Bosnia “peace implementation” force, the UN and its members are now
disenchanted with anything which smacks of enforcement. Thiswould leave only
consensual peacekeeping, but it must be stressed that its potential for achieving
disarmament also remains considerable.

% UNIDIR, Somalia, op. cit. at note 2, p. 144.
57 Seetext associated with note 39 above.
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Peacekeepers may not be able to play a coercive military card, but the
UNIDIR case studiesillustrate that they can have other sources of leverage. Two
areareputation for objectivity in monitoring and implementing agreementsand a
willingness to expose cheating should they uncover it. These not only serve to
deter cheating (or least increase its costs) but also hel p reassure a party wishing to
disarm that the others are disarming as well. A third leverage source is the
cooperation of alocal populace weary of war and of rule by the gun. A fourthis
the support of outside powerssuch asinthe UNTAC, ONUCA, and UNPROFOR
cases. Outsidersfacilitate disarmament by measures such as pressuring their alies
among the parties, limiting arms smuggling acrosstheir territories, and refusing to
give sanctuary to belligerents. A fifth source of leverage is the “CNN card,”
whereby peacekeepers can threaten to expose ill-will or inhumane behavior not
only to the other parties but to the court of international public opinion. Finally,
peacekeepers may have assets at their disposal which they can offer to individual
belligerents in exchange for their guns. These have consisted, for example, of
money (asin Haiti) or food chits (asin Somalia).

Such sources of leverage are for naught, however, unless the peacekeepers
are adequately supported and the mission properly executed. Towardsthese ends
the UNIDIR case studies and questionnaires suggest that at least four rules must
be followed:

Rulel: Peacekeepersmust havetheresourcesand determinationto dothejob
and mustinsurethat the partiesunderstand this. Resourcesinclude people, materia
(such as trucks, airplanes, sensors), and access to sources of information the
peacekeepers cannot provide for themselves. Thisruleis so basic asto cause one
to wonder why it needs to be mentioned at al, but the fact is that the UN has too
often not had enough capability to do a proper job of weapons control in
consensual peacekeeping. Weapons control can involve many things: tracking the
orders-of-battle of the belligerents, knowing when weaponsare being used and by
whom, monitoring the flow of men and weapons including those which may be
smuggledtothebelligerentsfrom outsi de sources, preparing and securing weapons
storage sites, and readying and overseeing the cantonment of personned and their
demobilization. For a contingent not to be given the resources to undertake such
basi ¢ tasks only encouragesthe partiesto lose confidencein the whole process. A
party wishing to abide by the rules can never fee confident that it will know
whether or not the other sideisabiding aswell. A party inclined to cheat will only
be that much more tempted to do so if it thinksit will get away with it.

Rule2: UN forces should absol utely minimize the amount of timeit takesto
deploy an effective monitoring and reporting capability. One perverse reason for
thisisthat the partiesusually build up or hidearmsin anticipation of an agreement
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and follow-on monitoring by the UN. A second isthat the speed and effectiveness
of the UN’ sresponse seemsto correl ate with the respect the partieswill accord the
UN and their willingness to cooperate and firm up their provisional consent.

Rule 3: Peacekeepers must act decisively immediately upon arrival and
respond firmly to challenges. The start of a UN operation seems to be a period
when the parties are somewhat hesitant or uncertain asto what to expect and how
far they can chalenge the UN. That they will challenge is certain if for no other
reason than to probe how far they can go. Such probing occursnot only at the start
of amission but also when new contingents arrive to replace those going on to
other duties. Once peacekeepers make a concession or back off, it is difficult for
them to return to the status quo ante and it encourages further challenges.

Rule 4: Peacekeepers must act uniformly and respond uniformly to
challenges. Both the case studies and questionnaire responsesreveal that alack of
uniformity can entirely vitiate aforce’ s effectiveness. Those seeking to cheat will
find the weak spots and those desiring peace will become disillusioned. In
addition, the UN force may splitinternally asthosewho seethemselvesasholding
the line come to believe they are being undercut by their own colleagues.

VII. Final Thoughts

The debate about a middle option seems to have as much to do with the
willingness of UN member states to follow through if they resort to it asit hasto
do with the question of whether or not it isindeed aviable dternative. The option
seems essentialy relevant only when individual members agree to implement it
under UN sanction but not under UN contral, for it runstoo much against theUN’s
administrative, financial, and palitical limits. In contrast, consensual peacekeeping
fals within those limits, and, where disarmament is concerned, it has much to
commend it if the peacekeepers respond appropriately and are adequately
supported.



Chapter 4

Peacekegping and Disar mament:

Peace Agreements, Security Council
Mandates, and the Disar mament Experience

David Cox

|. Introduction

Historically, the disarming of combatantswas not an element in the mandate
of peacekeeping missions, which typically involved monitoring the separation of
belligerent forces according to an agreement, however fragile, that the belligerent
themselves had accepted. The partia exception was the Congo operation from
1960 to 1963, when UN forces were authorized to organize the departure of
foreign mercenaries, and to support Congolese authorities in the maintenance of
law and order. As the situation in the Congo deteriorated, UN Operation in the
Congo (ONUC) was mandated to use force to prevent civil war in the Congo,
effectively suppressing the secession of Katanga, but it was never authorized to
disarm onefaction or another, and, onthecontrary, becameincreasingly concerned
not to take sides astherival political groups struggled for power and the political
future of the country was determined.* Although ONUC did not have a specific
mandate to disarm, however, in one key respect the mission foreshadowed the
peacekeeping operations of the 1990's: by its mere presence, ONUC became a
player in an evolving situation where the outcome was uncertain, and where its
actions and policies might influence the course of the conflict.

With this limited exception, in none of the peacekeeping missions prior to
Namibiawere disarmament measures central to the peacekeeping mandate except
that, when demilitarization or arms control agreementswere part of the settlement
which the peacekeepers were charged to monitor, then it might be said that one
vital function of peacekeeping wasto act asaconfidence-building measureto help

! See The Blue Helmets: A Review of United Nations Peace-keeping, New Y ork:
United Nations, 1990, Chapter X1. ONUC units "must not become parties to internal conflicts.
They could not be used to enforce any specific political solution of pending problems or to
influence the political balance decisive for such asolution." (p. 220).

83
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the parties adhere to their agreement. Although not a UN operation, the
peacekeeping mission in the Sinai is the best example of this function, athough
smilar dements can be found in the UN Disengagement Observation Force
(UNDOF), which was established in 1974 to monitor the separation of Israeli and
Syrian forces in the region of the Golan Heights.

UN peacekeeping embarked on quite adifferent course with the operationin
Namibiain 1989. The essential purpose of the UN Transition Assistance Group
(UNTAG) wasto ensure that free and fair elections were held in Namibia, and to
assist in other ways in facilitating the accession to power of a duly elected and
democratic government. Although thismissioninvolved primarily civil tasks, there
wasanimportant military componentinvolved. UNTAGwasrequiredtoverify the
withdrawal of South African Defense Forces (SADF), the confinement to two
designated bases of those scheduled to stay behind until the completion of the
election, the demobilization of territorial forces organized and funded by South
Africa, and themonitoring of the northern border with Angolato ensurethat South
West African People's Organization (SWAPO) forces were concentrated and
confined in designated base aress. At the very outset of the mission, and at atime
when UNTAG was ill-prepared to deal with serious incidents, heavily armed
SWAPO forces crossed the northern border into Namibia, provoking a South
African response and threatening the agreement. Despite the seriousness of the
gtuation, however, and the wesknesses made manifest in the deployment of
UNTAG tsdlf, inretrogpect onefeature of thetriangular discussions (South Africa,
SWAPO and UNTAG) that followed isevident: both partiesturned to UNTAG to
explaintheir behavior, and, therefore, UNTAG'sroleasaconciliator and facilitator
was unchallenged.?

Since the UN mission in Namibia, UN peacekeeping operations have been
even more complicated and multi-dimensiona than UNTAG. While this multi-
dimensionality can be described in different ways, a centra characterigtic is that
peacekeeping in the field deals with evolving situations where the UN mission
becomes a key player in an evolving search for a solution, rather than a passive
monitor of aprevioudly agreed settlement or arrangement. Thedimensionsof these
operations typicaly include humanitarian relief, support to the reconstitution of
civil authority, and the monitoring of elections. While each of these cases has
gpecia characteristics, multi-dimensional operations have posed new challenges

2 Blue Helmets, Chapter XV111. Compare the following with ONUC: "[UNTAG]
was required to be, and was, deeply involved in the whole political process of Namibias
transition from illegally occupied colony to sovereign and independent state.”" (p. 385).
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to the UN concept of peacekeeping, including the relationship between the UN
mission and factiona parties to the conflict, and between the UN and non-
governmental organizations (NGO's). The former tend to be considerably less
predictable in their behavior than governments. The latter play akey rolein the
distribution of humanitarian relief in the theater of operations, but may have very
different modus operandi than the UN itself. The ability of military and civilian
personnel to work together constructively in fulfilment of mission objectives,
therefore, is akey factor in the success of field operations.

A separate but related eement in this emerging data on new forms of
peacekeeping is the implementation of disarmament measures agreed to by the
parties, and the role of the UN mission in the monitoring and safeguarding of
disarmament agreements. Although the aftermath of disarmament measures may
crucially involvethecivilian e ementsof peacekeeping in thereconstruction of the
society into which the demobilized troops must be reintegrated, disarmament
measuresthemselves are largely the preserve of themilitary, and call for aspecia
combination of technical knowledge and persona skills.

Since Namibia, aseries of peacekeeping operations haveinvolved voluntary
disarmament measures, with varying degrees of successin their implementation.
This paper examines disarmament in five cases - UN Observer Group in Central
America (ONUCA), UN Transtional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC), UN
Protection Force | (UNPROFOR |, Sector West), UN Protection Force Il
(UNPROFOR |1, Srebrenica) and UN Operation in Somalia Il (UNOSOM I1).
Withtheexceptionof ONUCA, which beganin 1989 and waseffectively complete
by mid-1990, the other missions were more or |ess concurrent operations started
in 1992 in a context where there was great optimism about the role of the UN in
the post-cold war world. All four were of amagnitude and complexity which made
them qualitatively different from previouspeacekeeping operations, andinall four
the disarmament provisions of the mandate were seen as essential to the success
of the mission.

Thisanalyss, therefore, reviews the place of disarmament in the respective
peace agreements, and the specific disarmament mandate authorized by the
Security Council. It then considers the experience of peacekeepersin thefield in
seeking to implement the disarmament mission, and concludes by examining the
lessons that can be learned about the value of disarmament provisions in
peacekeeping mandates, and about the place of disarmament measures in the
evolving concept of peacekeeping.
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I1: ONUCA: The Fortuitous Disar mament
and Demobilization of a Faction

1. Background

Theée ection of theleft-wing Sandinistagovernment in Nicaraguain 1979 set
the stage for a developing confrontation in Central America through most of the
1980's. Both in Nicaraguaand elsewhere in Central America, reformist, left wing
movements came into increasing conflict with the Reagan Administration in the
United States, and turned to the Soviet Union and Cuba for military and other
forms of support. In response, the Reagan Administration supported counter-
revolutionary governments and movements, including the Contras in Nicaragua.
Domestic reform movementsin Central America, therefore, wereviewedin acold
war context, and the issues were increasingly regionalized and internationalized.

Concerted efforts to promote peace in Central America began in 1983 with
the formation of the Contadora group, and were continued in 1986 when the
presidents of the Central American countries met in Esquipulas to discuss peace
initiatives. Following these meetings, President Arias of Costa Rica drafted a
regional peace plan which was accepted by the Central American Presidents in
1987 and became known as Esguipulas 11. This comprehensive proposal, which
became the basis for subsequent negotiations, caled for nationa reconciliation
throughout Central Americaon the basis of an end to hogtilities, elections, an end
to the support of irregular forces and insurrectionist movements, negotiations on
security (based on the principlethat no statewould allow itsbordersto be used for
atacks againgt other states), and the resettlement of refugees. The UN, which
traditionally had not been activein hemispheric security issues, beganto cooperate
with the Organization of American States (OAS) in 1987, first by sending a
missionto Central Americato assessthe verification requirements associated with
the security provisions of the Esquipulas Il agreement.

2. The Peace Agreement

After many years of complex negotiations on the elements of a peace
settlement for dl of Central America, in February 1989 theforeign ministersof the
five states - Honduras, Nicaragua, Guatemala, El Salvador and Costa Rica - met
with UN Secretary-General Pérez de Cudllar to request UN support in the
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implementation of thelatest version of the Esquipul as|1 peace plan.® Although the
main elements of the security and verification provisions of the plan had been
discussed previoudy, the February 1989 mestings of thefive Presidents, first with
the Secretary-General and then ontheir own, had oneimportant additional feature,
namely, the declaration by Nicaraguan President Daniel Ortega that €lections
would be held in Nicaragua no later than 25 February 1990. This decision set in
motion a series of UN missionsin Central America, beginning with the creation
of an Observer Mission to Verify the Electoral Processin Nicaragua(ONUVEN).

While ONUVEN played an important and successful rolein the verification
of the Nicaraguan election, curioudy, perhaps, in the light of the virtualy
concurrent experience in Namibia where el ection monitoring was considered an
integral part of the peacekeeping operation, ONUSAL was regarded as quite
separate from the monitoring of the security provisions in the Esquipulas |1
agreements. These were essentiadly the cessation of aid to irregular and
insurrectionist forces operating in the territory of other Central American States,
and thenon-use of national territory for attacks on other states. To accomplishthis
task, the UN Observer Group in Central America (ONUCA) was established and
becameoperational inlate 1989. Using mobile patrol swith cross-country vehicles,
helicopters and, in the Gulf of Fonseca, fast patrol boats, ONUCA straddled long
and largely inaccessible borders. Despite the frequent rumors of violations,
ONUCA reported very few, and received surprisingly few complaints from the
parties. Broadly speaking, therefore, it registered the complianceof the partieswith
the Esquipulas 1 security agreements.*

In March and April of 1990, two expansions of ONUCA's mandate gave it
an entirely new role. The defeat of the Sandinista government in the Nicaraguan
election, and its replacement by the coalition government of Violetta Chamorro,
opened theway for the disbandment of the Contras, the anti-Sandinistaresistance
armed and funded by the United States. The Contras operated across the border
primarily from basesin Honduras, and, to amorelimited extent, from baseswithin
Nicaragua. In the two expansons of the ONUCA mandate, ONUCA was
mandated to supervisethe demobilization and disarmament of thetwo main Contra
basesin Honduras, and, in April to June 1990, to supervise the demobilization and
disarmament of the Contras in a number of security zones in Nicaragua, which
wereintended aswell to permit the disengagement of the government and Contra

3 For details, seeReport of the Secretary-General, The Situationin Central America:

Threats to International Peace and Security and Peace Initiatives, §/720491, 27 February 1989.
4 BlueHelmets, p. 395.
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forces.> Despite the inevitable delays and disruptions to which the process was
subject, on 29 June 1990 the Secretary-General informed the Security Council that
the process was essentialy complete: 19,614 Contras had been demobilized in
Nicaragua, and 2,579 in Honduras. More than 15,000 small arms, and a number
of heavy machine guns, mortars, grenade launchers, surface-to-air missiles and
other wespons were handed over to ONUCA.

3. The Disarmament M andates

Resolution 650 enlarged the mandate of ONUCA "in order to enable it to
play a part in the voluntary demobilization of the Nicaraguan resistance."
Resolution 653 approved the Secretary-Genera's recommendation that ONUCA
takeonfurther tasksrel ating to the demobilization of the Contrasinsde Nicaragua.
In both cases, therefore, the disarmament mandate and the modus operandi were
designed inthe Office of the Secretary-Generd . The basisfor Resolution 650 was
the Secretary-Genera's report of 15 March 1990 in which De Cuéllar set out the
modalities of the disarmament process, beginning with the delineation of military
and civil responsibilities. ONUCA itsalf, he suggested, in addition to its border
monitoring responsibilities, would be responsible for taking delivery of Contra
weagpons, material and military equipment, including uniforms, while the
International Support and V erification Commission (CIAV) would beresponsible
for the repatriation and resettlement of the Contras, including subsequent
monitoring of their welfareand material assistance, assuming theseresponsibilities
in regard to each individua as soon as that individual handed over his or her
weapons. In addition, ONUCA would set up assembly pointsin Nicaraguaand on
the Costa Rican border, advertising them widely through the media and other
means, and take responsibility for both the security of the assembly pointsand the
safe custody of the weapons handed in until the five Central American Presidents
made afinal decision on their disposal.®

After Resolution 650, the demobilization of the Contras in Honduras
proceeded with mixed but generally acceptable results. However, the process
within Nicaragua was dependent on the implementation of the agreement
concerning the transfer of power, scheduled for 25 April 1990. Intensive

5 Security Council Resolution 650, 27 March 1990, and Resol ution 653, 20 April 1990.

5 Report of the Secretary-General, United Nations Observer Group in Central
America, §21194, 15 March 1990, paragraph 6. Some two weeks later, the five Presidents
agreed to the Secretary-General's proposal that the weapons be destroyed in situ.
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negotiationstook placein Managuarelating to the voluntary demobilization of the
Contras. On 19 April 1990, the Secretary-General informed the Security Council
that, early the same day, an agreement had been reached in Managua amongst the
principal Nicaraguan leaderson acease-firein Nicaraguawhich, inter alia, called
for the establishment of five security zones within which the Contras would be
demobilized and disarmed. To ensure their safety, government security forces
would withdraw 20 kilometers from the boundaries of the five zones. In order to
supervise both the demobilization and disarmament of the Contras, and the
withdrawal of government forces from the boundaries of the security zones, De
Cudlar sought and obtained the approval of the Security Council to redeploy the
Venezudan troops in Honduras to the security zones in Nicaragua, to move as
many military observers as were available from other ONUCA tasks, and to ask
theV enezuelan Government to dispatch asecond company of infantry to supervise
the demohilization and disarmament provisions of the Managuadeclaration.” The
Security Council agreed to this request in Resolution 653.

Althoughvariouscorrectionsin thedisarmament mandate were subsequently
required, specifically in regard to the extension of thetime needed to completethe
demobilization of the Contras, there were no further additions or substantia
aterationsto ONUCA's disarmament tasks.

4. The Field Experience

In his request to the Security Council for the first extension of the mandate
(Resolution 650), Pérez De Cuéllar spdlt out the new troop requirements, making
it clear that they were based on the advice of the Chief Military Observer on
ONUCA, Mgor-Genera Agustin Quesada Gomez of Spain. Essentidly, the
Secretary-General asked for alight infantry battalion of 800 personnel, comprising
four infantry companiesand aheadquarters staff. V enezuel ahad a ready indicated
itswillingnessto provide this battalion. In addition to the obvious requirement for
additional personnel to supervise the disarmament process, the need for regular
infantry unitswas suggested by at |east two aspects of the new mandate: the need
to demongtrate an ability to protect the assembly areas, and to protect collected
weapons from theft or repossession prior to disposal.

Although the demobilization of the Contras proceeded dowly at first, and
with some prevaricationson the part of the Contraleadersuntil after the agreement

7 Statement by the Secretary-General in Informal Consultations of the Security
Council, $/21259, 19 April 1990, Annex, pp. 2-4.
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of 19 April 1990, there were few complaints from the field. The Venezudan
Battalion appeared to complement the work of the UN Military Observers
(UNMO's) successfully and without friction, and was generaly regarded as a
necessary element in the protection of civilian personnel .2

Finaly, athough ONUCA had no database from which to measure the
compliance of the Contras with the disarmament agreement, the field experience
was somewhat at odds with the more optimistic assessment of the Secretary-
General. Referring specificaly to the number of heavy machine gunsand surface-
to-air missilesturned in by the Contras, on 29 June 1990, De Cuéllar commented
to the Security Council:

On the basis of consultationswith various parties who might be in aposition to form an
estimate of the number of such weaponsin the possession of the Nicaraguan Resistance
at the time that demobilization began, these figures approximate closely to what was

expected.
More generally, he continued:

... the commanders of al the fronts have solemnly assured ONUCA, both oraly and in
writing,9 that no arms or military equipment remain under their command or have been
hidden.

Evidently, there was more scepticism in the field, where ONUCA Military
Observers suspected that hidden weapons caches and weapons transfers were not
uncommon. These suspicions may help explain subsequent developments in
Nicaragua. Failed promises of land, devel opment assistance and resettlement led
both Contras and demabilized Sandinista militia to turn to gun-running and
banditry. These were not political movements, however, asthe Secretary-Generd
was quick to point out, and, in the short term at least, the failure to move from
disarmament to socia and economic reconstruction did not prejudice the
apparently successful conclusion of the disarmament process.””

& A comment reflectedinthe seven responsesfrom ONUCA miilitary personnel, five

of whomwere UNMO's, to the Practitioners' Questionnaire on Weapons Control, Disar mament,
and Demobilization During Peacekeeping Operations, Geneva: United Nations, 1995, distributed
by UNIDIR's DCR Project.

°  Report of the Secretary-General, $/21379, 29 June 1990, pp. 2-3.

10 5/23171, 28 October 1991, p. 4. For a detailed and more pessimistic assessment
of the retention of weapons, and the social consequences of the failure to implement promises
of aid to assist in resettlement, see Stephen Baranyi and Lisa North, Sretching the Limits of the
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5. Observations

With the partia exception of Namibia, ONUCA was the first occasion on
which a substantial disarmament operation was part of a peacekeeping mission.
The Secretary-Genera had good reason to claim, in the outcome, that ONUCA
was aUN success story. Certain key elements of the operation, however, need to
be noted.

First, the disarmament of the Contras and related measures were made
possible by a fortuitous and largely unexpected event. the success of the
Chamorro opposition codition in the Nicaraguan el ection. With the Sandinistas
removed from office (by ademocratic process rather than the barrel of agun) the
Contras no longer had a cause. Moreover, the Contras were not a social, ethnic
or politically cohesive movement, and had little motivation to maintain their
group identification after demobilization, except possibly for reasons of persona
security. ™

Second, given the election result, the principa external supporter of the
Contras, the United States, had no further reason to continue its sponsorship and
every reason to support the peace process. Since the Central American five had
aready agreed to refrain from transferring arms across regiona borders, the
disarmament task of ONUCA was not bedeviled by the constant threat of new
arms shipments entering the area of operations.

Third, thedisarmament measureswhich ONUCA wascalled uponto oversee
were firmly agreed to by the parties, especidly in the second and more
complicated case of disarmament and demobilization within Nicaragua, wherethe
rules were negotiated and set forth in the Managua Agreement of 19 April 1990
(in the presence of a UN representative, but not at the behest of the UN).
Disarmament in ONUCA,, in sum, was voluntary. Although pressure was put on
the partiesfromtimeto timeto hasten the process, at notime did ONUCA facethe
dilemma of using the threat of force to sustain or implement disarmament
Mmeasures.

Fourth, given the above factors, the weaknesses of the operation, especiadly
the lack of basdline datato determine whether or not the Contras were handing in

Possible: United Nations Peacekeeping in Central America, AuroraPaper 15, Canadian Center
for Global Security, Ottawa, 1992, especially pp. 15-19.

1 For thisand other general observations on the disarmament processin the context
of Nicaragua, | am very grateful for the observations and comments of Paulo S. Wrobel, who
kindly provided me with a draft paper of Managing Armsin Peace Processes: Nicaragua and
El Salvador, Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming.
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all of their weapons, or their most modern ones, were never exposed. Whether or
not weapons were concealed, in other words, was not a critical matter aslong as
the outcome of the disarmament processwas politically credible and acceptableto
all parties. On the other hand, the longer term considerations about the social
conseguences of leaving weaponsin the hands of demobilized and impoverished
young people were never serioudy addressed, so that the linkage between
disarmament and social reconstruction, later to be called peacebuilding, was never
clearly made.

What did ONUCA achieve? The answer isafamiliar onein the history of
UN peacekeeping: in a situation where the good offices of a third party are
necessary to maintain the confidence of the partiesin afragile peace process, the
neutrality of the UN, especially as reflected in the Office of the Secretary-
General, isaninvaluable asset. In thisparticular case, that asset was considerably
enhanced by the personal standing of the Secretary-General in Central America,
and the knowledge and skills of his principal representative, Assistant Secretary
Alvaro de Soto. ONUCA applied this basic principle to a new area of
peacekeeping (disarmament and demobilization), but it did little to shed light on
the dilemmas faced by the UN when disarmament agreements break down, or
erode by force of events.

[11: Disarmament in UNTAC:
Ambition Overleaps Itsalf

Massivein size, comprehensivein scope, and preciseinitsmandate... UNTAC setanew
standard for operations undertaken by the international community.12

1. Background

When the Security Council approved the establishment of UNTAC on 28
February 1992, it could not be said that the Council had responded to an
emergency situation, or that the decision was made in haste. In fact, in no prior
peacekeeping mission had there been such along lead opportunity to assessthe
requirements of a peacekeeping operation and to plan for its deployment. On the

2 Boutros Boutros-Ghali, "Introduction" in The United Nations and Cambodia,
1991-1995, The United Nations Blue Book Series, Volumell, New Y ork: Department of Public
Information, United Nations, 1995, p. 3. (Hereafter cited as Blue Book I1).
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other hand, as the Secretary-General made clear, the UN had never previoudy
attempted an operation of the size and complexity of UNTAC.

UNTAC had its originsin the 1989 Paris Conference on Cambodia, which
developed abroad framework for a peace process. The framework was haltingly
espoused by the four Cambodian parties, but fell short of achieving agreement on
a comprehensive political settlement.® Two months later, Australia sought to
overcome the deadlock by proposing that the UN supervise the administration of
Cambodia during a transitional period, a the end of which a new government
based on internationally supervised elections would take over. The Australian
proposal, therefore, whichwaswell received by theinternational participantsinthe
negotiating process, called for a brief UN trusteeship: a concept well within the
historical experience of the UN, but now envisaged on a scale never previously
contemplated by the Member States or the UN Secretariat.

Despite the impetus which the Australian proposal gave to the negotiations
in October 1989, it took two more years before the domestic and international
politics of Cambodia permitted the Final Agreement to be signed. At that point,
however, in November 1991, and more so than at any previous time in the
protracted negotiations to find a resolution to the Cambodian conflict, the brittle
agreement amongst the four Cambodian parties was reinforced by an unusual
international consensus in favor of the settlement which included all of the
permanent members of the Security Council. Not only did this consensus bode
well for thedecisionsrequired at the UN to create and deploy UNTAC inthefield,
but, aslong asthe consensusheld, it acted asaconstraint on the Cambodian parties
and an inducement to them not to obstruct the transition process.™

¥ The four Cambodian factions were:

1. the Peopl€'s Revol utionary Party of Kampuchea (State of Cambodia), whose armed forcewas
the Cambodian People's Armed Forces (CPAF);

2. the Front Uni National Pour Un Cambodge Independent, Neutre, Pacifique et Cooperatif
(FUNCINPEC), whose armed forces were the Army for an Independent Kampuchea (ANKI);
3. theKhmer People'sNational Liberation Front (KPNLF), whose armed forceswerethe Khmer
People's National Liberation Armed Forces (KPNLAF); and

4. the Party of Democratic Kampuchea (PDK), or the Khmer Rouge, whose armed forces were
called the National Army of Democratic Kampuchea (NADK).

4 Commenting on the attendance of the permanent five at the Paris Conference,
BoutrosBoutros-Ghali wrote, "Their presence marked ashared interest in achieving anegotiated
solution, following the post-cold war rapprochement between the United States and the Soviet
Union and an improvement in relations between China, ASEAN and Vietnam." Boutros-Ghali,
"Introduction," in Blue Book I1, p. 7.
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2. The Peace Agreement

Thetextssignedin Parison 23 October 1991 included the Final Act andthree
instruments dealing with a comprehensive political settlement, the independence
and neutrality of Cambodia, and the rehabilitation and reconstruction of the
country. TheFinal Act itself stated the basicintent of the signatoriesand reviewed
the negotiating process which had led to the settlement. The instrument of
agreement on independence and neutrality effectively committed the future, post-
transition government of Cambodiato apolicy of neutrality, including thenon-use
of force againgt its neighbors and a prohibition on the stationing of foreign troops
on Cambodian territory. For their part, the other signatories agreed to respect the
territorial integrity and neutrality of Cambodia, specificaly by refraining from
gtationing military forces in Cambodia "to impair the sovereignty, independence
and territorial integrity and inviolability of other States."*>

Consderably vaguer than the other instruments, the Declaration on
Rehabilitation and Reconstruction was not signed independently by the
participating states, and omitted any specific discussion of aid commitments, but
did acknowledge that in the rehabilitation phase "particul ar attention will need to
be given to food security, hedth, housing, training, education, the transport
network and therestoration of Cambodia's existing basicinfrastructure and public
utilities."*® To coordinate the (unspecified) contributions from the international
community, the instrument proposed that an International Committee on the
Recongtruction of Cambodia (ICORC) be established.”’

However important as elements of a comprehensive settlement, these two
instruments were secondary to the extremely detailed Agreement on a
Comprehensive Poalitical Settlement, which: established a trangitiona period to
begin with the signing of the Fina Act; created UNTAC; established the Supreme
National Council (SNC) asthelegitimate body enshrining the national sovereignty
of Cambodiaduring thetransition period; ordered thewithdrawal of foreignforces
and their equipment; proclaimed a cease-fire and cessation of outside military
assistance; and announced a general eection for a constituent assembly which

5 " Agreement on aComprehensive Political Settlement of the Cambodia Conflict,”
Document 19, in Blue Book I1, p. 146.

5 Ibid., p. 148.
7 |pid., pp. 132-148.
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would draft a new congtitution and then transform itself into a legidative
assembly.’®

UNTAC was designed to play a commanding role in the transition period
since, in Article 6 of the Comprehensive Political Settlement, the SNC wascalled
upon to delegate to UNTAC "all powers necessary to ensure the implementation
of this Agreement.” Specifically, Article 6 declared: "In order to ensure a neutral
political environment conducivetofreeandfair elections, administrativeagencies,
bodies and officeswhich could directly influence the outcome of electionswill be
placed under direct United Nations supervision or control."*®* Amongst others to
be agreed upon with the SNC, Article 6 specifically identified foreign affairs,
defense, public security and public information, thus granting to UNTAC
extraordinary powers to determine government policies during the transition
period.

As defined in Annex 1 of the Comprehensive Political Agreement, the
UNTAC mandate included:

. thedirect control of the administrative functionsidentified above, including
the placement of UN personnel in adminigtrative agencieswith "unrestricted
access to al administrative operations and information" and the right to
remove or transfer existing personnd;

»  thesupervision of police and other law enforcement and judicia processes
in Cambodia, including the right to determine the number of police required
for the maintenance of public order and the investigation of complaints and
allegations against law enforcement and other officids;

» theverification of thewithdrawal from Cambodiaof foreign forcesand their
weapons,

» the monitoring of the cease-fire, identification of weapons caches, the
regroupment, relocation and cantonment of al Cambodian military
personnel, and assi stance with demining and mineawarenesstraining and the
release of prisoners of war;

»  theorganizationand conduct of anational e ection, including voter education
and registration, ensuring fair accesstothemediafor all partiescontesting the
election, the design and implementation of a system of balloting, the vote
count, theinvestigation of complaintsand the determination that the el ection
was afree and fair one; and

% |bid., Articles 2-24, pp. 135-137.
©bid., p. 135.
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»  human rights oversight during the transitional period, and the devel opment
and implementation of a program of education intended to promote
awareness and respect for individual human rights.®

Faced with amandate as comprehensiveand complex asthat identified by the
Comprehensive Palitical Settlement, it isnot surprising that timewasrequired for
the Secretary-Genera to design an operationa plan for UNTAC and make a
proposal to the Security Council. Nevertheless, it was four months from the
sgning of the Paris Agreement on 23 October 1991 to the approva of the
operationa plan by the Security Council on 28 February 1992. During those four
months, as the Secretary-General himsdalf recognized, numerous cease-fire
violations had taken place, public demonstrations had been organized against the
return of the Khmer Rouge to Phnom Penh, and an apped for calm had been
issued by the Permanent Members of the Security Council

There is no doubt that the sheer size of UNTAC posed unprecedented
administrative and planning challengesfor the UN. In his proposal to the Security
Council, Boutros-Ghali recommended that UNTA C comprise 15,900 troops, 3,600
civilian policemonitors, and 1,000 international staff, to be supplemented by 1,400
international  election monitors and 56,000 Cambodians recruited localy.
Declaring that the election would take place no later than May 1993 (the rainy
season would punish any delay in the schedule), the Secretary-General estimated
thetotal cost of the operation at US$ 1.9 billion, not including the repatriation and
rehabilitation efforts which were to be funded separately on a voluntary basis.
Nevertheless, the delay in the deployment of UNTAC once again exposed the
organizationa weakness of the UN: in a situation where the requirements of the
mission were discussed over several years and easily anticipated, the belated
planning of the mission threstened the agreement itself and complicated the
operations in the field when UNTAC finally was deployed.

2 bid., p. 139. This paper does not deal with the de-mining mandate of UNTAC.
Although de-mining, in Cambodia and elsewhere, isavital part of the disarmament process, it
has"stand alone" characteristicsand only occasionally seemed to bedirectly related to theissues
of regroupment, cantonment, disarmament and demobilization which were at the heart of the
UNTAC mandate.

2 Boutros-Ghali, "Introduction," inBlueBook I1, p. 15. Seealso Document 24,
in Blue Book |1, pp. 151-152.
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3. The Disar mament M andate

Unlike ONUCA, where the disarmament mandate was an addition to the
central mission, dissrmament in Cambodia was a core element in a broader
military mandate which itself was embedded in the sequence of tasksintended, in
the outcome, to create a new Cambodian state based on the electora will of the
people. Disarmament, therefore, was set in a sequence of UNTAC military
missions which involved, first, the supervision and verification of the cease-fire
amongst the Cambodian parties, and, second, the verification of the withdrawal
from Cambodia of al foreign forces and their equipment. In order to ensure that
thiswithdrawa took place, UNTACwasto be provided with information detailing
the strength of foreign forces and their withdrawal routes, and, in the event of a
complaint, was mandated to dispatch troops to join any foreign units till
remaining in Cambodia and to stay with them until they withdrew. UNTAC was
also mandated to establish checkpoints on the Cambodian border, conduct river
patrols, and maintain mobile teams at strategic locations to investigate alleged
violationsof theforeignwithdrawa . A Mixed Military Working Group (MMWG)
comprising of representatives from all the Cambodian parties and chaired by the
UNTAC forcecommander was established to resolve contentiousissuesand serve
as aliaison meeting for military issues generaly.

UNTAC had other responsihilities in the aftermath of a cease-fire, which
involved thelocation and destruction of weapons caches, de-mining programs, and
the release of prisoners of war. While important in their own right, however,
neither these programsnor themonitoring of thecease-fireitsdlf required amilitary
operation of the size of UNTAC. Once the cease-fire was in place, it was the
disarmament provisions of the agreement which wereintended to be the focus of
UNTAC's military effort. Moreover, the disarmament measures outlined in the
agreement more than justified the size of theforce, for in proposing to disarm and
demobilize more than 200,000 troops, and to integrate 70% of them back into the
civilian economy of Cambodia, UNTAC engaged in a reconstruction project
which, as one commentator has written, made peacekeeping "ahighly inadequate
term."?

Specifically, according to Annex 2 of the Agreement on a Comprehensive
Settlement, disarmament involved:

22

Trevor Findlay, Cambodia, The Legacy and the Lessons of UNTAC, SIPRI
Research Report No. 9, Stockholm: Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, 1995, p.
14.
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»  theagreement of the Cambodian partiesto observethe cease-fireand refrain
from any further threatening deployments;

» theprovisonto UNTAC of dataon forcestrength, organization, deployment,
equipment and munitions, including the location of minefields and types of
mines,

» the fina determination by the Force Commander in situ of the plan for
regroupment and cantonment, i ncluding weaponsand munitionsstorage, and
thecommunication of thisinformation by the partiesto ensurethat al of their
units understood that they were to report to the designated sites;

e theprompt arrival (within two weeks of UNTAC's deployment) of al units
at the regroupment sites, and the escort of these units by UNTAC personnel
to canton sites where they would surrender their weapons in exchange for
UN protection;

»  thecompletion of the processif possiblewithinfour weeksof the depl oyment
of UNTAC, with notification of its completion to the Cambodian parties;

»  the confirmation by UNTAC that the weapons and equipment received
matched the lists provided by the Cambodian parties; and

*  theprovision of basic necessitiesand medical caretotheforcesof al parties
during the regroupment and cantonment process.

The aobjective of the disarmament process was the demabilization of at least
70% of Cambodian military forces, leaving it to the future government of
Cambodiato create a new national army and decide upon the composition of that
army. In the meantime, the parties agreed to proceed with demobilization before,
and, if necessary, after the election, and in any event to accept the decision of the
future government on the composition of the new Cambodian armed forces. As
Table 1 indicates, the data provided to UNTAC by the partiesindicated that some
203,000 military personnel with their equipment would report to the regroupment
sites, and that at the end of the process UNTAC would have demobilized some
140,000 of them, and destroyed or otherwise disposed of their equipment.

In addition, the 220,000 strong CPAF militia, who were not to be cantoned,
wererequired neverthel essto turnin their weapons. The disarmament processwas
also set in abroader context which included ensuring the security of Cambodian
bordersandterritorial watersand repatriating some 350,000 refugees, wholikethe
soldiers and internally displaced people, would need massive support in a
resettlement processif further social unrest were not to result.
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Tablel
Faction Forces Present Regroupment | Cantonments
Positions Points
CPAF 131,109* 397 48 33
NADK 27,422 100 30 10
KPNLAF 27,790 114 8 6
ANKI 17,500 35 9 3
Total 203,821 646 95 52

* Not including 220,290 militia belonging to the CPAF

4. The Disar mament Experience

Whether or not the UN could manage the disarmament task was rendered
moot by the refusal of the Khmer Rouge to report to the regroupment sites and
submit to the cantonment process. Whenit becameapparent,inMay 1992, that the
Khmer Rouge would not cooperate in the disarmament process, the other parties
also declined to continue, and the cantonment and demobilization, which was
crucia to the sequence of steps designed to produce a new government, came to
a halt. In June 1992, acting on the advice of his special representative, Y asushi
Akashi, andthe Field Commander, Generd JM. Sanderson, the Secretary-General
took thedecisionwhich fundamentally changed the military missionin Cambodia,
and which was not envisioned in the Agreement precisely because disarmament
was intended to create abenign political environment in which the election could
takeplacefreefromintimidation. However, with thedisarmament processblocked,
the Secretary-Genera decided to proceed with arrangementsfor the eection, and
to use UNTAC military forcesto protect and support the eectoral process.?

#  See Blue Book |1, pp. 23-24. See also Documents 35 and 36, in Blue Book |1,
pp. 191-194. In the actual sequence of events, on the basis of consultations, with the Cambodian
parties, General Sanderson announced on 9 May 1992 that the second phase of the cease-fire
(regroupment, cantonment, disarmament and demobilization) would begin on 13 June 1992. Just
before that date the Khmer Rouge indicated that they would not cooperate, and, in the outcome,
whereas the regroupment and cantonment was intended to be complete by 11 July 1992, at that
time only 13,500 troops had been cantoned since the other parties were obviously reluctant to
proceed without the Khmer Rouge. Although further cantonment took place, the disarmament
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Since the election itself, when it was eventually held in May 1993, was
widely judged to be successful, then, asin Central America, the outcomemay well
be taken asjustification for the Secretary-General's decision. On the other hand,
even though the disarmament process was rapidly brought to a halt, a number of
questions arise concerning the disarmament mandate which make the UNTAC
disarmament provisions, and the plansfor their implementation, an important case
study in the development of UN mission experience with disarmament. These
questions include:

e Could UNTAC have compelled the Khmer Rouge to join the disarmament
process, or otherwise have done more to induce their cooperation?

*  Wasthe cantonment plan practical, and did UNTAC have the resources to
implement it?

*  Was the data base provided by the Cambodian parties reliable, and did it
meatter if it was not?

*  Did UNTAC successfully monitor Cambodian borders and prevent the re-
supply of the parties from outside sources?

*  Werethedemobilization procedurespractical, and what measuresweretaken
in parald to ensure that demobilized soldiers were reintegrated into
Cambodian society?

The Coercive Disarmament of the Khmer Rouge

Asit became evident that, in addition to withdrawing from the disarmament
process, the Khmer Rouge intended to deny UNTAC freedom of movement, and
as incidents involving attacks on UNTAC personnel increased, there was
considerable pressure on the UN Secretariat to consider taking enforcement
measuresagainst the Khmer Rouge, who werewidely presumed to bethe principal
perpetrators of these incidents. Moreover, these events took place at atime when
the Secretary-General was devel oping the concept of "peaceenforcement,” which,
in July 1992, figured prominently in An Agenda for Peace. The concept seemed
entirely appropriateto the Cambodi an situation. Peaceenforcement, the Secretary-
Genera argued, was warranted when a party which had signed an agreement and
accepted a peacekeeping operation reneged on the agreement. In these
circumstances, the limited use of force wasjustified in persuading the recal citrant

tasks of UNTAC were essentially unfulfilled, and on 15 November 1992 the Secretary-General
reported that the disarmament process had been effectively suspended, and recommended that
the UNTAC military command redirect its efforts to the protection of the electoral process.
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party to return to the status quo ante, and to continue the peace process.?* In July
1992, when An Agenda for Peace was released, it was difficult to envisage a
Situation which better met that justification than Cambodia

While there were continuing debates within UNTAC and amongst the Paris
signatories about the use of "strong measures'® against the Khmer Rouge, the
senior leadership of UNTAC firmly rejected it. The motives and objectives of the
Khmer Rouge are beyond the scope of this paper,® but it is appropriate to observe
that the Field Commander and, for the most part, his senior staff did not see the
Khmer Rouge as inalterably opposed to the peace process, and did not see the
other parties, especidly the government of Cambodia, asentirely blamelessinthe
eventswhich preceded thewithdrawal of the Khmer Rouge from the disarmament
process. Even had it been concluded that the Khmer Rouge was bent on the
rejection of the entire process, however, the grounds given by General Sanderson
in rejecting the coercive disarmament of the Khmer Rouge would have held. In
brief, General Sanderson argued that, despite the apparently sizeable UN force at
hisdisposal, UNTACwasnot deployed asafighting force, and, sinceitsindividual
contributing states had not signed on to conduct an enforcement action, some at
least might withdraw if UNTAC were to undertake coercive action against the
Khmer Rouge?” This view was not shared by al senior officers® but the

% Boutros Boutros-Ghali, An Agenda for Peace, New Y ork: United Nations, 1992.

% Boutros-Ghali commented: "Some members of the international community
favored strong measures that would force the PDK to adhere to the provisions of the Paris
Agreements. Others wanted to rely on the power of persuasion, the increasingly substantial
UNTAC military presencein Cambodia, and the ongoing work of the mission'scomponents. That
debate - over whether peacekeeping should at some point become more assertive - was joined
at several pointsduringtheoperation.” Boutros-Ghali, "Introduction," inBlueBook 11, pp. 17-18.
Col. Willem Huijssoon statesthat the Force Commander " came under pressurefromthecivil side
of UNTAC" toenforce Khmer Rouge compliance. Col. Willem Huijssoon, Briefing on Cambodia
and UNTAC, 9 March 1995, UNIDIR, Geneva, p. 7.

% They are, however, carefully reviewed by Findlay, pp. 49-51.

2 Lt. Gen. John Sanderson and Lt. Col. J. D. Healy, Personal Correspondence, 26
May 1995, p. 5. Huijssoon, p. 7, notes succinctly that UNTAC "did not have the right force
structure, no air force, no artillery, no combat engineer capabilities- did not havetheright color -
blue and white are no war colors - did not have the right attitude, officers and men were trained
and instructed for peacekeeping ... some countries had sel ected their battalion commander inthis
respect.”

% For the position of General Michel Loridon, the Commander of UN Advance
Missionin Cambodia(UNAMIC) and astrong critic of Sanderson'sapproach, see Jianwei Wang,
Managing Arms in Peace Processes: Cambodia, Geneva: United Nations, 1996, p. 44.



102 Managing Arms in Peace Processes: The | ssues

respondentsto the DCR Questionnaire generally are cautious on thisissue: while
most believe that UNTAC could have used force to bring the Khmer Rouge into
the disarmament process, most also thought that it should not have done so. The
reason invariably given is that peacekeepers in the field must preserve their
neutrality if their roleis not to be compromised.

Assuming that Genera Sanderson and the Secretary-Generad's Specid
Representative, Y asushi Akashi, were correct inthisjudgement, what, if anything,
could UNTAC have done to prevent the erosion of the disarmament process?
Sanderson's response was a familiar one: UNTAC should have been deployed
immediately after the signing of the agreement, when it would have had acalming
influence on the Cambodian parties and a prime opportunity to emphasize the
redlity of the cease-fire. Instead, "delay in the establishment and deployment of
UNTAC meant that any dynamic for the peace processwasweak and wavering."*
In fact, when the second phase of the implementation of the Paris Agreement,
including the cantonment process, began on 13 June 1992, only four UNTAC
battalions were fully deployed in their sectors, and it was several months later
before the full 12 battalions called for in UNTAC planning were actualy in
Cambodia

Were the plans for regroupment and cantonment realizable? Although the
actual deployment of UNTAC wasd ow, the planning of the disarmament process
was greatly facilitated by the UN Advance Mission in Cambodia (UNAMIC),
which began work in Cambodia in November 1991 and eventually comprised
some 800 civil and military personnel. Building on the UNAMIC base, from 17
November to 16 December 1991, the UN Military Survey Mission to Cambodia
was in the field and developed a detailed plan for disarmament which was
submitted to the Secretary-General on 24 December 1991.% This plan was the
basisfor the Secretary-General's recommendation to the Security Council on the
composition and mandate of UNTAC, subject to modification by the Force
Commander when UNTAC began to deploy.

The Report noted a number of serious practical rather than political issues
affecting thefeasibility of disarmament. First, thetwo main belligerents, the Khmer

% United Nations Ingtitute for Disarmament Research, "Analysis Report of
Practitioners' Questionnaire on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization during
Peacekeeping Operations: Cambodia,” in Wang, pp. 166-168.

% Sanderson and Healy, p. 3.

3 Report of the United Nations Military Mission to Cambodia, 17 November -16
December 1991, New Y ork: United Nations, 24 December 1991.
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Rouge and the government of Cambodia, wanted many more regroupment areas
thanthe Mission considered feasible, reflecting thedispersal of their forcesand the
difficulty of carrying out the regroupment in terrain where there was a minimal
infrastructure to support the large-scale movement of troops. Second, al of the
partiesdoubted their ability to provide accommodationsat the cantonment Sitesin
timefor the disarmament processto proceed on schedule, and looked for UN help
todothis. Third, all were concerned about thereintegration of demobilized soldiers
into thecivilian economy, and feared that crime and banditry would escal ateif this
reintegration failed or was inadequate. Fourth, the Mission itself was grestly
concerned about the capacity of the Cambodian infrastructure to support UNTAC
troop deployments, and feared that the damageto thefragileinfrastructureinflicted
by UN troop movements could be such that UNTAC might leave Cambodia a
poorer place than they found it. Fifth, all observers were agreed that if
arrangements were not in place by the start of the rainy season, they would be
prohibitively expensive and difficult to undertake thereafter.®

Given the delay in the deployment of the UNTAC battalions intended to
supervise and protect the regroupment and cantonment process, it might be
concluded, prima facie, that, even with the support of al the parties, disarmament
in Cambodiawould have been difficult because of the size of the operation and the
structural inadequaciesof UN peacekeeping operations. Thisconclusion, however,
is disputed by the Force Commander. General Sanderson argues:

The process would have been ... ‘ragged’. However, detailed cantonment site
reconnai ssances had been conducted and briefing packages prepared. Moreover, SOP's
on the regroupment, cantonment and disarmament process were very detailed. It was,
therefore, achievable as a controlled military operation. There would have been
problems, but assuming the cooperation of the Parties in accordance with the
Agreements, nothing that would have been insurmountable.

Sanderson concludesby noting that inadequate support to thetroopsand their
families in the cantonments, not budgeted by the UN and not a priority for the
parties, would have been the most seriousdifficulty arising from the success of the
cantonment process.®

This sanguine judgement, however, must be set against the well-known
shortcomings of the disarmament arrangements, particularly those related to the

%2 "Factors with direct impact on the execution of tasks assigned to the military

component.” (Mission Report, pp. 10-13).
% Sanderson and Healy, p. 7.
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dow deployment of UNTAC and the physical difficultiesinvolvedin cantonment.
Problems with shelter, food and water, as well as inadequate local knowledge of
minefields, were cited by UNTAC military officers responding to the DCR
Questionnaire, a source of concern captured in the following comment:

The factions had the responsibility for the supply of food and medical care, but none of
them had the normal military logistic and medical capabilities. On the average each
UNTAC infantry platoon of 35 menwould face 1200 faction warriors, but in some cases
one platoon assisted by an UNMO team would have to canton and disarm 3000 Khmer
soldiers. A lack of primary necessities of life could have caused serious troubl e

Monitoring Cambodian Borders

Despite claims by the Khmer Rouge that Vietnamese troops remained in
Cambodia, and despitethe physical difficultiesinvolved in border monitoring, the
withdrawal of foreign troops and the ban on arms shipmentsinto Cambodiawere
not a controversia issue in UNTAC.® As a necessary complement to the
disarmament of the partieswithin Cambodia, border monitoring gave reassurance
to the complying external powersthat restraint was working. Conversely, lack of
controversy indicated that, asin Central America, the peace processrelied upon a
regional consensus to halt trans-border arms traffic as a prerequisite to the
recongtruction of Cambodian society.

The Disarmament Data Base

Thetroop levels and weapons complements used by the Military Mission as
abasisfor planning the regroupment and disarmament process were provided to
the Mission in the field by the respective Commanders-in Chief of the four
Cambodian parties. As well, each party gave details of their force structure,
organization and operating locations. This data, asreflected in Table 1, was used
without modification by plannersinNew Y ork and UNTAC inthefield. Giventhe
outcome, of course, the accuracy of the database may not have mattered. Where
cantonment did takeplace, primarily involving the CPAF, respondentstothe DCR
Questionnaire noted that, in the first instance, unusable weapons were turned in.

Aswith Central America, however, the data base may have been sufficient
for the purposes a hand. The two smallest military forces, the ANKI and the

3 Huijssoon, p. 12.

% Thisassumes, of course, that there waslittleif any major substance to the Khmer
Rouge complaints. However, UNTAC did take steps to increase border monitoring in response
to Khmer Rouge complaints. For areview of these measures, see Wang, p. 49.
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KPNLAF, werenot likely to pose major impedimentsto the disarmament process.
The government forces were most easily identified and their numbers subject to
corroboration. Andthe Khmer Rouge may even haveoverstated their deployments
and weapons holdingsin order to avoid revealing their relative weaknessvis-a-vis
the government forces.*® Although thereis no hard evidence to support that view,
UNTAC officialsappeared unconcerned about the data provided to them, and may,
inany event, have had littleincentivein establishing that the disarmament task was
even larger than that posed by the data provided by the parties themselves. In one
respect, moreover, theMilitary Mission consultationswith the partiesreved ed that,
beyond the task of cantonment for regular forces, the number of militia in
Cambodia posed an issuein itself. Over 200,000 militiawere required to hand in
their weaponsto UNTAC without going through the cantonment process (it isnot
clear how many of the militiaactually handed in their weapons).

Demobilization and Reconstruction

With the beginning of Phase II, on 13 June 1992, some 55,000 troops
presented themselves at the cantonments, of whom about 80% belonged to the
government army. After it became clear that the Khmer Rouge would not report
to theregroupment centers, however, the cantonment cameto ahalt, and wasnever
resumed. Not all of the 55,000 disarmed CPAF stayed too long either: in August
1992, the CPAF requested that the cantoned troops be given "agricultura leave'
to assist with rice planting, and UNTAC agreed. Few if any of those soldiers
returned to the cantons, although UNTAC could claim that, since they had been
disarmed, the essentia goal had been achieved.®” The episode reveal ed the degree
to which Khmer Rouge non-compliance derailed the disarmament process. by
August 1992, if al had gone to plan, the cantoned troops would have been
demobilized, but demobilization could not start until all troops had been cantoned,
leaving the CPAF, who were responsible for logistics to their own troopsin the
cantonment phase, maintaining 55,000 unproductive troops indefinitely.

Whether UNTAC, in association with the voluntary development assistance
program managed by ICORC, could have successfully reintegrated 140,000
demobilized soldiers into the Cambodian economy remains an unanswered
guestion. Thelast word, however, goesto asenior UNTAC staff officer, who was

% Jianwei Wang, in conversation with the author, UNIDIR, 16 June 1995.

% Sanderson and Healy, p. 9. However, the cantoned weapons were handed back
prior to the election "to enable the Parties armed forces to provide electora security.”
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worried about UNTAC proposing to send 140,000 " uneducated joblessmen onthe
Streets’:

Aninquiry has shown that about 60% wished to go back to family and village and to start
farming. This leaves 56,000 others. In conjunction with the International Labour
Organization (ILO), UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO),
UN Development Programme (UNDP) and even non-governmental organizations
(NGO's), UNTAC had planned training and education programs. But due to budget and
capacity problems UNTAC could only offer short training to 25,000 men, not at onetime
but phased. There have been speculationshow many not immediately successful farmers
and other jobless would again have taken aKalagnikov just to survive®

5. Observations

Without question, UNTAC was an operation of unprecedented scale and
complexity, which must in part be seen as alearning process for the UN. At the
same time, the disarmament provisions, which were centra to the mandate,
required the prompt deployment of the military command. This was not done,
despite the fact that in Cambodia the UN had an exceptionally long lead time to
plan and implement the depl oyment. Prompt deployment might or might not have
changed the outcome of the disarmament program, but the failure to assert a
strong, immediate military presence undoubtedly prejudiced the operation. The
conclusion is inescapable that in 1992 the UN could not efficiently launch an
operation of the size of UNTAC. To do so, and to prepare adequately for a
disarmament operation as complex asthat mandated in Cambodia, the UN needed
amuch stronger organizationa capacity, including possibly apermanent planning
daff and astanding operational headquarters.

Faced with a recdcitrant party in the Khmer Rouge, the debate within
UNTAC and the concerned international parties centered on the use of force to
coercethe Khmer Rouge into compliance with the disarmament process. Herethe
evidencestrongly supportsthejudgement of the Force Commander and the Specid
Representative. The UNTAC military command was not equipped to conduct
offensive operations. Even if it had been, a"successful" campaign would surely
haverealized oneof the great fearsexpressed at the outset by the Military Mission:
thedestruction of thefragile Cambodian infrastructure, and the danger that the UN
would leave the country more impoverished than when it arrived.

However, the debate about coercive disarmament may aso have obscured a
more systematic approach to inducement and persuasion. In his assessment of the

¥ Huijssoon, p.12.
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operation, General Sanderson has emphasized the original compliance of the
Khmer Rouge with the disarmament process as well as their subsequent non-
compliance. Between voluntary and coercive disarmament, there may be many
opportunities and means to sustain a continuing dialogue with non-complying
parties. Sanderson believed that the Military Mission Working Group (MMWG),
originally envisaged as a forum for the resolution of tactical field problems,
assumed a broader conflict resolution function, and might, in different
circumstances, have succeeded in bringing the Khmer Rouge into a negotiated
compliance. The experience with the MMWG, therefore, could be a useful
example for other UN disarmament operations.

In any event, had the disarmament process succeeded in Cambodia, the UN
would have been faced with another fundamental test. The international
community was much more willing to spend money to "fix" the security Situation
in Cambodia (almost $2 hillion for UNTAC) than it was to help restore the
Cambodian economy ($1 billion in pledges). Large-scale disarmament, as was
mandated in Cambodia, obliges the international community to focus on the
linkage between peacekeeping and post-conflict peacebuilding, without whichthe
disarmament may be short-lived.

Finally, one respondent to the DCR Questionnaire has drawn attention to an
obvious but easily overlooked consequence of the decision to suspend the
disarmament mandate. Whilethe Secretary-General isentitled to take credit for "a
significant degree of success' in UNTAC, in the outcome the new government of
Cambodia was faced with the task of bringing order and stability to a country
which remained awash in ams® It was precisdly this situation which the
disarmament process was intended to avert.

% Boutros-Ghali, "Introduction," in Blue Book |1, p. 54.
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V. UNPROFOR: Disarmament and De-militarization
in Sector West and Srebrenica

1. Background

The UN became involved in Yugodavia in September 1991, when, acting
under Article41 of Chapter V11 of the Charter, the Security Council called on all
dates"to implement agenera and complete embargo on all deliveries of weapons
and military equipment to the Y ugodavia."* In May 1992, the Council expanded
theembargo in the case of Serbiaand Monenegroto acompletetradeand financia
embargo, thus singling them out as offending partiesin asituation wherethe other
republicsof theformer Y ugod aviaremained subject only to theweaponsembargo.

At the same time, the Secretary-General appointed Cyrus Vance as his
Personal Envoy. On 23 November 1991, Vance, in cooperation with Lord
Carrington as representative of the European Community, invited the leaders of
Serbiaand Croatia to ameeting in Geneva at which the parties agreed to a cease-
fire, and caled upon the UN to send a peacekeeping force to the region. The
Security Council agreed in principleto therequest, but, considering that the cease-
firehad not yet taken hold, deferred adecision to an unspecified futuredate. Inthe
meantime, V ance devel oped aplan for aseparation of Serb and Croat forcesbased
on the de-militarization of the areas in which Serbs and Croats in Croatia were
most intermingled. Thisplanwasthe basisfor aso-called unconditiona cease-fire
which was agreed to on 2 January 1992.*

2. The Peace Agreement

Strictly speaking, there was no peace agreement prior to the deployment of
UNPROFOR. In an unusua departure from the basic concept of peacekeeping
(that is, the deployment of a UN mission to monitor and support an agreement
made by the conflicting parties) under the Vance Plan the peacekeeping operation
in Yugodaviawas envisaged as "an interim arrangement to create the conditions
of peace and security required for the negotiation of an overall settlement of the

4 Resolution 713, 25 September 1991; Resolution 757, 30 May 1992,

4 Resolution 721, 27 November 1991; Resolution 727, 8 January 1992; Report of
the Secretary-General, $/23363, 5 January 1992.
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Yugodlav crisis. It would not prejudge the outcome of such negotiations."* Inthe
specific context of UNPROFOR, therefore, the peace agreement remained to be
negotiated intheforum of the International Conference ontheformer Yugodavia,
whichmet under thejoint chairmanship of the Secretary-Genera'sPersond Envoy,
CyrusVance, and, on behalf of the European Community (EC), Lord David Owen.
In themeantime, UNPROFOR rested on the dlender reed of yet another cease-fire
between Serbs and Croats, which was agreed to on 23 November 1991, and on
their respective statements some days later that they would welcome the
deployment of a UN peacekeeping operation.

In explaining the tardiness of UNTAC's deployment in Cambodia, the
Secretary-Genera pointed out that, at the very timewhen the UN wasunder strain
seeking to deploy UNTAC, it was called upon to start another peacekeeping
operationintheformer Y ugosavia. Giventheorganizational limitationsof theUN
in New Y ork, the proposal to deploy UNPROFOR in Croatiaand Serbiawas both
a political and organizational challenge. Senior officials, including Under-
Secretary Marrack Goulding, then responsible for peacekeeping and in charge of
the negotiations with the Serbs and Croats on the peacekeeping mandate, did not
consider the Serb-Croatian peace agreement to be credible, and were opposed to
the deployment of a peacekeeping operation.” The Secretary-General, however,
was persuaded that the broader political context required aresponse from the UN.
In explaining his recommendation to initiate a peacekeeping operation, Boutros-
Ghali later wrote;

... | have come to the conclusion that the danger that a United Nations peacekeeping
operation will fail because of lack of cooperation from the partiesis less grievous than
the danger that delay in its dispatch will lead to a breakdown of the cease-fireand to a
new conflagration in Yugodavia

a2

"Concept for aUnited Nations peacekeeping operationin Y ugoslavia, asdiscussed
with Yugoslav |leaders by the Honorable Cyrus R. Vance, Personal Envoy of the Secretary-
General, and Marrack Goulding, Under Secretary-General for Special Political
Affairs,"November-December 1991, p.1, paragraph 1. (Hereafter cited as the Vance Plan).

4 The Secretary-General came to share this scepticism. In his September 1993
Report on the Work of the Organization, he wrote: "The experience of UNPROFOR in Bosnia
and Herzegovina, and, to alesser extent, in Croatiahasrai sed serious questions about thewisdom
of deploying blue helmets in situations where the parties are unable or unwilling to honour
commitments they enter into ...." (p.153).

4 9/23592, 15 February 1992, p.7.
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Inregard totheoverall settlement, asthe UN sought toimplement theinterim
arrangement in 1992, the International Conference held aseries of talks intended
to seek agreement on the principlesthat would govern an overall settlement in the
former Y ugodavia, but the negotiationswere vastly complicated by the spread of
the conflict to Bosnia-Herzegovinavery soon after the UN deployment in Croatia.
Increasingly through 1992, the focusmoved from earlier EC proposalsfor aloose,
confederal Yugodavia to the plight of Bosnia-Herzegovina, and to proposals
intended in the first instance to prevent its dismemberment. In short, the overall
settlement which the UN mission was intended to facilitate became increasingly
remotein 1992, leaving the interim arrangement without the diplomatic endpoint
which would have signalled the end of the mandate.

3. The UNPROFOR | Mandate

The Vance-Goulding concept for a peacekeeping force in Croatia was
initialy presented to the Security Council by Pérez de Cuéllar in December 1991,
but with the observation that the conditions for establishing a peacekeeping force
gtill do not exist. The concept and mandate were subsequently re-presented by the
new Secretary-General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, inmid-February 1992. It proposed
that UN troops, police and civilian monitors deploy in certain areas of Crodtia,
which wereto be designated UN Protected Areas (UNPA's), where Serbsformed
amgority or a substantial minority. Aiming, therefore, at the "hot spots® in the
Serb-Croat confrontation, the Secretary-Generd identified threeareas(Eastern and
Western Slavoniaand Krgjina) where UNPA'swould be established. These areas
would be demilitarized, with the armed forces within them either withdrawn or
disbanded. The principa role of the UN would be to ensure that they remained
demilitarized, and to guarantee protectionto thecivilian populaionresidingwithin
them. Comparable in size to UNTAC, UNPROFOR | was estimated to require
some 13,000 military personnel, 530 police and 519 civilian personnel.*®

The demilitarization of the UNPA's, to be completed as rapidly as possible,
included the following elements:

+  the withdrawa of regular Yugodav Army and Croatian forces, and of
territorial defense units not based in the UNPA's;

» thedisbhandment and demobilization of territoria units and personnel based
in the UNPA's, who would cease to wear uniforms or carry weapons, and

4 §/23280, 11 December 1991, p. 16, and §/23592/add. 1, 19 February 1992, p. 1.
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who would either hand their weapons over to Serbian and Croatian regular
units for remova from the zone, or to the UN for safe custody during an
interim period;

»  theremoval of mines by the units which had laid them before withdrawing
from the zone.*®

In the subsequent elaborations of the mandate, the procedures for the
demilitarization of the UNPA'swere made quite specific. Once UNPROFOR had
deployed, heavy weapons were to be withdrawn at least 30 kilometers from the
line of confrontation, local militias were to be disbanded and their equipment
stored, al armored personnel carriers and other military vehicles were to be
withdrawn not lessthan 10 kilometersfrom the line of confrontation, and infantry
not lessthan 5 kilometers. In al cases, thewithdrawalswere to take military units
beyond the boundaries of the UNPA's, requiring further withdrawal s beyond the
minimums stated when this was necessary to clear the zone.”’

Intheverification of thedemilitarization, and the subsequent protection of the
civilian population, the VVance-Goul ding concept placed considerableemphasison
thecomplementary rolesof the UNPROFOR military and police components. The
military would be lightly armed, but with armored personnel carriers and
helicopters. Their tasksinvolved ensuring that demilitari zation took place, and then
controlling accessto the UNPA's. To do thisthey would establish check-points at
all roadsand tracksleading into the UNPA's, and at all important junctionswithin
them. They were entitled to search al vehicles and individuals to prevent any
movement into the UNPA's of military formations or weapons, investigate
complaints, and, if serioustension devel oped between thetwo sides, UNPROFOR
"would interpose itself between the two sidesin order to prevent hostilities." On
the other hand, thelocal palice remained responsible for public order. Co-located
with local police headquarters, the task of the UN civilian police was to monitor
the local authorities by accompanying them on patrols, investigating complaints
and reporting on human rights abuses.®

% g/23280, p. 19.
4 SeeVance Plan.
% pid., p. 3.
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Despite conti nuing doubtsabout thewillingnessof the partiesto adheretothe
cease-fireand animplementing accord of 2 January 1992, on 21 February 1992 the
Security Council approved the deployment of UNPROFOR, and urged the
Secretary-Genera to deploy immediately advanced elements of the force. On 7
April 1992, despite noting with concern "the daily violations of the cease-fireand
the continuing tenson in a number of regions even after the arrival of
UNPROFOR's advance eements,” the Council nevertheless authorized the
"earliest possible full deployment of UNPROFOR."#

Thereafter, UNPROFOR deployed with some expedition, placing about
8,000 military personnel in the field by the end of April 1992. The sSituation in
Bosnia-Herzegovina, however, loomed over UNPROFOR, persuading the
Secretary-Genera at the outset to locate UNPROFOR Headquarters in Sargjevo
in the hope of establishing a calming presence there, and thereafter drawing the
peacekeeping operation into a series of mandates in Bosnia-Herzegovina These
began with the re-opening and subsequent attemptsto exercise control of Sargjevo
arportin June 1992, continued with the mandateto protect UN High Commission
for Refugees (UNHCR) convoysin September 1992, and led to the designation of
safe areas, firgt in Srebrenica in April 1993, and then, the following month, in
Sargevo, Tuzla, Zepa, Gorazde and Bihac. Thereafter, the Security Council
followed a long and winding road in the former Yugodavia, with resolution
following resolution but to little avail .

4. Disarmament in Sector West:
Using Presence to Implement Disar mament

Theincremental involvement of UNPROFOR in Bosnia-Herzegovinasince
1992 has tended to divert attention from the original mandate, and the feasibility
of thedisarmament and demilitarization functionswhich UNPROFOR wascalled
upon to implement in the severa months immediately following the approva of
the full deployment in April 1992. In those months, as UNPROFOR sought to
establish its presence in the UNPA's, the UN record is mixed, with some early

4 Resolution 743, 21 February 1992, and Resolution 749, 7 April 1992, reprintedin
UN Department of Public Information Reference Paper, "The United Nations and the Former
Yugoslavia: Resolutions of the Security Council,” 25 September 1991-28 April 1995,
DPI/1312/Rev. 4, New Y ork: United Nations, July 1995, pp. 110-111.

% Between 25 September 1991 and 28 April 1995, the Council adopted 73
resolutions on the situation in the former Y ugoslavia, and issued 70 statements.
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accomplishments in supervising the demilitarization provisions of the mandate
progressively eroded by violations and encroachments on the UNPA's.

Nevertheless, between April and September 1992, UNPROFOR achieved
some successin theimplementation of its disarmament mandate. In two reportsto
the Security Council, the Secretary-Generd was able to report that the Y ugodav
Army had completed itswithdrawal from the UNPA's, and that territorial defense
unitshad demobilized, placing their weaponsin UN supervised storagefacilities.™
Despite occasiona cease-fire violations, most of which involved smal arms, in
July the Secretary-Genera reported "a considerable lessening of tensions in all
threeUNPA's', but noted also that it was"too early to report that UNPROFOR has
succeeded in demilitarizing the UNPA'sand in establishing itsfull authority there
or that conditionsexist for thevoluntary return of displaced personstotheir homes,
an aspect of the United Nations peacekeeping plan to which | attach specia
importance."*?

Complete demilitarization of the UNPA's was obstructed by a serious
development in which, in Sector East, Serb militia forces had reconstituted
themselves as specia policeforces, and, in violation of the cease-fire plan, armed
themselveswith armored personnel carriers, mortarsand machineguns. Following
numerous protests, in late July 1992 UNPROFOR decided to take "moreforceful
means," and Belgian and Russian peacekeepers blockaded two sizeable groups of
"gpecial police" and "border police." The Secretary-General reported:

In each casethe situation deteriorated rapidly, and, to avoid bloodshed, it was decided to
suspend the use of force and further negotiations ensued. This led to the surrender of
approximately 500 weaponsto the Belgian battalion. Since that time, however, these so-
called "police" have continued to resist disarmament, and have become increasingly
hostile to UNPROFOR personnel 3

The situation in Sector West, however, was more conducive to UN control.
Although the Vance Plan identified three areas in Croatia as suitable UNPA's,

5t §/24353, 27 July 1992, and S/24600, 28 September 1992,
2 §/24353, p. 9.

% §/24600, p. 3. On 4 September 1992 an agreement was reached with the
Krajina Serb authorities in Knin whereby, in the first stage, all militia personnel other
than regular civilian police would be confined to barracks in the UNPA's, and, in the
second stage, all militiapersonnel would be demobilized and their weaponshanded over
to UNPROFOR. These dates passed without compliance, and UNPROFOR was advised
by the Knin authorities that the Vance plan needed to be amended.
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UNPROFOR actually created four, dividing Slavoniainto Sector West and Sector
East. Since Sector East was the closest to Belgrade, and Sectors North and South
wereintheheart of Krgjina, observersinthefield considered Sector West to bethe
least volatile of the four UNPA's.>* Nevertheless, Sector West had its difficulties,
especidly since the cease-fire line cut substantially deeper into the UNPA
boundary than wastypically the case in the other sectors. Moreover, the southern
boundary marked the border with BosniaHerzegovina, and was certain to be
porous. Although the political and military circumstances were different in each
of the UNPA's, therefore, making comparisons problematic, it is neverthelessthe
case that Sector West proved to be the UNPA which was most successful in the
early months in implementing the disarmament provisions of the mandate. In
effect, in June and July 1992, the Sector West experience was ingtructive in
demongtrating the value of concentrating military presence to achieve tactical
disarmament objectives, and so avoiding the extremes of, on the one hand, the
resort to force and, on the other, the passive acceptance of cease-fire violations.

At the outset, Sector West benefitted from the prompt deployment of awell-
armed Canadian battalion which was substantial ly better equipped than the Vance
Pan called for. Although the full strength of UNPROFOR in the sector was
delayed, there was a sufficient military presence to begin the process of
disarmament. Thisbegan on 20 June 1992 with thewithdrawal of heavy weapons,
and continued through the other stages until 7 July 1992, when it was considered
to be complete. Within the zone, weapons were placed under the sole custody of
UNPROFOR, which was also successful in banning the wearing of uniforms.
Evidently, this could not have been accomplished without the cooperation of the
local parties, and without accurate intelligence about weapon typesand locations,
and theidentity of different units so that those who wereto move out of the UNPA
could be differentiated from the territorial units who were to be disarmed and
demobilized within it.*®

% A number of thefield officers emphasize the difference between Sector West and
the other UNPA's, commenting, for example, that it was vulnerable to Croat pressure, that the
Serbs had written it off, and that its inhabitants knew that they would eventually be a part of
Croatia and so were less hostile to disarmament measures than the inhabitants of the other
sectors. See for example, Timothy Clifton, ECMM, Zagreb, 25 April 1995, Roderick de
Normann, ECMM, Zagreb, 24 April 1995, and Arne Nyberg, ECMM, Zagreb, 25 April 1995.

% For adetailed discussion of the disarmament effort in Sector West, see Barbara
Ekwall-Uebelhart and Andrei Raevsky, Managing Arms in Peace Processes. Croatia and
Bosnia-Herzegovina, Geneva: United Nations, 1996 especially pp. 105-121.
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This operation was conducted in circumstances where the local population
appeared largely ignorant of the UNPROFOR mandate, so placing great
importance on the ability and willingness of the Sector Commander and Civil
Affairs coordinator to criss-cross the territory explaining to local officids the
reasonsfor UNPROFOR's presence and the disarmament measuresthat were now
to betaken.*® Furthermore, cooperation between thecivil and military components
of the operation, dependent, as in so many new peacekeeping Situations, on the
ability of individuals from different backgrounds and professions to work
harmonioudy and in mutual support, was a key to the early successes in Sector
West. Once disarmed, moreover, continuing cooperation with local Croat and
Serbian officialswas essential to sustain joint searchesfor illegal weapons, and to
reassure both sidesthat the peacekeeperswere both ableto performtheir protective
function and to be impartial in their treatment of the two sides.”

Thiseffort to promote and sustain acontinuing dialogue with the partieswas
rewarded in times of crisis, when both sides wereinclined to remobilize and take
back their weapons. Cooperation and dial ogue were accompanied by acontinuing
determination to use military force if necessary. In September 1993, this
determination was put to thetest when the confrontation linein the south of Sector
West, near to the border with Bosnia-Herzegovina, became increasingly unstable
as exchanges of fire and border transgressions created an increasingly tense
situation. In these circumstances, the UNPROFOR sector commander decided to
take action and close down the border posts which both sides had manned in
violation of the cease-fire agreement. Advising the Croat and Serb officials that
this was to happen, UNPROFOR took contral first of the Croat positions. When
the Serbs failed to follow suit and close their posts, numerically superior UN
forces, supported by armored personnel carriers, surrounded the Serb positionsone
after the other and took control of them. Despite the protests that followed, the

% Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, p. 106. See also United Nations Ingtitute for
Disarmament Research, "Analysis Report of Practitioners’ Questionnaire on Weapons Control,
Disarmament and Demobilization During Peacekeeping Operations: Former Yugosavia," in
Ekwall-Uebelhart and Ragvsky, for numerous comments to the same effect, but including the
observation that good relations with the local population were the prerequisite for valuable
information collection.

5 Some interviewees indicate that, after 7 July 1992, UN troops had a general
authority to use coercionif necessary against small factionsor individual swho did not hand over
their weapons on request. Other comments, however, suggest that over timetherewas an erosion
of UN authority even in Sector West, which included allowing Serb paramilitary to wear
uniforms and carry light weapons. See UNIDIR, "Analysis Report: Former Yugodlavia."
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effect was to dampen the escalating exchanges of fire and restore stability to the
line of confrontation.

Some eighteen months|ater, UN forcestook avery different approach to the
threat of a mgjor Croat military attack in Sector West which was in flagrant
violation of the cease-fire and UNPROFOR's mandate. In May 1995, in amove
which had been clearly signaled and anticipated by international military
observers in the area, well-equipped Croat forces entered the southern part of
Sector West from both sides, took control of the major highway crossing the
sector, and, against only light Serbian resistance, turned northwards and began
mopping up any Serbterritoria forcesin thearea. In effect, the Croatsunilateraly
changed the line of confrontation, moving it some 30 kilometers to the south and
close, therefore, to the southern demarcation of Sector West along the border with
Bosnia-Herzegovina. Faced with this mgjor violation of the cease-fire, and the
Croat incursion into about one-third of the tota area the peacekeepers were
mandated to disarm and protect, UNPROFOR stood aside and offered no
resistance of any kind to the Croat action.

5. Observations on Sector West Disar mament

Although it might be argued that UNPROFOR should and could have
resisted or obstructed the Croat attack in May 1995, it is evident that the political
and military context had changed such that an action which would have caused a
crisisfor UNPROFOR in 1992 evoked little comment in 1995. Put otherwise, the
origina disarmament mandate in Sector West had been overtaken by events.
Althoughthe Croat attack in May 1995 may havefurther damaged UN credibility,
the more instructive lessons for the UN are in the successes of UNPROFOR in
Sector West in 1992.

First, the ingredients for success were the prompt deployment of substantial
military forces and the ability to gather sufficient intelligence about the respective
military forces to permit a credible approach to the disarmament mission.

Second, UNPROFOR wasan active, busy operationinwhichthecooperation
of the civilian and military components was the basis for sustaining a reassuring
presence with the loca people and a continuing dialogue with civil and military
leaders from both sides. Although thiswould not have been possible had one side
or the other been determined not to cooperate, it was effective in maintaining
cooperation in a situation where both sides easily wavered in their confidencein
the UN operation and the compliance of the other party.
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Third, UN actionsin Sector West permit some reflections on the shades of
coercion between the strict non-use of force and resort to full-scale military action
to enforce a peacekeeping mandate. Unlike many of the resol utionsthat followed,
Resolutions 743 and 749 establishing UNPROFOR did not invoke Chapter V11 of
the Charter, and the peacekeepers deployed under the familiar rule that force was
to be used dtrictly in self-defense. However, it iswell established that, since 1973,
"self-defense” in peacekeeping operations may be construed to comprehend
coerciveactiontakenin order toimplement amandate agreed toin principleby the
belligerents. In 1992, faced with the probability that Serbian paramilitary forces
would fight, the Secretary-General chose to accept their presence even though the
Russian and Belgian brigades were superior and could have disarmed them. This
decision, therefore, rested on judgements about the ramifications of aseriousfire-
fight for the otherwise consensua nature of the mandate, and about the casualties
that might have been incurred. On the other hand, condoning the presence of
paramilitary forces constituted a violation of the mandate which opened the door
to further and more frequent violations.®

In contrast, the demongtration that force would be used if necessary to close
the Serb and Croatian observation posts, and the ability to muster superior forces
(admittedly not difficult in the specific circumstances where the offending units
were smal in number and lightly armed) caused the parties to comply, if
grudgingly, and prevented the progressiveerosion of theUN'scredibility. Between
passivity and the resort to force which may prejudice or irreparably transform the
broader mission objectives, therefore, there are actions based on the concentration
of asubstantial military presence which may induce a dissdent party to comply
while staying within the guideline of self-defense.”

% For example, asenior officer involved inthe encirclement of the Serb paramilitary
units commented that,"We did not have the mandate to enforce it. Even having such a mandate
you have to think of the policy that might have been given to the national contingents .... After
initial success, the sector (East), never could disarm further those militias." Brigadier-General
P. Peters, Chief Military Negotiations and Assessment Team, UNPROFOR, Zagreb, 26 April
1995.

59

Asone field respondent put it, the discriminate threat of coercion to bring about
disarmament establishesthe credibility of UN troops, createsthe perception amongst thewarring
parties that the UN forceis determined to fulfill its mandate, and increases confidence amongst
UN soldiers that they have the authority to implement the mandate. See UNIDIR, "Analysis
Report: Former Y ugoslavia."
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6. Srebrenica: Disarmament under Dur ess®

Following the deployment of UNPROFOR in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the UN
became increasingly involved in the plight of Mudlim enclaves under threat of
being overrun by Serb attackers. Responding to the rapidly deteriorating Situation
in Srebrenica, avillage of 10,000 occupants which had swollen to severa times
that size during the course of the war as Mudlim refugees fled from neighboring
villages, on 16 April 1993 the Security Council declared Srebrenica "and its
surroundings’ to beasafeareawhich should befreefrom any armed attack or any
other hostile act." To that end, the Council demanded that Bosnian Serb
paramilitary units cease their attacks on Srebrenica, and withdraw from the areas
surrounding it. The Council asked the Secretary-General to increase the
UNPROFOR presence in Srebrenica, and to arrange for the safe evacuation of
wounded and sick civilians.®

Thesituationin Srebrenica, however, wasa ready onthevergeof catastrophe
when the Security Council began its deliberations. For the previous month, the
Bosnian Serb forces had increased their grip on the town so that, as the Security
Council deliberated the situation on 16 April 1993, Serb forceswere 1 kilometer
fromthetown center. AsaSerb victory becameincreasingly likely, Generd Lars-
Erik Wahlgren, the UNPROFOR Force Commander, had begun to discuss with
Serb and Mudlim military leaders an arrangement in which the Mudim defenders
would lay down their arms in exchange for an end to the Serb siege of the town.
According to Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, the Serb would thereby gain a
drategic objective, which wasto ensurethat Srebrenicadid not threaten Serb lines
of communication, apsychological victory through the recognition that they had
effectively overrun Srebrenica, and apublic relations victory by appearing to be
magnanimous to the defeated inhabitants of Srelorenica.®

Inany event, on 18 April 1993 an agreement to demilitarize Srebrenicawas
signed by thetwo sidesin the presence of General Wahlgren. Themain provisions
of the agreement were:

%  For a detailed discussion of the situation in Srebrenica, see Ekwall-
Uebelhart and Raevsky, pp. 121-135.

¢ Resolution 819, 16 April 1993.
€ Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, p. 121.
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»  aceasefireonthelines of confrontation, including supporting artillery and
rocket fire;

»  theopening of atemporary air corridor to Tuzlato evacuate the 500 serioudy
wounded and sick;

»  the demilitarization of Srebrenica to be completed within 72 hours of the
arrival of the UNPROFOR company, to include al weapons, ammunition,
mines, explosives and combat supplieswith the result that no armed persons
or units would remain within the city with the exception of UNPROFOR,
who would take responsbility for the demilitarization process,

*  anexchange of prisoners on an "all-for-al" basis; and

«  freedom of movement and humanitarian aid to Srebrenica®

Despite some continuing difficultieswith troop movements, acompany of the
Royal Canadian Regiment deployed to Srebrenicaimmediately after the cease-fire,
and thetown wasreported to be successfully demilitarized seventy-two hourslater
on 21 April 1993. Following the practice established in the UNPA's, the weapons
remained intact and were the property of the party surrendering them.

The disarmament of Srebrenica was at best unilateral and temporary. The
Muslims appear to have maintained aformal military organization within the safe
area, and the Serbs continued to menace the town from their surrounding
positions® Nevertheless, it is evident that the demilitarization of Srebrenica
thwarted a certain catastrophe for its Mudim inhabitants.

7. Observations on Srebrenica

The disarmament of Srebrenica can hardly be seen as a planned operation.
The Security Council wasunaware of the negotiationsthat General Wahlgren was
conducting in the theater, and Resolution 819 made no mention of disarmament
as such. Moreover, in Srebrenicait was only one side that was disarmed, and in

% Report of the Security Council Mission Established Pursuant to Resolution 819,
S/25700, 30 April 1993, Annex II.

5 Ekwall-Uebelhart and Ragvsky. On 25 April, the Security Council Mission visited
an UNPROFOR observation post in the mountains surrounding Srebrenica." Forty-Seven new
trenches have been dug by the Serbsin the past week. Tanks and heavy weapons could be seen
at adistance of 900 metersfrom one observation post. Evidently the Serb paramilitary forcesnot
only are not withdrawing as demanded by resolution 819 (1993) but areincreasing their pressure
on thetown." Annex Il, §/25700, p. 7.
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that sense it might better be seen as an assisted defeat under duress rather than a
disarmament process. As the Security Council's fact-finding team commented:

The Council should note that when it was discussing resolution 819 (1993), it did not
know that negotiationsinvolving the Force Commander of UNPROFOR had beentaking
place and that UNPROFOR had participated actively in the drafting and in the process
of convincing the Bosnian Commander to sign the agreement. Thealternative could have
been amassacre of 25,000 people. It definitely was an extraordinary emergency situation
that had prompted UNPROFOR to act®

Srebrenica, therefore, isan unlikely model for local disarmament. However,
there is one respect in which the interaction between the local agreement
negotiated by the UNPROFOR Commander and Resolution 819 was ingtructive
and admonitory. The Canadian Company dispatched to Srebrenicawas adequate
for the task of supervising the disarmament of the Mudlim defenders, but it could
not have protected the defensaless inhabitants from a Serb attack. On the other
hand, Resol ution 819 specifically invoked Chapter V11 of the Charter, and previous
resolutions alowing UNPROFOR to use force to implement its mandate. The
protection of 25,000 defensaless citizens in Srebrenica became an UNPROFOR
obligation when the Force Commander became a party to the disarmament
agreement. UNPROFOR, therefore, may have been fortunate to escape an
immediate disaster in which Srebrenicawas sacked while under UN protection.

V. Disarmament in UNOSOM 11
" A Standardized and Simple Process'

1. Background

TheUN peacekeeping involvement in Somaiabegan asamissionto provide
security for humanitarianrelief operations. Asthesituationin Somaliadeteriorated
during 1991, the Secretary-General sought the cooperation of the African regiona
organizations in efforts to mediate the Somali conflict. At the same time, UN

% §/25000, p. 6. The Security Council Mission wastorn between concern that all of
this had taken place without the knowledge of the Security Council "... lessons should be drawn
from this experience, both in terms of the need for adequate and opportune information and of
the hard choices that may have to be considered and recognition of the situation in which the
UNPROFOR commandershad acted. Thereisno doubt that had thisagreement not been reached,
most probably amassacrewould have taken place, which justifiesthe efforts of the UNPROFOR
commander."
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agencies and anumber of large NGO's, including the I nternational Committee of
the Red Cross (ICRC), were seeking to deal with the severe malnutrition which
afflicted morethan half the Somali population. However, political chaos, banditry,
physical destruction and the displacement of people severely constrained their
efforts.®

In February 1992, the new Secretary-General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali,
appeared to have achieved asignificant breakthrough when thetwo major factions
in Mogadishu, the United Somali Congress(USC) led by Mohamed Farah Aideed,
and the USC Manifesto Group, led by Ali Mahdi Mohamed, reached a tentative
agreement on a cease-fire. UNOSOM |, approved by the Security Council on 24
April 1992, authorized the Secretary-General to send military observers to
Mogadishu to monitor the cease-fire, and agreed in principle to the dispatch of a
security force to provide protection to UN personnel and escort deliveries of
emergency aid. After considerable delay (occasioned not by the UN but by
protracted negotiations with the Mogadishu factions) on 12 August 1992 the
Secretary-General advised the Security Council that the parties had agreed to a
security force of 500, which would be provided by Pakistan.”’

Unfortunately, as the Secretary-General sought the consent of the key
factionsfor the deployment of the Pakistani peacekeepers, thesituationin Somalia
deteriorated further. In mid July the Secretary-General advised the Security
Council that the UN needed to enlarge its efforts by bringing about a cease-fire
throughout the country. After further review, on 24 August 1992 herecommended
the deployment of four additional security units, each with a strength of 750, to
protect the humanitarian relief operation throughout Somaia The Council
approved thisexpansion of themandate and size of UNOSOM on 28 August 1992,
along with amassive support program to accelerate the relief program. However,
in thefollowing monthsthe deployment of UNOSOM and the new relief program
werefurther delayed and obstructed by the militias active throughout the country,

% For details on the context within which the international relief effort took shape,
see Clement Adibe, Managing Arms in Peace Processes. Somalia, Geneva: United Nations,
1995, pp. 1-29.

6 §/23829, especially paragraphs 24-30; Resolution 751, 24 April 1992; UN
Department of Public Information Reference Paper, "The United Nations and the Situation in
Somalia," DPI/1321/Rev. 4, New York: United Nations, April 1995, pp. 2-3. (Hereafter DPI
Reference Paper).
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who blocked distribution and threatened thelivesof relief personnd at atimewhen
it was estimated that 3,000 Somalis were dying each day of starvation.®

Even with the greater numbers recommended by the Secretary-Generd in
August 1992, however, it was increasingly evident that UNOSOM as planned
could not fulfill itsmandate, andin November 1992 the Secretary-Genera advised
the Council that the mission needed to be re-assessed. Following informal
discussions, based on an offer from the United Statesto lead aGulf-style codition
of statesin ahumanitarian operation in Somalia, on 29 November 1992 Boutros-
Ghali wrote a further letter to the Council. He recommended that, for a limited
time, the peacekeeping operation be replaced by a United States led coalition
sufficiently powerful as to restore order in Somalia and protect the emergency
relief effort. Boutros-Ghali added that the operation should belimited in time, and
preparetheway for areturn assoon aspossible"to peace-keeping and post-conflict
peacebuilding." Resolution 794, 3 December 1992, authorized such aforceonthe
basisthat there would be "appropriate mechanismsfor coordination” between the
UN and the codition members. It aso marked afundamental departure from the
basic concept of UNOSOM by invoking Chapter VIl of the Charter, and
authorizing theuse of "all necessary meansto establish assoon aspossibleasecure
environment for humanitarian relief operationsin Somalia."®

TheUnified Task Force (UNITAF) began deployment on 9 December 1992,
with the expectation that it would build to approximately 45,000 personnel, of
whom about 28,000 would be from the United States. In a very short time the
security Situation in those parts of the country where UNITAF was deployed
improved rapidly and the conditions were created for the effective distribution of
humanitarian relief. The Secretary-Generd turned to the task of managing the
trangition from UNITAF back to peacekeeping and the repair of the ravaged
Somdlian economy and infrastructure. This effort culminated in a series of
recommendationsto the Security Council at the beginning of March 1993, and the
subsequent authorization, on 26 March 1993, of a substantially enhanced
peacekeeping operation with, amongst other functions, a mandate to manage a
comprehensive, country-wide disarmament operation throughout Somalia.

8 §/24343, 23 July 1992; S/24480, 24 August 1992; Resolution 767, 27 July 1992;
Resolution 775, 28 August 1992; DPI Reference Paper, p. 5.

% 524868, 30 November 1992, Resolution 794, 3 December 1992. It might be noted
again that the idea of "peace enforcement,” as developed in An Agenda for Peace some six months
earlier, was an important influence on the Secretary-General's thinking. His preference was for an
enforcement action under UN command and control, but hewas persuaded that the UN in New Y ork
could not manage such alarge-scale mission, and so opted instead for "an operation undertaken by
Member States acting with the authorization of the Security Council" (524868, p. 6).
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2. The Addis Ababa Peace Agreement, National Reconciliation,
and Disar mament

While planning for the trandtion from UNITAF to UNOSOM Il was
underway in early 1993, diplomatic efforts to achieve a stable peace agreement
appeared to make some progress. During January 1993, 14 Somali political
movements met in Addis Ababa and signed a declaration establishing "an
immediate and binding cease-firein al partsof the country under the control of the
concerned warring factions' subject to the establishment by consensus of, inter
alia, "a mechanism for disarmament.” In a separate agreement, the factions
approved such a mechanism, which called for:

»  handing over to a cease-fire monitoring group al heavy weapons currently
"under the control of the political movements’;

e creating encampments for militias outside the towns where they would be
disarmed "simultaneoudly throughout Somalia' and provided with both
subsistence and training in civilian skills;

» leaving to the final political settlement the future status of the encamped
militias; and

«  disarming and rehabilitating bandits and other armed elements.”™

The January Agreement paved theway for afurther Conference on National
Reconciliation in Addis Ababa, convened on 15 March 1993, which lasted two
weeks and was attended by 15 political movements and a substantial humber of
other individual srepresenting Somali and international groups. Intheoutcome, the
Conference agreed on a two-year transition during which time both local and
central government structures would be rebuilt based on the commitment by all
partiesthat they would put an end to armed conflict and reconciletheir differences
through peaceful means. The Conference aso supported the disarmament
mechanism established in January 1993, and the parties agreed to:

Commit ourselves to complete, and simultaneous disarmament throughout the entire
country inaccordance with thedisarmament concept and timeframe set by the Cease-Fire
Agreement of January 1993 ....

Further reiterate our commitment to the strict, effective and expeditiousimplementation
of the Cease-Fire/Disarmament Agreement ...

™ Progress Report of the Secretary-General on The Situation in Somalia, /25168,
26 January 1993, Annexes |l and I11.
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Reaffirm our commitment to comply with the requirements of the Cease-Fire Agreement
signed in January 1993, including the total and complete handover of weapons to
UNITAF/UNOSOM ...

Urge UNITAF/UNOSOM to apply strong and effective sanctions against those
responsible for any violation of the Cease-Fire Agreement ....

Thisearnest repetition of the commitment to the cease-fireand disarmament,
however, did not reflect the actua situation in Somalia. At the end of January
1993, the Secretary-General had reported that while UNITAF had brought about
ageneral improvement in the security Situation, the threat to peacekeepers, relief
workers and UN personnel was still high, and inter-clan fighting continued on a
sporadic basis. In his report recommending the establishment of UNOSOM 11, he
was obliged to note that "major incidents of resumed fighting have been reported
fromKismayo and Mogadishu,” and to admit that theimprovementsbrought about
by UNITAF "cannot yet be regarded as irreversible and conditions are ill
volatile.""

In sum, therefore, when UNOSOM |1 was approved it could not be said that
there was a peace agreement of the kind that was negotiated for Central America
or even Cambodia. Accordingly, the Secretary-General emphasized both the need
for UNOSOM 11 to operate under Chapter V11 with the authority to use force to
create astable security environment, and, at the sametime, "to be given abroader
mandate, not only in organizing, but aso in promoting and advancing, the cause
of nationa reconciliation.” Although fraught with potential contradictions, this
duality inthe mandate (theiron hand inthe velvet glove) more or less captured the
political situation in Somalia, where the Somali political movements had made
some negotiating progress towards a more stable situation, and had agreed in
principle to a comprehensive disarmament program, but in a halting manner and
with little or no collective capacity to keep their promises. In these circumstances,
the Secretary-General was of the firm view that the new mandate "must cover the
whole territory of Somalia and include disarmament.” UNOSOM 11, therefore,

™ Text of the Addis Ababa Agreement of the First Session of the Conference on
National Reconciliationin Somalia, 27 March 1993, p. 2.

2. g/25168, p. 4; §/25354,3 March 1993, p. 2. The Secretary-General quoted the
UNITAF commander asclaiming that "all areasare stable or relatively stable," but immediately
noted that only 40% of Somaliawas under UNITAF control.
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with apredicted total strength of 28,000 personnel, was given amandate far more
ambitious and multi-dimensional than its much stronger predecessor, UNITAF.”

3. The Disar mament M andate

The disarmament mandate of UNOSOM || was the vital link between the
military and socia reconstruction components of the mandate. Thelatter included
helping the Somali people to rebuild the economy and create new political and
ingtitutional structures, including anational police force and courts. The military
functionsincluded monitoring the cease-fire, preventing theresumption of fighting
if necessary by taking appropriate action against non-complying parties, protecting
ports and supply routes, providing security to UN and other personnel involvedin
the ongoing relief operation, patrolling the borders of Somalia, assisting in the
development of programs for mine clearing, and guarding heavy weapons and
other arms depots established under the disarmament program.

Between the military and civil components, the disarmament process
envisaged for Somaliabore certain procedural resemblancesto Cambodia, but, on
thekey issueof enforcement, it differed fundamentally. On thebasisof the January
1993 Addis Ababa agreement, a planning committee drawn from UNITAF and
UNOSOM |1 proposed that the disarmament process should be "continuous and
irreversible,” with a"standardized and simple process’ used to disarm all factions
who, once having committed themselves to the process, would have no further
clam on their weapons. The process would be enforceable, with UNOSOM |1
entitled to confiscate or destroy the weapons of factionswho did not comply with
timetables or other requirements, but the Somali themselveswould agree on these
procedures under the supervision of UNOSOM 11.7

The concept called for the establishment of cantonments where heavy
weapons would be stored, and transition sites, where militias would be given
accommodationswhilethey turnedin their small armsand received guidance and
training for civilian occupations. The two types of siteswould be at a significant
distance from each other in order to minimize the risk of repossession, with
UNOSOM |1 personnel taking responsibility for cantonment security, and having

7 g/25354, pp. 12 and 15. The Secretary-General acknowledged the discrepancy
between the strengths of UNITAF and UNOSOM 11, but argued that, amongst other factors, "the
task at hand now isto control sporadic and localized fighting and can therefore be dealt with by
fewer troops."

% g/25354, p. 14.
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theright of inspection of thetransition sites. Asnationa reconciliation proceeded,
the disarmament plan envisaged that a committee of UN officials and faction
leaders would determine the military needs of a new Somali government, and so
determinewhich heavy weapons should be destroyed and which should be handed
over to the government.” Security Council Resolution 814 accepted al of these
proposals, emphasizing "the crucia importance of disarmament and the urgent
need to build on the efforts of UNITAF." It was |&ft to the Secretary-Genera to
determine the exact date of the military handover to UNOSOM 11, which, in the
outcome, was 4 May 1993.

4. The Disarmament Experience

Although UNITAF did not haveamandate to disarm the militias, itsmission
to create asecure environment for the humanitarian relief operation called for the
confiscation of weapons where this was appropriate. Under the firm hand of the
United States, UNITAF took resolute measures to secure the safety of its own
personnel and, where it was then possible, the safety of the aid workers. Since
heavy, crew-served weaponswerethe principd military threat, UNITAF could use
appropriate force where necessary to eliminate them. Against the backdrop of the
January 1993 cease-fire agreement amongst the factions, UNITAF persuaded the
militias in Mogadishu to place their heavy weapons in "authorized weapons
soragesites.” Unlikethe UNOSOM 11 disarmament concept, theselocationswere
controlled by the militias, but were subject to inspection by UNITAF. This
arrangement appeared to work relatively well while UNITAF was in full flight,
and it was appropriate to the UNITAF mandate. It worked lesswell asthe arrival
of UNOSOM Il neared, in part because the UNOSOM |1 mandate was a much
greater threat to themilitiassincethey would lose control of their heavy weapons.™

™ §/25354, pp. 13-14.

® " The weapons which had been voluntarily placed in storage sites designated by
UNITAF but with control remaining in the hands of the militias should logically have been
handed over to UNOSOM with the militiaslosing control, and this, of course, they resisted. See
United Nations Ingtitute for Disarmament Research, "Analysis Report of Practitioners
Questionnaire on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization during Peacekeeping
Operations: Somalia," in Clement Adibe, Managing Armsin Peace Processes: Somalia, Geneva:
United Nations, 1995, questionnaire number S099.
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Second, in an intermittent process which was situationally driven, UNITAF
confiscated small arms from the militias and other armed groups, mainly when
these weapons were openly displayed or the intent of the bearers was considered
athreat to UNITAF personnel. This procedure soon caused difficulties for the
NGO's, who hired just such individuals as armed guards, and the tension that
resulted was an element in the frequently poor relationship between NGO's and
UNITAF.”

Third, UNITAF briefly experimented with an incentive program which
would havetraded food for weapons or information about weaponsin storage, but
did not proceed with it. Although there were cultural reasons which might have
made such aprogram problematic, any incentive programwaslikely to be defeated
by a fundamental reality: Somalia was awash with weapons, and an incentive
program would probably have fuelled the weapons trade.”

The UNITAF disarmament experience was limited, therefore, but it
nevertheless served as the basis for the UNOSOM |1 disarmament plan. A joint
planning group drawn from the two missions developed the essentials of the plan
that was submitted by the Secretary-General to the Security Council, and close
cooperation between US headquarters personnel and UNOSOM |1 disarmament
personnel continued long after the departure of UNITAF per se. However, the
UNOSOM |1 disarmament program was quickly and severely disrupted when, on
5 June 1993, a Pakistani inspection team was ambushed by Aideed's militiamen
and suffered severe losses. Theresfter, the disarmament program fragmented. In
certainareas, UN personnel cooperated withlocal groupsand proceeded withlocal
variations of the mandate, including wespons free zones and ad hoc agreements
concerning the carrying of small arms and the storage of weapons.” In other cases,

" For example, F.M. Lorenz comments. "[Humanitarian Relief Organizations]

registered their complaintswith the Civil-Military Operations Center (CMOC), apart of the UN
Humanitarian Operation Center. By mid-January 1993 the CMOC looked like an armory, as
improperly confiscated weaponswereidentified and returned to the HROs." ("Law and Anarchy
in Somalia," Parameters, Winter 1993-94, p. 32).

" See Lorenz, pp. 31-32. A DCR Questionnaire respondent commented: "The
Somalis may have been poor enough to sell their weapons [to UNITAF], but weapons were so
important for personal security or power that there was no way to determine whether they would
buy another weapon (most assessments predicted that was exactly what they would do). If they
did, that would have made us a part of the business cycle of theregional arms market." Personal
note, DCR Research Files.

" Kismayo, for example, was declared a"weapon free city" two months after the UN
arrived, as was the Jubba valley later. These were exceptions, however. One DCR Questionnaire
respondent commented: "Our action in the north of the country and in M ogadishu was made more
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disarmament was seen as inseparable from providing help to, and establishing
good working relations with, the local people, and was not accorded the priority
given to it in the mandate.** In Mogadishu, on the other hand, the attack on the
Pakistanis was the signal for the beginning of coercive disarmament.®

In the aftermath of the 5 June 1993 incident, UNOSOM 11 took the military
initiative and sought to capture and destroy the heavy weapons of the Mogadishu
factions, especially the USC, while, in other parts of the country, it sought to
promote cooperativedisarmament. In August 1993 the Secretary-General reported
"reliable indications that increased activity by UNOSOM forces is having an
effect”" on the Aideed militia forces, but cautioned also that those forces still had
the capacity to attack UNOSOM . He continued:

The Juneincidents, and their aftermath, have provided ample evidence of the over-abundance of
heavy, medium and light weapons in the southern part of city. Low-intensity attacks on key
facilities, such as the Mogadishu port, the Force Command headquarters, the airfield and other
support bases, may continue. In these circumstances, and as mandated by Security Council
Resolution 837 (1993), UNOSOM will haveto maintain aforceful disarmament programin south
Mogadishu as long as resistance conti nues&

Resistance did continue. In the first eéight months UNITAF and UNOSOM
destroyed large quantities of weapons, including 400 machine guns, rocket

difficult becauseintherest of the country disarmament wasn't given the same consideration by other
UN forces." (See UNIDIR, "Anaysis Report: Somalia," question numbers: S146, SO55). Another
respondent explained more succinctly: "Disarmament had a different meaning according to the
culture of the troops (meaning USis not Europeisnot Asia)." (1bid., questionnaire number S142).

8 For an account of the Italian approach in this respect, see briefing by General Loi
to DCR Project, 30 March 1995. General Loi does not mention disarmament in explaining the
Italian approach to UNOSOM |1, except indirectly by stressing the dangers of using force in
operations where "it is important to conduct surgical military operations - meaning operations
in which one can avoid bloody implications for innocent civilians." (See General Bruno Loi,
"Reflections on Italian Participation in Peacekeeping Operations,” paper presented to the
Disarmament and Conflict Resolution Project, United Nations Institute for Disarmament
Research, Geneva, 30 March 1995).

8 Although it should be noted that the issue was not simply about the challenge to
the mandate. Both the Peacekeeping Committee of the General Assembly and the Security
Council had been concerned with the safety of peacekeepers. The Secretary-General had
emphasized the matter in An Agenda for Peace (paragraphs 66-68), and two months before the
5 June 1993 incident, the Security Council had supported attempts to develop a convention on
the status and safety of UN peacekeeping personnel. (Security Council Note $/25493, 31 March
1993; General Assembly Resolution 47/72, and A/48/173, 25 May 1993).

& §/26317, 17 August 1993, p. 5.
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launchers and mortars, almost 50 armoured vehicles including tanks, APC's and
salf-propelled guns, and more than 400 artillery pieces. This may have serioudy
weakened Aideed militarily, but it did not produce disarmament. The Secretary-
General congtantly reiterated the centrality of disarmament in the mandate, but in
January 1994 he was forced to admit failure:

In accordance with the mandate entrusted to it by the Security Council, and after
deliberate attacks against it by one of the Somali parties, UNOSOM |1 tried to bring
about disarmament through coercive means. However, as the members of the Security
Council are aware, this course of action has proved to be impractical 8

5. Observations

UNOSOM |1 was created with a specific mandate to enforce disarmament if
necessary, atask that no previous UN peacekeeping operation had been charged
with. The experience with UNOSOM |1 suggested that, in 1993, the UN was
unableto deploy amultinational forceunder UN command and control abletotake
concerted and sustained offens ve action against adetermined opponent. An officer
with experiencein both UNITAF and UNOSOM commented:

UNITAF Headquarters was a functioning national headquarters with attached other
nationliaison officers.... The UNITAF HQ [headquarters] wasextremely well organized
and run and provided clear guidance and command and staff support. The flow of
information was fluent. The contrast with both UNOSOM 1| and [l HQ's was telling.84

The politica and military strain caused by combat operations further
weakened UNOSOM's ahility to implement coercive disarmament. Militarily,
different languages, military procedures, tactical communications and degrees of
commitment weakened the operation. Politically, national governments were
nervous about casualties, and the tendency for nationa contingentsto take orders
directly from their home governments increased as the likelihood of conflict and
casualties increased.

Furthermore, UNOSOM was called upon to combine coercive action against
non-compliant partieswith, amongst other things, understanding and support of the

8 §/1994/12, 6 January 1994. Inareview of the UN experiencein Somaliasubmitted
to the Security Council on 28 March 1995, which marked the end of the mission, the Secretary-
Genera gave an account of the significant achievements of UNOSOM |1, but did not mention
disarmament, the element which at the outset had been central to the mission.

8  See UNIDIR, "Analysis Report: Somalia," questionnaire number S073.
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civilianemergency relief operation. At the height of theemergency, therewere six
major UN organizations coordinating humanitarian relief in Somalia, and, in
addition to numerouslocal NGO'sand their overseas partners, therewere 30 large
NGO's working as "implementing partners' with the UN.* The NGO's were
frequently unhappy with the military, asinthe case of the confiscation of thesmall
arms carried by the "technicals," but, on the other hand, the military were not
always pleased with the NGO's. Thiswas particularly the case with UNITAF:

The Humanitarian Affairs people would not/could not draw the difference between
Chapter VI and Chapter V11 operations. They would not work with theforce [UNITAF],
nor constrain [their] operationsbased on force recommendeations. They would not support
Force disarmament incentive programs.

Finally, with so many military resources and amogt al political attention
focused on Mogadishu, the attempt at coercive disarmament drew attention away
from the efforts a cooperative disarmament in other areas of the country. The
Cease-fire and Disarmament Committee, for example, which was composed of
representativesfromall 15 political factions, may havefunctioned moderately well
in certain areas. Many commanders operating outside Mogadishu stressed the
importance of cooperativerelationswithlocal authorities, and pursued cooperative
disarmament with somedegree of success. Theoperation, however, wasjudged by
the coercive disarmament campaign in Mogadishu, and that was afailure.

It may beasked, therefore, whether therewereany concelvabl e circumstances
in which coercive disarmament could have succeeded, as the Security Council
clearly thought was possible in voting to support the mandate of UNOSOM 1. A
part of the answer to this question may be found in Resolution 814, 26 March
1993, paragraph 11, in which the Security Council caled upon "al states, in
particular neighbouring states, to cooperate in the implementation of the arms
embargo."® Sincethe borders of Somaliawere completely porousto armstraffic,
and the actual holdings of the various militiacould only be guessed at, UNOSOM
Il was charged with a disarmament mandate in a context which differed in one
vital respect from the operationsin ONUCA and UNTAC. In those cases (and, it

&  DPI Reference Paper, p. 4.

%  See UNIDIR, "Analysis Report: Somalia," questionnaire number S100. Another
respondent in thefield at the same time (from December 1992 to June 1993) commented: "Lack
of humanitarian support for demobilization doomed [the] plan." (Ibid., questionnaire number
S099).

8 See Adibe, pp. 64-65, for details on the arms embargo.
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might even be argued, in the specia circumstances of Sector West) the regional
powers had reached afirm understanding that it wasin their collective salf-interest
to congtrain armstraffic. In Somalia thiswas not the case, and, as a consequence,
in the best of circumstances the UNOSOM disarmament campaign chased a
moving target.®®

Degpite this severe impediment, it might be argued that a thoroughly
determined campaign by UNITAF at the very outset could have been successful.
Almost dl military observersinthefield, asin UNTAC and Sector West, observe
that the influence of the international force is most effective in the earliest days,
when they are most likely to enjoy broad support amongst the population and
impressthemilitiaswith ashow of strength and determination. UNOSOM 11 could
not do this, for it wastoo latein thefield, and too dow in its deployment.

In his final report on UNOSOM |1, Boutros Boutros-Ghali commented:
"Thereis aneed for careful and crestive rethinking about peacemaking, peace-
keeping and peace-building in the context of the Somali operation." With the
benefit of hindsight, then, it might be argued that when it became evident that
coercive disarmament could be brought about only through the application of
substantial force, the Secretary-General and his advisors might have referred back
to their recent experience in Cambodia, where disarmament, apparently also a
"conditione sine qua non"® of the operation, was abruptly abandoned as an
objectivewhen it became clear that it could not be accomplished by the UN force
in the field. In the case of UNOSOM, this might have meant returning to the
UNITAF missionof creatingasecureenvironment for humanitarianrelief, perhaps
asearly as June 1993, while persuading the Somali political movementsto return
to the conference table.

V1. Conclusions

8  Thedataused for planning purposes by the UNITAF/UNOSOM I planning team
indicated that the factions possessed 108 tanks, 35 APC's, 80 "technical vehicles," 132 artillery
pieces, 76 anti-aircraft artillery, 61 mortars, 11 heavy machine guns, 33 recoilless rifles, 57
rocket propelled grenades, and 520 light machine guns. (See UNIDIR, "Anaysis Report:
Somdia.").

8 In his Report of 17 August 1993, the Secretary-General commented: "... the
international community has known from the very beginning that effective disarmament of all
the factions and warlordsis a conditione sine qua non for other aspects of UNOSOM's mandate,
be they political, civil, humanitarian, rehabilitation or reconstruction”. (§/26317, p. 17).
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The case studies reviewed in this analysis by no means exhaust the UN
experience with disarmament in peacekeeping operations, but they point to
conclusionswhich may beworthtestingin other cases. These conclusionsconcern
the regiona context in which disarmament is attempted, the necessary attributes
for successin thefield, and the organization of UN peacekeeping operationswith
a disarmament mandate.

In both Centra America and Cambodia, a strong regional consensus had
developed in support of the disarmament operation. In these cases, border
monitoring, while not perfect, was adequate because the traffic in arms was
restricted by the powers with the ability to restrict it. UN monitoring served to
reinforce the consensus. Despite the arms embargoes in Somalia and the former
Y ugodavia, armstrafficking never ceased. In Situationswhere bordersare porous,
therefore, disarmament operations are not likely to be successful, and perhaps
should not be attempted unlessthereisaparale or prior commitment to seal off
the area of operations.

In regard to field operations, the case studies clearly demonstrate that the
prospects for successful disarmament diminish the grester the delay in the
deployment of the force. In the first phase of an operation, when there is least
challenge to the cease-fire and most support for the presence of the UN
peacekeeping mission, determined and purposeful UN actions, asdemonstratedin
Sector West, can overcome local misgivings and generate momentum and
commitment to the mandate. Astime passes and the disarmament mandate has not
been trand ated into vigorous and clearly understood actions, both the parties and
the peacekeepers begin to turn away from the commitment, and the resulting
erosion of the mandate starts an irreversible process.

Unfortunately, the UN has great difficulty in deploying peacekeeping
operations promptly and fully. A part of thisproblem lieswith the Member States,
who are increasingly reluctant or unable to make personnel available in atimely
manner. Aswell, however, the UN has not yet made the organizational changes
which are necessary for the successful management of complex peacekeeping
operations. Operations on the scale of UNTAC, UNPROFOR and UNOSOM 11
require detailed, advance planning and management, suggesting that a standing
operational headquartersisrequired. Such aheadquarters might also help counter
the noticeabl e tendency, especially in UNOSOM, for national contingentsto look
to their capitals for instruction rather than to the Force Commander.

Finally, the Security Council should bewareof drafting mandatesauthorizing
coercive disarmament. For the reasons cited above, UN peacekeeping forces are
ill-suited to conduct the kind of offensive operations necessary to coerce a
determined opponent into disarmament. This conclusion, however, points to a
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separate and difficult question. Incidents such asthose involving the disarmament
of the Serb and Croat observation postsin Sector West cast adlightly more positive
light on aconundrumwhichthe UN hasyet to solve. Given theextremereluctance
of many Member States to support peace enforcement, and the unsuitability of
many peacekeeping units to engage in offensive operations, in the current
peacekeeping environment the UN is all too often held to ransom by factions
whose non-compliance with agreements which they have previously signed goes
unpunished. Until the UN findsaway between the hollow invocations of Chapter
VIl to which the Security Council is now prone, and acceptance that any
recal citrant party can sabotageamission by withdrawingitsconsent, thefrustration
of complex UN peacekeeping operations, especially in regard to disarmament, is
likely to continue.






Chapter 5

Rules of Engagement, Force Structure
and Composition in United Nations
Disar mament Oper ations

Jane Boulden

I ntroduction

The purpose of this paper isto explore the issues and problems relating to the
rules of engagement in United Nations missions with disarmament mandates. Since
rules of engagement concern the use of force, they touch on some of the most
sengitive and politicaly difficult aspects of a United Nations operation. This is
especidly the casein operationswith adisarmament component where the operation
does not have consent from all of the partiesinvolved. This paper seeksto draw out
the key issues relating to rules of engagement in recent UN operations involving
disarmament.

The work examines the experience in four case studies. Somalia, Haiti, the
former Y ugodlavia, and Angola, drawing on the basic case studies done in the first
phase of the Disarmament and Conflict Resolution (DCR) project, the DCR
guestionnaires completed by military and civilian personnel involved in these
operations, and some primary and secondary sourcemateria fromother sources. The
paper is divided into four sections. The first section examines the relationship
between the disarmament tasks of a mission, the overall mandate and the rules of
engagement and then discusses the issues raised by that overview. Next, the paper
explores the problems associated with mixing Chapter VI and VIl mandates and
contextsin Somdiaand the former Y ugodavia. Thethird section dealswith therole
of the media, and the fourth discussestheissues and problemsthat arise asaresult of
the multinational nature of United Nations operations asthey emerge fromthe DCR
guestionnaires. The paper concludes with a summary of recommendations that
emerge from the foregoing discussion.

! United Nations Ingtitute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR), Practitioners
Questionnaire on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization during Peacekeeping
Operations, Geneva: United Nations, January 1995.
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|. The Relationship between Mandates
and Rules of Engagement

1. Somalia?

The operation in Somalia occurred in three distinct phases with three different
mandates. Thefirst United Nations Observer Missionin Somaia(UNOSOM 1) was
authorized by the Security Council in Resolution 751 on 24 April 1992. It lasted until
the beginning of the Unified Task Force (UNITAF) operation. The UNOSOM |
mandate was limited and did not include any direct weapons control provisions, and
therefore, is not dealt with here. UNITAF was authorized on 3 December 1992 by
Resolution 794, and lasted from 9 December 1992 to May 1993. UNOSOM I
officially began on 4 May 1993 and ended with the withdrawal of UN forceson 31
March 1995.

The UNITAF mandate was established in the Security Council resolution
authorizing its creation and reflected the nature of the US offer “to take the lead in
organi zing and commanding such an operation” . Under Resolution 794, the Security
Council:

Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations authorizes the
Secretary-General and Member States cooperating to implement the [US offer]... to useall
necessary means to establish as soon as possible a secure environment for humanitarian
relief operationsin Somdia....

Although the need to establish a secure environment for the ddivery of
humanitarian aid was the key element of the mandate, the enabling resolution also
noted the Security Council’ s determination to “restore peace, stability and law and
order” andreaffirmedits” demandthat al parties, movementsand factionsin Somalia
immediately cease hogtilities, maintain a cease-fire throughout the country and
cooperate... with the military forces to be established....” The Security Council
wel comed the offer by the United States (though unnamed in the resolution itself) to
establish the operation to create the secure environment.

The US Central Command (USCENTCOM) was in charge of UNITAF. The
text of the mission statement issued by CENTCOM reads.

When directed by the National Command Authority, USCINCCENT will conduct
joint/combined military operationsin Somalia, to secure mgjor air and seaports, to provide

2 For adiscussion of the UN operation in Somaliaas awhole, see Clement Adibe,

Managing Armsin Peace Processes. Somalia, Geneva: United Nations, 1995.
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open and free passage of relief supplies, to provide security for relief convoys and relief
organizations, and to assist the United Nations/nongovernmental organizationsin providing
humanitarian relief under UN auspic&s3

The difference between the mandate of the UN operation as found in the
Security Council resolution and the mission statement devel oped by the US, reveals
an early disagreement between the UN Secretariat and the US government on the
extent to which the mandate required that the Somali factions be disarmed. The US
attitude was that disarmament was a secondary, operational decision to be made by
the Field Commander rather than a fundamenta part of the mandate.* The UN felt
that disarmament was a fundamental aspect of the mandate, represented by the call
for a secure environment and the establishment of a cease-fire.

The rules of engagement (RoE) established by the US, in the context of the
primary goa of establishing a secure environment, did provide for disarmament of
groupsandindividualsin certain situations. Asaresult, disarmament occurred aspart
of the UNITAF operation, though as a consequence of the RoE rather than as a
formal objective of the mandate> The rules of engagement for UNITAF were
established by CENTCOM prior to the beginning of themission. Thepeacetimerules
of engagement for CENTCOM were used as a base. These were then modified to
takeinto account the abundance of weapons under the control of unstable personsor
groupsin Somdia.® Thisfact was a potential threat to the mission and the RoE were
developed with that in mind.

These RoE appliedtoall of the countries participatingin UNITAF. They stated:

Crew served wegponsare considered athreat to UNITAF forcesand therelief effort whether
or not the crew demonstrates hostileintent. Commanders are authorized to use all necessary
force to confiscate and demilitarize crew served weapons in their areas of operations....
Within areas under the control of UNITAF Forces, armed individuals may be considered a
threat to UNITAF and the relief effort whether or not the individual demonstrates hostile
intent. Commanders are authorized to use all necessary forceto disarmindividualsin areas

% Asquoted by F.M. Lorenz in “Law and Anarchy in Somalia,” Parameters 23.4
(Winter 1993-94): fn 2.

4 Adibe, p. 67.

5 Other, limited weaponscontrol effortswere undertaken. See, Adibe, pp. 66-68 and
69-70.

6 The RoE were also developed within the context of the basic principles of
international humanitarian law and the laws of war. See Lorenz, “Law and Anarchy”.
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under the control of UNITAF. Absent a hostile or criminal act, individuals and associated
vehicles will be released after any weapons are removed/demilitarized.”

Depending on their interpretation, the RoE provided for quite significant and
strong action. Theauthorization of “al necessary force” in carrying out disarmament
actions, and theinstruction to consider crew-served weaponsand individualsto bea
threat “whether or not” they demondtrate “ hogtile intent”, were potentially powerful
rules of engagement. In practice, the ruleswereinterpreted to direct the confiscation
of weagpons only when they were openly displayed. This simplified the procedures
and made the rules clear to al concerned.

Commanderswerejustifiably reluctant to issue complex confiscation rulesthat required the
use of areference book or legal interpretation before a weapon could be taken. From the
beginning of the operation, UNITAF forces were called upon to exercise their individual
judgment in the confiscation of weapons. This outcome not only madethe policy relatively
easy to understand, but it protected theindividual rifleman who had to makequick decisions

under dangerous conditi ons®

In the outcome, a minimum of force was used. Soldiers generally approached
individuals and crew-served vehicles without using force and disarmed them, with
little trouble. Responses to the DCR Practitioners Questionnaire bear out this
experience.’

The RoE were clear not only to those implementing them but also to those on
thereceiving end. Asbecame particularly evident during UNOSOM |1, the extent of
the RoE and their interpretation were quickly transmitted to the Somali population.
In combination with the show of overwhelming force on the part of UNITAF, this
had the effect of ensuring a “secure environment” in Mogadishu. Within a short
period of time, weapons and technical vehicles were not carried or operated openly
in the streets of Mogadishu. This outcome is probably more properly described as
weapons management than disarmament since most weaponswere smply put out of
sight. The confiscations that did occur did little to contribute to an overal lowering

7

As quoted in F.M. Lorenz, “Rules of Engagement in Somaliaa Were They
Effective?,” Naval Law Review, May 1995.

8 Lorenz,“Law and Anarchy,” p. 31. Seealso Kenneth Allard, Somalia Operations:
Lessons Learned, National Defense University Press, 1995.

9 See, for example, the analysis of the DCR questionnaires presented in United
Nations Ingtitute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR), “Analysis Report of Practitioners
Questionnaires on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization During Peacekeeping
Operations: Somalia,” in Adibe, pp. 135-231.
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of the level of armament in the area. In this case, successful weapons management
was an outcome of the RoE rather than amission objective.

When UNOSOM |1 took over from UNITAF, therefore, it inherited a secure
environment but not a disarmed one. In addition to working to expand and enhance
the secure environment created by UNITAF, the Security Council gave UNOSOM
1 the following specific disarmament tasks'® based on the agreement reached by 15
representatives of the warring factions at Addis Ababa on 8 January 1993;

to maintain control of the heavy weapons of the organized factionswhich will have
been brought under international control pending their eventua destruction or transfer
to anewly condtituted national army; [and)]

to seize the small arms of al unauthorized armed elements and to assist in the
registration and security of such arms....**

As will be discussed below in the section on mixing Chapters VI and VI,
virtualy from the beginning, UNOSOM |1, which was considerably less equipped
and supported than UNITAF, had difficulty maintaining the secure environment. In
any situation, the disarmament of warring factionswhich still consider themselvesto
be in conflict with one another is extremely difficult and dangerous. Added to this,
the warring factions quickly understood the limits of UNOSOM |I1's abilities and
reacted accordingly. When the disarmament aspects of UNOSOM |I's mandate
became mixed in with the expanded mandate involving the pursuit of those
responsible for an attack on UN troops, the UNOSOM operation began to become
part of the conflict rather than separate fromiit.

The Importance of Mogadishu

During the UN’stime in Somdlia, the situations in Mogadishu and in the rest
of the country were markedly different in terms of the level of stability and thelocal
reaction to the UN’ s presence and its objectives. Outside Mogadishu, especidly in
the north, considerable progress was made towards political stability and
disarmament, and UN troops had little need to use the RoE to the extent required in
M ogadishu.*?

1 For afull discussion of the disarmament mandate for UNOSOM 11, see David

Cox’s chapter in this volume.
1 g/25354, 3 March 1993, paragraph 57, (c) and (d).
2 See Adibe, pp. 83-84; and Robert G. Patman, “The UN Operationin Somalia,” in

R. Thakur, C.A. Thayer, eds. A Crisis of Expectations, UN Peacekeeping in the 1990s, Boul der,
Colo: Westview Press, 1995, p. 103.
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However, theinability to maintain asecure environment and to pursue aviable
weapons management program in Mogadishu meant that the United Nations was
unable to achieve anything in the way of politica agreement or stability for the
country as awhole. Mogadishu was the key to success in Somalia for the fighting
factions. Attempting disarmament of the warring factions there was a dim prospect.
The UN’ sdecisionthat itsown successwas dependent on progressin Mogadishu and
its ultimate failure there trandated into overal failure in the country.

2. Haiti*®

The UN operation in Haiti unfolded in two phases. In thefirst phase, aUS-led
multi-nationa military operation (MNF), acting under Chapter V11 of theUN Charter
undertook to ensurethe departure of themilitary dictatorship and to establishasecure
environment. The MNF operation paved the way for a peacekeeping operation, the
United Nations Mission in Haiti (UNMIH), which was given the task of overseeing
thenext phaseinthe Haitian transition to democracy, asoutlined under the Governors
Idand Agreement.™

The mandatefor the MNF was based on Security Council Resolution 940 of 31
July 1994. By this resolution the Security Council authorized member states:

Toformamultinational force under unified command and control and ... touseall necessary
means to facilitate the departure from Haiti of the military leadership, ... the prompt return
of the legitimately elected President ... and to establish and maintain a secure and stable
environment that will permit implementation of the Governors Idand Agreement....15

Theresolution a so approved the establishment of an advanceteamfor UNMIH.
Perhaps reflecting a lesson from Somalia, instead of setting an exact date for the
transition to UNMIH, the Security Council called for the transition to occur “when
asecure and stable environment hasbeen established and UNMIH hasadequateforce
capability and structure to assume the full range of its functions’.*®

3 For adiscussion of the UN operation in Haiti as awhole, see Marcos Mendiburu,

Managing Arms in Peace Processes: Haiti, Geneva: United Nations, unpublished draft.

" The Governors Island Accord was signed by Aristide and Cédras at Governors
Island, under UN auspices on 3 July 1994. Inter alia, it included provisions for reforming the
parliament, the police and the Haitian army. It also provided for General Cédras’ departure and
Aristide’ s reinstatement as President.

% Security Council Resolution 940, 31 July 1994, paragraph 4.

6 Ibid., paragraph 8.



Rules of Engagement, Force Sructure and Composition 141

UNMIH’ smandatewasestablished in Security Council Resolution 867, passed
in 1993." The mandate, based in Chapter VI of the Charter, focuses on ensuring the
implementation of the provisions of the Governors Idand Agreement. The mandate
for UNMIH wasreaffirmed in Security Council Resolution 975 of 30 January 1995,
which approved the trangition from MNF to UNMIH. The transition was to be
completed by 31 March 1995.

Rules of Engagement

Whenthe MNF operationwasfirst conceived, it wasexpected that it woul d face
opposition from the military dictatorship and the Haitian army. A last-minute
agreement brokered by former US President Jimmy Carter dlowed for an unopposed
landing. Had the MNF been required to enter Haiti forcefully, the RoE would have
been combat RoE. As it was, the MNF troops were able to land in Haiti in a
“semi-permissive’ environment.

The RoE used by the MNF were written by the US Atlantic Command in
consultation with United Nations officids. As aways, they authorized the use of
sdlf-defense. The RoE aso provided for the use of force to control disturbances and
in responding to serious crimes. However, the use of deadly force was not permitted
for the purposes of disarming Haitians or stopping looting unlessthe peopleinvolved
demonstrated hogtile intent. The rules of engagement for UNMIH were more
restricted than those of the MNF, athough like those for the MNF, they reflected a
concernwith problemsassociated with public order rather than conflict.*® In response
to some widely-publicized incidents of situations in which Haitians were severely
beaten or killed and the UN troops did not intervene, the new RoE included a
provision for intervention to prevent desth or grievous bodily harm by a hostile
group, but only when authorized by the Force Commander.

Aswith UNITAF in Somalia, one of the key goalsof the MNF wasto establish
asecure environment. However, the similarity between thetwo situationsendsthere.
In the Haitian case, the secure environment was the precursor to a governmenta
transition, whereasin Somalia, asecure environment was established to facilitate the
ddivery of humanitarian aid. The MNF RoE reflected the fact that there was no
ongoing conflict in the country. The violence and threats faced by the MNF were
ones associated with public order rather than active resistance to the UN or ongoing

17 Security Council Resolution 867, 23 September 1993.

8 The inclusion of the ability to become involved in serious criminal acts was a
product of the uproar over incidents very early on in the MNF operation where MNF personnel
stood aside while someone was beaten. The media coverage of these types of events prompted
astrengthening of the RoE, permitting soldiersto intervene. Thisis an example of theinfluence
of the media on issues relating to RoE.
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conflict. In this respect, ateling contrast with Somaliais the restraint on the use of
force to disarm Haitians unless they demonstrated hostile intent.

In further contrast to the approach taken in Somalia, the MNF actively sought
out and confiscated weapons as part of itseffort to create asecure environment.” An
initial report from the MNF noted that the Force had taken control of the Heavy
Weagpon Company of the Haitian armed forces and begun a weapons control
program, including a weapons buy-back program. The report noted that such
activities" congtitute thefoundation for establishing the secureand stableenvironment
necessary to restore and maintain democracy in Haiti.”?° A later report noted that the
MNF “continuesto search aggressively for and seize weaponscaches.” [t went onto
state that operations against the “Front révolutionnaire pour I'avancement et le
progrésen Haiti (FRAPH) and the attachés weakened them, netted arms caches, and
were supported widely by the Haitian people.”?* In November, the MNF reported
that:

... with input from the Government of Haiti, the multinational force is overseeing the
dismantling of several companiesof the ForcesArméesd’ Haiti. Theweaponsreduction and
weapons buy-back programs have resulted in well over 13,000 weapons and explosives
being taken out of circulation. When provided with credible intelligence, the multinational
force continuesto conduct raids to confiscate weapons caches. Most of the confiscated and
purchased weapons have been destroyed.22

By late November the MNF was able to say that “there were no incidents of
violence directed against the Multinational Force or the United Nations Mission in
Haiti (UNMIH) advance team and no incidents in which forces of the Multinationa
Force had to fire their weapons in self-defense.”*

Initidly, there was some concern that the transition from MNF to UNMIH
might bring about adeterioration inthesecure environment that had been established,
and thusthreaten the pursuit of themission’ sobjectives. Withthe Somaliaexperience
in mind, the concern was that a more restricted, more lightly-armed, smaller-scale
operation might not be able to maintain security. More than 30,000 armswere either

¥ An interesting question is whether this was a lesson learned by the US, or a
decision made on the basis of the situation in Haiti - which was of a more limited scale (fewer
parties, fewer weapons), and which took place on an island (thus making it easier to control
incoming weapons).

2 9§/1994/1107, 28 September 1994.

2 §/1994/1148, 10 October 1994, p. 3.

2 9/1994/1258, 7 November 1994, p. 3.

% 9/1994/1321, 21 November 1994, p. 2.
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seized or bought by the MNF but it wasthought that alarge number of armsweretill
available to paramilitary groups, and that such groups were not committed to the
transition process. |n the end, however, security did not proveto beamagjor problem
for UNMIH. Itisnot clear that thisachievement can beattributed to any singlefactor.
The UNMIH operation was somewhat better supported in terms of equipment and
personnd than other peacekeeping operations, perhaps due to an ongoing US
commitment to the process. More particularly, UNMIH’ s overdl mission related to
adomestic governmental transitioninwhichtheprevious, illegal military regime had
left the country. The initia difficult objectives of the mission - the remova of the
military dictatorship and the administrative regime supporting it - had already been
accomplished before UNMIH was deployed.

3. The Former Yugodavia®

When first planned, the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) was
to be a traditional peacekeeping operation. The initial concept for the force was
outlined in areport by the Secretary-General in November 1991. In that report, the
Secretary-Generd stated that UN personnel “who were armed would have standing
insgtructions to use force to the minimum extent necessary and normally only in
sdif-defense.”? Although full consent and cooperation were still not forthcoming
from al of the parties to the conflict, in mid-February 1992 the Secretary-General
recommended that the proposed peacekeeping force be deployed. In making this
recommendation, he re-affirmed that “the norma rules in United Nations
peace-keeping operations for the bearing and use of arms [would] apply.” %

Rules of Engagement

The rules of engagement established for UNPROFOR reflect this essentia
premise - that the UNPROFOR operation was a peacekeeping operation and that
troops would act in self-defense. Since the 1970's, the concept of self-defense in
peacekeeping operations has been defined to include situations where troops are
being prevented from carrying out the mandate of the mission. UNPROFOR rules of
engagement thus gave personnel the authority to use their weapons to defend
themselves, other UN personnel, or persons and areas under their protection and,

2 For athorough discussion of the UNPROFOR operation and its political contexts,
see Barbara Ekwall-Uebelhart and Andrei Raevsky, Managing Arms in Peace Processes:
Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, Geneva: United Nations, 1996.

% g/23280, 11 December 1991, Annex |11, paragraph 4.

% g§/23592, 15 February 1992, p. 6, paragraph 22.
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acting under the authority of the Force Commander, to resist attempts by forceful
meansto prevent the mission from carrying out its duties. In addition, UNPROFOR
rules of engagement added a provision specific to the misson mandate, which
permitted the use of weaponstoresist “ deliberate military or para-military incursions
into the United Nations Protected Areas.”*’

The actual guiddlinesfor how and under what circumstances weaponswere or
were not to be used provided for a series of options. The option chosen depended
upon the situation. For example, optionsin response to hostile intent or acts without
returning fire ranged from observation, reporting and withdrawa to warning the
aggressor of theintent to use force and demonstrating intent to do so. Specific steps
wereto be followed when dealing with an aggressor, ending with the use of force as
alast resort. In using fire, retaliation was forbidden and minimum force was to be
used a al times. When disarming paramilitary units, civilians or soldiers,
UNPROFOR personnel were permitted to use minimum forcewhenthefailureto do
so would have resulted in UNPROFOR being unable to carry out its task, or when
hogtile intent was demonstrated or a hostile act committed. In addition, a readiness
system was established which provided for different levels of dert in agiven areaof
operations to alow for a graduated response to changing threat situations.

The situations in which force might be used without issuing a challenge were
limited to those in which:

An attack by an aggressor comes so unexpectedly that even amoment’ sdelay could: a. lead
to desth or seriousinjury to the UN personnel; b. lead to death or seriousinjury to person
whomitisthe UNPROFOR duty to protect; or, c. the prog)eny which UNPROFOR hasbeen
ordered to guard with firearmsis actually under attack. 8

Mgjor-Generd John Maclnnis, the deputy force commander for UNPROFOR
from June 1993 to August 1994, stated said that during visitsto units he made a habit
of asking individual soldiers to explain the conditions under which force might be
used automaticaly:

Inreturn, | expected threeitems: thefact that they, their mates, or their positionswerebeing
targeted; that they could identify the source of the fire; and that they could engage their
attackers without causing harm to non-combatants.?®

27

Force Commander Directive No. 01, Rules of Engagement, 24 March 1992, draft.
See also Force Commander’s Policy Directive No. 13, Revised, 24 June 1994.

% 1bid.

®  Maor-General John A. Maclnnis, “The Rules of Engagement for UN
Peacekeeping Forcesin Former Yugoslavia: A Response,” Orbis (Winter 1995): p. 98.
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Thekey rule of engagement, unchanging no matter the situation, wasthe right
of UN personnel to use force in self-defense when faced with aggression that was
life-threatening. Asoccurred in Somalia, aset of basic guiddineswas established for
distribution to all troops, emphasizing the right to use force in self-defense, the need
to use minimum force and the imperative of using it only as a last resort. The
guiddines provided the conditionsfor opening fire and gave the Serbo-Croat phrase
to be used when challenging (see Annex 3).

Changes in the rules of engagement were made by the Force Commander for
theforce asawhole. Perhapsin recognition of the varied tasks and situations facing
UNPROFOR troops, Sector Commandersweregiventheauthority to changethe RoE
within sectors and to delegate this authority to battalion commanders. Given the
varied tasks and situations of UNPROFOR troops and the differencesin the degree
of armament of the different national contingents, the importance of RoE to the
implementation of weapons management tasks also varied widely.

Disarmament | ssues - The UNPROFOR Experience

Themandatefor UNPROFOR troopsevolved over timeasthe Security Council
adjusted and added tasks to the mission. The main disarmament tasks involved
overseeing the demilitarization of UN Protected Areas (UNPA's) and later, Safe
Areas®

A potentially serious conflict existed in the apparent contradiction between the
characterization of the UNPROFOR mission as a peacekeeping operation and the
tasks the troops were mandated to fulfill in a non-consensual situation of ongoing
conflict. In such situations, the balance between being pushed into failure and being
drawninto conflictisadelicate one. The disarmament and demobilization provisions
that became part of the UNPROFOR mandate were a particular potential flashpoint
inthisrespect since, asin Somalia, they affected the very foundation of security for
the various fighting groups.

Overdl, UNPROFOR’s success in carrying out its disarmament tasks was
mixed. Some early successes were followed by stalemates astheimplications of the
mandate, and the constraintson UN forcesin terms of the degreeto which they were
willing or ableto useforce to implement the disarmament mandate, became evident
to the parties affected. As a result, parties smply refused to participate in the
disarmament process when it no longer suited them to have it continue. Faced with
situationsin which theintransigent party was stronger in numbers and weaponsthan
UNPROFOR, it was unusual, not surprisingly, for UNPROFOR personnel to try to

% See David Cox’s chapter in this volume for afull discussion of the UNPROFOR
disarmament mandate.
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force the situation, even though this was an option that was open to them in the
RoE.*

Anexampleof thisproblem occurred intheimplementation of the disarmament
provisions of the Vance plan in Sector East.** One of the responses to the Vance
plan’s provision for demilitarization was to convert armed troops into so-caled
specid police and thereby claim that they were permitted to carry arms. In late July
1992, in Sector East, UNPROFOR troops tried to resolve this problem. The
Secretary-Generd’ s report describes the situation as follows:

A brigade of “Specia Police” were blocked in the north-western corner of the Baranja by
elementsof the Belgian battalion. At the sametime, alarge number of “border police” were
blockaded by the Russian battalion in the area between Lipovac and Marinci. In each case,
the situation deteriorated rapidly and, to avoid bloodshed, it was decided to suspend the use
of force and further negotiations ensued. This led to the surrender of approximately 500
persona weaponsto the Belgian battalion. Sincethat time, however, theseso-caled“ police’
have continued to resist disarmament and have becomeincreasingly hostileto UNPROFOR
personnel 3

A DCRinterview with an UNPROFOR member who was part of the operation
gives further emphasis to the outcome;

Afterwards the situation became quite tense.... This disarmament operation was possible
because the Serbs did not realize what was happening. We could not repest this type of
action. Wedid not have the mandate to enforceit. Even having such amandate you haveto
think of the policy which might have been given to the nationa contingents of the UN
troops. After initial success, the sector never, never could disarm further those militias.

4. Angola

UNAVEM I Mandate and Sequence of Events

The second United Nations Angola Verification Misson (UNAVEM 1) was
established to monitor the implementation of the Peace Accords for Angola® and to
verify that its provisionswere being properly implemented. The Accords established
aJoint Palitical-Military Commission (CCPM) whichwasresponsiblefor overseeing

3 Asmentioned previously, the use of force was permitted if the failure to disarm
would have prevented UNPROFOR from carrying out its task.

% See Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky for afull description.
% 5/24600, 28 September 1992, p. 3.

3 DCR Interview, 13 UNPF HQ.

% Acordos de Paz, 1 May 1991.
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the peace process as a whole. A Joint Verification and Monitoring Commission
(CMVF) wasa so established, consisting of representativesfromthegovernment and
theUnion for the Totd Independence of Angola(UNITA), and representativesfrom
Portugal, the United States and the Soviet Union. The CMVF srole was to ensure
compliance with the cease-fire which formed the cornerstone of the agreement.
The Accords called for a complete cease-fire throughout the country. As part
of the cease-fire process, troops from government and UNITA forces were to
assemble at 50 locations, 60 days after the cease-fire went into effect. At these
assembly points, all armamentsand munitionswereto be collected, stored and subject
to inspection. Prior to the planned dections, troops would be sent for training in
advance of joining the new Angolan armed forces or would be demobilized.*
Thetasksfor UNAVEM Il membersinvolved observation and monitoring of
the process, asit was being implemented and monitored by the CMVF groups. Inthis
regard, therefore, the UNAVEM |l observers were an adjunct, rather than a
fundamental part of the peace accord implementation process.
The United Nations described their job as follows:

In essence, their task was to verify that joint monitoring groups... carried out their
responsibilities. Working closely with these monitoring groups, UNAVEM |1 verification
teams provided support in the investigation and resolution of aleged violations of the
cease-fire. They responded to requestsfor assistance and used their good officesto resolve
problems within monitoring groups. In addition, UNAVEM Il took the initiative in
monitoring someaspectsof the Accords, such astheregular counting of troopsand weapons
intheassembly areas, aswell asmonitoring of unassembled troops, demobilized troops, and
troops selected to join the new Angolan Armed Forces™

TheUNAVEM I structure mirrored that of the CMVF. Military observer teams
of fivepersonnel eachwere deployed at assembly points. Two-person observer teams
(sometimes more) were deployed at “critical points’ such as ports and airports, and
mobile rapid reaction teams were established to investigate incidents and violations
in areas without aUNAVEM |1 presence.

% See Annex |11 of the Accords, which outlines the planned sequence of events
following the cease-fire.

87 United Nations Department of Public Information (DP!), “ The United Nationsand
the Situation in Angola, May 1991-February 1995,” Reference Paper, New Y ork: Department
of Public Information, February 1995, p. 1.
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Although the demobilization/disarmament process was not complete,® the
elections went ahead as scheduled. Thiswas aturning point for the mission and for
the peace process. The disarmament, demobilization and reintegration of troopsfrom
both sides was the cornerstone of the peace process. Proceeding with the elections
when that process was still incomplete was a high-risk decision.® When the results
of the dections were announced in mid-October 1992, UNITA renounced the
€lection process and returned to fighting. Troopsat assembly points|eft, taking their
wespons with them. The resulting fighting took the country back to civil war.

Sincethiswas gtrictly an observation mission, the military personnel involved
inUNAVEM Il wereunarmed observers. Inaddition, the UN troopswereeffectively
one step removed from the actua disarmament process since they were monitoring
themonitors. Rulesof engagement were, therefore, not acritical factor inthisprocess.
But there are still some lessons to be drawn from this experience, especialy in light
of other case studies. Responsesto the DCR questionnaires demonstrate the depth of
the failure of the cease-fire/disarmament process in Angola right from the very
beginning of the process. Respondents also revealed a strong degree of frustration
about their inability to do anything about thisfailure except to stand by and watch the
process disintegrate. However, when the role of the United Nations is confined to
monitoring the monitors, and itsrole in the peace process asawholeisaso limited,
there islittle the United Nations can do when the process goes wrong. In addition,
even though the UN ison the periphery of the process, it ill takesalarge portion of
the blame when things go wrong.

5. Implications
This spectrum of experiences raise some important questions relating to the

importance of a secure environment and the role of force in establishing that secure
environment.

% According to the UN, as of June 1992, 85% of UNITA troops had reached
assembly points but only 4% were demobilized. Only 37% of the government’s troops had
reached assembly points, but 50% had been demobilized. S/24145, 24 June 1992. Ensuring
sufficient food supplies at the assembly points also proved to be amajor problem, adding to the
disincentives for troops to stay at, and respect, the assembly points.

¥ Respondents to the questions concerning whether adequate consideration was
given to the disarmament component of the mission (questions 7.5 and 7.6) emphasized the
degree to which the failure of the disarmament process affected the mission as awhole.
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The Importance of a Secure Environment

Although UNOSOM |1 inherited a“secure’ environment from UNITAF, and
despitethemission having the samebasic RoE asUNITAF, it wasunabletomaintain
that secure environment. This was certainly a contributing factor to the mission's
problems and rai ses the question of the sequence of operations. Would the situation
have been different if UNITAF had used its Chapter VII authority to undertake a
serious disarmament mission as away of establishing a secure environment, rather
than simply establishing asecureenvironment through the presence of overwhelming
force?Had disarmament occurred firgt, resulting in asecure environment, would that
have paved theway for the Chapter V1 goal s of the UNOSOM mandate to be pursued
without being hindered by the task of forcefully disarming key factions? In this
respect, the Haitian experienceisan interesting counter-example. There, disarmament
was a part of the creation of asecure environment and seemed to pave the way for a
successful transition to UNMIH and a continuation of the peace process. So many
other factors enter into this equation, however, that further study on this question
would be required before asserting a firm connection.

The Role of Perceptions and Overwhelming Force

One suggestion that arises from the experience of UNITAF, the MNF, and, by
contrast, the failure of the peace process in Angola, is that the presence of
overwhelming force does make a difference. This raises a difficult question. When
parties to a conflict sign a peace agreement and ask for UN support in its
implementation and when the disarmament elements of the processare critica tothe
success of the peace agreement, should the UN go to the mission prepared and
equipped to enforce the implementation if necessary? An affirmative answer to this
would mean that even in missions based in Chapter V1, where disarmament formed
acritical part of the process, the UN would send troops equi pped to moveto enforce
theagreement (under Chapter VI1) if the partiesbegan to viol ate the agreement or the
processfatered. The shift would require aformal changein mandate by the Security
Council, but when that occurred those on the ground would aready be prepared for
the shift.*

The advantage of working thisway would be that, in tenuous situations where
agreement exists but is fragile, and where UN assistance has been requested, the
demondtration effect of such a commitment on the part of the international
community might keep the process on track. This approach issimilar to the original
ideaof peace enforcement unitsoutlined by Secretary-General BoutrosBoutros-Ghali

40

In Canadian terms, this might be termed Chapter VII if necessary but not
necessarily Chapter VII.
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in his Agenda for Peace.** Whilethisisadecidedly more costly way of operatingin
the near term, over thelong termit isalwaysless expensiveto prevent adeterioration
of the processthan to deal with the effects of further conflict. However, the prospect
for successin this regard must be balanced against the possibility that such actions
may only re-create the dilemmas associated with mixing Chapter VI goas with
Chapter VII methods even though Chapter VI methodswould only beinvoked asa
last resort. Making thisdeli cate balancework would depend agreat deal onthe UN’s
ability to make good judgements about the best response in tenuous situations. This
is a condition that many feel is simply not present at the United Nations at the
moment.

At the same time, making an ability to field sufficient numbers of troops
adequately armed for a potential shift to Chapter VIl a requirement for United
Nations involvement in such situations may actualy deter involvement. While this
might prevent instances where inadequate numbers of poorly-equipped UN troops
contribute to or become part of a deteriorating situation, it might also prevent a
decision that it is better to have some form of UN participation in a given situation
than to not be there at al - the basis of theinitial decision to deploy UNPROFOR.

If partiesto a conflict are absolutely determined to continue fighting, they will
not be dissuaded by aUN presence. However, if one of the overal conclusionsfrom
the DCR study is that there are some situations in which a show of force (not ause
of force) and commitment (a willingness to take the next step if necessary) might
keep aprocess on track, then this is a connection that needs to be studied further.

[I. ChaptersVI and VII

Theimplementation of therulesof engagementinthe UN operationsin Somalia
and the former Y ugod avia suggest that the mixing of Chapter VI and VII mandates
and contexts has a serious impact on the operation. Both the UNPROFOR and the
UNOSOM I operations had mandates which were based on Chapter VI of the
Charter but invoked Chapter V1. Both operations also occurred in situations where
fighting was ongoing, and both were given varying degrees of consent for their
activities. In the case of Somalia, the maintenance of Chapter VII in the UNOSOM
Il mandate was intended to provide the mission with the ability to deal with an
operationadly difficult situation. For UNPROFOR, invoking Chapter V1l was meant
to send astrong signal to the partiesto the conflict. In both cases the idea backfired.

4 See paragraph 44 in Agenda for Peace, June 1992,
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1. Somalia

The trangition from UNITAF to UNOSOM 11 officialy occurred on 4 May
1993. Security Council Resolution 814, passed on 26 March 1993, and approved a
broad mandatefor the new operation, asoutlined by the Secretary-General inareport
on Somalia.** Although the mandate of the mission was geared to Chapter VI goals
(political stability, reconciliation and reconstruction), in light of the continuing
volatile nature of the situation on the ground, the Security Council, on the
recommendation of the Secretary-General, specifically placed the operation under
Chapter V11 of the Charter, thus giving UNOSOM 11 troops enforcement powers.

Initialy, the UNOSOM Il operation adopted the RoE established under
UNITAF (seeAnnex 1). However, immediately after thetransition, inMay 1993, the
secure environment in Mogadishu began to deteriorate, and armed clashes between
Somalis and UNOSOM members became more frequent. This prompted the
commander of UNOSOM |1, Lt. Genera Bir, to issue Fragmentary Order 39. This
order amended the RoE to alow for the use of force on a much broader bass,
specifically: “organized, armed militias, technicas and other crew-served weapons
are consdered a threat to UNOSOM Forces and may be engaged without
provocation.”* In addition, the Fragmentary Order also allowed for air attacks on
“‘armed Somdlis in vehicles moving from known militia areas at night, after
obtaining approval from the Quick Reaction Force Commander.”*

The combination of UNOSOM'’ smandate, and itsnow strengthened RoE, made
the operation quite powerful, at least on paper: the number of people that could be
stopped was expanded; the mandate called for extensive and intrusive disarmament;
and the mission had the ability to use force. However, the revised RoE did little to
assist themission in dedling with the situation they faced. In the absence of thelarge
numbers of the well-armed UNITAF troops, the warring factions began to push the
limits of the UNOSOM mission, very quickly determining its strengths and
wesknesses.

The Hunt for Aideed and the End to I mpartiality
Soon &fter the shift in RoE, on 5 June 1993, a series of armed confrontations
took place between Somalis and Pakistani troops, some of whom were involved in

42 “Further Report of the Secretary-General Submitted in Pursuance of Paragraphs
18 and 19 of Resolution 794 (1992),” S/25354, 3 March 1993.

4 Quoted in Lorenz, “Rules of Engagement,” p. 3; and in Allard, p. 37 (emphasis
added).

4 Lorenz, “Rules of Engagement,” p. 3.
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inspecting weapons storage sites. In the end, 24 Pakistani soldierswerekilled and a
large number were injured. Reinforcement from Italian and US troops (from the US
Quick Reaction Force) was needed to bring an end to the fighting. The incidents
prompted the Security Council to pass Resolution 837, which invoked Chapter V11
and called for aninquiry into the day’ s events. It also called for the neutralization of
the radio system, and provided for the use of “all necessary measures againgt those
responsible for the armed attacks’, with the goa of arresting those responsible.”
Aideed was not specifically named in the resolution, but the resolution did indicate
that the attacks “apparently” came from members of the United Somali Congress
(USC), effectively formalizing an antagonistic relationship between UNOSOM and
the USC.

This addition to the UNOSOM mandate marked anew phasein themission’s
use of force and its relations with the local population. UNOSOM and US forces
actively and forcefully sought out Aideed and his supporters, significantly stepping
up the level of combat and tension in Mogadishu. The differentiation between
UNOSOM '’ s disarmament mandate and the use of “all necessary means’ in pursuit
of Aideed and his supporters was effectively lost as the tenson in Mogadishu
increased.* The melding together of the two objectives was cemented in the high-
profile, high-pressure tactics used in pursuit of Aideed. This generated strong
resistancefromthelocal population and brought an abrupt end to UNOSOM'’ simage
of impartiaity.

The Secretary-Generd’s reports provide a good indication of the United
Nations approach to disarmament and to the pursuit of Aideed's United Somali
Congress (USC) at that time:

In a series of carefully planned precision air and ground military actions, UNOSOM 1|
disabled or destroyed ordnance, wegpons and equipment located in three previoudy
authorized weapons storage sites, and a related clandestine military facility used for the
ambush on 5 June. These and subsequent strikeswere conducted utilizing tacticsthat would
minimize casualties aswell as collateral damage to nearby areas™’

In August 1993, the Secretary-General noted that:

Disarmament effortsarea med primarily at themilitiaswhich had intimidated and terrorized
Somali society, and their heavy weapons. Voluntary disarmament is the basic assumption
underlying the disarmament program. If certain factions refuse to disarm voluntarily,
UNOSOM isleft with no choice but to disarm them through compulsion.... Low-intensity

% Resolution 837, 6 June 1993.
% SeeAdibe, p. 88.
47 §/26022, 1 July 1993, p. 5.
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attacksonkey facilities... may continue. I nthesecircumstancesand asmandated by Security
Council resolution 837 (1993), UNOSOM will have to maintain a forceful disarmament
program in south Mogadishu as long as resistance continues. More active patrolling,
weapons confiscations, and operations against USC/SNA militia depots have been
undertaken....*®

Two critical thingshappenedinthisprocess. First, the UNOSOM operation|ost
credibility and impartiality as a result of the pursuit of Aideed. Both of these
characteristicswere needed in order to continueto effectively pursue the Chapter V1
gods of the mandate.

Second, the whole sequence of events entrenched akind of ongoing resistance
tothe UNOSOM operation among theloca warring factions, contributing to afurther
deterioration of the security situation in Mogadishu. Although the RoE werethereto
respond to this problem, UNOSOM personnel seemed unwilling and, perhaps more
importantly, unable to use them to deal with the situation.” In any case, by the fall
of 1993, the balance had shifted and UN forces were now unable to enter into large
areas of Mogadishu that had previously been open to them.

The Post-October 1993 Situation

The turning point for the UNOSOM 11 operation occurred on 3 October 1993
when aUNOSOM raid on ameeting of Aideed aideswasengaged by Somali militia.
Two US helicopters were downed in the resulting battle. Seventy-eight US troops
were wounded, and 18 UStroops werekilled. Estimates of Somali dead and injured
ranged from 500 to 1,000. After the battle, chanting Somalisdragged one of the dead
US soldiers through the streets of Mogadishu. This image was captured by news
cameras and transmitted widdly in the United States. The widespread international
media attention given to the incident had a number of conseguences. UNOSOM
effectively ended the hunt for Aideed; the United States announced that it would
withdraw its troops by 31 March 1994; and, at the same time, the US sent the 13th
Marine (MEU) to Somaliato protect UNOSOM troops.

Marine snipers were insrumenta in re-establishing security for UNOSOM
forces. They operated under the RoE already established for UNOSOM, including
Fragmentary Order 39. However, the interpretation of the RoE how emphasized that
crew-served wegpons should automatically be engaged, whether or not they showed
hostile intent, in the areas controlled by UNOSOM.

% §/26317, p. 5, paragraphs 15 and 16 (emphasis added).

4 DCR questionnaire responses also indicate that the degree to which national
contingents were willing to respond forcefully to this situation varied.



154 Managing Arms in Peace Processes: The | ssues

In Somaliaword travels fast, and the local population was acutely aware of the US ROE.
The UNOSOM Psychological Operations Office assisted, and the local paper and radio
station announced the policy. Although they may not know theterm “ROE”, local Somalis
knew that they would be shot if they carried a crew served weapon within sight of the
UNOSOM/US Forces compound. This proved highly effectivein keeping the weapons of f
the street and reducing the threat to UNOSOM/US forces®

A consequence of the October incidentsfor UNOSOM wasashift in emphasis
in the RoE, from mandate implementation to force protection, and a shift in
geographica scope from broader areas in Mogadishu to UNOSOM areas. The
emphasis, asit had been in UNITAF, was now on ensuring a secure environment,
albeit in amuch smaller area of operation in Mogadishu.

The atmosphere in Mogadishu had changed significantly since the transition
from UNITAF to UNOSOM in May 1993. Hopes that the Chapter VI goals of the
mandate might be successfully implemented faded during the pursuit of Aideed. Such
hopes effectively disappeared altogether after October. The October incident and the
use of snipersto protect UNOSOM meant that UNOSOM activitieswere limited to
those that could be conducted securely or those that could be carried out under the
protection of the Marines. When the RoE for those protecting UNOSOM troopswere
changed in January (see below), Somalis again reacted accordingly. Crew-served
weapons gppeared on the streets of Mogadishu in away that had not occurred since
thearrival of UNITAF, constraining UNOSOM force movementsamost to the point
of inutility. All sides now appeared to move into a posture of waiting for UNOSOM
withdrawal, with UNOSOM'’s freedom of action in Mogadishu now extremely
limited and that of the Somali factions essentialy unlimited.

Inastrangeway, UNITAFand UNOSOM || suffered frommixed identitiesand
mixed missions. UNITAF was a Chapter VII mission with a Chapter VII mandate
and entered a situation where it was thought that the use of force would be necessary
and likely. The approval of “al necessary means’ by the Security Council reflected
that prospect. In the end, little in the way of the actua use of force was required to
fulfill the key mission goa - establishing a secure environment for the delivery of
humanitarian aid. UNOSOM |1 was given a Chapter VI mandate but, in the absence
of a stable political situation, it was given the authority to continue to act under
Chapter VII. Thedecision to pursue“forceful” wegpons management in UNOSOM
I1, and thelater decision to pursue a specific faction (and itsweapons), had the rather
ironic result of making the “peacekesping” operation more of an enforcement
operation than its predecessor.

In doing this, the UNOSOM operation underwent a fundamental shift.

% Lorenz, “Rules of Engagement,” p. 5.
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Thereisabasic conceptual difference between arms control and disarmament. Removing
or limiting the major weapons of an inferior or defeated military force can be thought of as
aform of arms control, but to commit military forces to the mission of forcibly disarming
apopulaceisto commit those forcesto acombat situation that may thereafter involvethem
as an active belligerent.>

2. Former Yugodavia

UNPROFOR Mission Context

Although the parties to the conflict in the former Yugodavia continued to
withhold full consent for the presence of UNPROFOR, over time the Security
Council expanded the mandate of the mission, adding new tasks to the origina
objectives and broadening its geographic scope. Faced with the ongoing
unwillingness of the parties to give full consent to the operation (either by written
agreement or in practice), the Security Council eventualy resorted to invoking
Chapter V11 of the Charter® and the now worn phrase “al necessary means’. Yet,
throughout these changes, UNPROFOR remai ned apeacekeeping operation. Assuch,
itsrulesof engagement werefundamentally anchoredin self-defense, and emphasized
themaintenance of impartidity. Notransitionto amoreformal enforcement operation
wasmade. Likethe UN troopsin Somdia, UN troopsintheformer Y ugodaviafound
themsalvesin amix of Chapters VI and VI, in asituation of ongoing conflict.

UNPROFOR troops began deployment in Croatiain March 1992 and by May
1992, it wasclear that the hoped-for resol ution of obstaclesto afully-observed cease-
fire was ill out of reach. Rather than being solidified, the conditions for
peacekeeping, (not present when UNPROFOR first deployed), seemed to have
dipped further out of reach. This generated considerable tension on the ground,
especially ininstanceswhen partiesto the conflict said onething and then went ahead
and did another, knowing that UNPROFOR personnel would be unable to do
anything about it.> In arather prescient statement, the Secretary-General discussed
the constraints imposed by the UNPROFOR situation and said:

5 Allard, p. 64.

%2 Thefirst invocation of Chapter V11 cameon 30 May 1992, when Security Council
Resolution 757 authorized all necessary means to ensure the delivery of humanitarian aid in
Bosnia-Herzegovina

% See, for example, the Secretary-General’s description of a series of incidents
including one where one militiareneged on an agreement to give saf e passage to personnel from
another group and killed a number of them in the presence of UNPROFOR officers. The
description is found in $/23900, 12 May 1992, pp. 8-9.
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It could be argued that in these circumstances the United Nations should consider the
possihility of deploying an“intervention force” which would be sent in, without the consent
of all the parties, to enforce an end to the fighting.... Given the intensity and scale of the
fighting, such a concept would require many tens of thousands of troops equipped for
potential combat with heavily armed and determined adversaries. | do not believe that an
enforcement action of thiskind isapracticable proposition.... [Similarly, with respect to the
delivery of humanitarian aid,] to ensure effective protection in the absence of agreements
betweentheparties,... it would be necessary to provideconvoysof relief supplieswitharmed
escorts whose rules of engagement would permit them to open fire if a convoy was
attacked.... The addition of this task to UNPROFOR’s mandate would risk involving the
Forcein hostile encounterswith those whose cooperation will be necessary if UNPROFOR
is to succeed in fulfilling its existing mandate... [I] do not therefore recommend that the
Security Council pursue this option at the present time.

The early decision to deploy and then to stay on with apeacekeeping operation
inanon-consent situation solidified the context for the UNPROFOR operation. It was
clear fromthebeginning that it was undesirable, and operationally impossible (given
the scarcity of troop and equipment contributions), to convert the peace-keeping
operation into one with an enforcement mandate. It was also clear that the political
will to agree to and support afull-scale Chapter V11 enforcement operation was not
present, in spite of the volatile nature of the situation.

Safe Areas, Air Strikes and Further Congtraints
By mid-1993, with the conflict in theformer Y ugodaviaentering anew phase,
the Security Council shifted to a new strategy for the protection of the safe areas it
had established. Thenew mandatecalled for UNPROFOR to deter attacksagainst the
safeareas, to monitor the cease-fire, and to promotethewithdrawa of military units.®
Resolution 836, of 4 June 1993, invokes Chapter VI of the Charter and:

AuthorizesUNPROFOR,... actingin sl f-defense, to takethe necessary measures, including
the use of force, in reply to bombardments against the safe areas by any of the partiesor to
armed incursion in to them or in the event of any deliberate obstruction in or around those
aress to the freedom of movement of UNPROFOR or of protected humanitarian convoys
(paragraph 9); [and]

Decides that,... Member states, acting nationally or through regiona organizations or
arrangements, may take, under the authority of the Security Council,... all necessary
measures, through the use of air power,... to support UNPROFOR in the performance of its
mandate... (paragraph 10).

* $/23900, 12 May 1992.

% Thesafeareasaredeat within Security Council Resolutions 819, 16 April 1993;
824, 6 May 1993; and 836, 4 June 1993. For background and the initial mandate for the safe
areas, see Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky.
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In discussing the implementation of the resolution, the Secretary-Generd
re-emphasized that this new stage remained a peacekesping one:

The operational concept for keeping the safe areas safe, and the number of troops required
for this purpose, will be determined by the degree of cooperation which it is assumed that
the belligerent parties will provide. It is however clear that, regardless of troops levels,
UNPROFOR forces must be equipped with both the means necessary for sdlf-defense
againgt any likely threat and the physical protection needed to perform essentia tasksin
relaive %fety.56

The Secretary-Genera indicated that full implementation of the Security
Council resol utionwould require 34,000 troopsto achievethe strategy of “ deterrence
through strength”. However, failing achievement of that level, a“light” option was
possible which would require only 7,600 troopsand (presumably heavy) relianceon
air action. The Secretary-Genera pointed out that thislight option fit with what “can
redistically be expected from Member States.”*

Thus, in spite of warnings by the Secretary-Genera® and recommendations of
a Security Council mission just returned from a visit to the field,> the Security
Council once again added to the mandate, invoked Chapter V11, but did not ater the
peacekeeping nature of the operation. It isparticularly noteworthy that in Resolution
836, the Security Council chose to insert the phrase “acting in self-defense” after
invoking Chapter VII.

The generd strategy behind this new approach was to achieve deterrence of
incursionsinto the safe areasthrough aUN presence. Experienceinthefidd didlittle
to suggest that deterrence might be achieved by the use of existing forces. The parties
to the conflict had fully grasped the degree to which UNPROFOR troops were
willing or able to use force and smply worked around them, or when necessary
challenged and thwarted them. In the absence of any willingness to shore up the

% §/25939, 14 June 1993, p. 2.

5 1bid., p. 3. Thelight option was approved by Security Council Resolution 844, 18
June 1993.

% The Secretary-General’ swarning was not specific to thisinstance. In his reports,
he continually reminded the Security Council of the inherent contradiction in UNPROFOR'’s
existence as a peacekeeping operation. See for example his report of May 1993, where he
discussed three optionsfor UNPROFOR: withdrawal, enforcement against the Serbs, and leaving
the operation asit was. In the end, he did not recommend accepting any of the options. $/24848,
May 1993.

% Report of the Security Council Mission Established Pursuant to Resolution 819,
S/25700, 30 April 1993. The Mission felt that the designation of further safe areaswould require
arevised mandate and different rules of engagement.
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numbers and capabilities of the troops on the ground, the Security Council turned to
the idea of backing up the UNPROFOR troops by enforcement from the air.

Although the air strategy was given a boost by NATO in early 1994,% in the
end, thisconcept of deterrencethrougha*“light” UN presence backed up by air power
proved afailure. Near the end of 1994, the Secretary-General noted:

Theexperiences at Gorazde and Bihac provide stark evidence that in the absence of consent
and cooperation, the“light option”, adopted asaninitial measure and supported by air power
alone, cannot be expected to be effective in protecting the safe areas. The presence of a
company-strength unit could not stop the Serb advance towards the town of Bihac. The
threat of air action wasintended to deter attacks on the safeareaswith limited UNPROFOR
presence. However, experienceintheuse of air power... demonstratesanumber of technical
constraints which limit its effectiveness **

The Secretary-General went on to again remind the Security Council of the
tenuous nature of the situation of UNPROFOR troops associated with the safe areas:

In the absence of agreement by the parties to the safe-area regime, the Security Council is
faced with a choice as to the extent to which UNPROFOR is to be mandated to enforce
respect for the safe areas by unwilling warring parties. ... | do not believe that UNPROFOR
should be given the mandate to enforce compliance with the safe-area regime. The use of
forcethat would be necessary to implement such amandate would, as| have aready stated,
prevent UNPROFOR from carrying out its overall mandate.... In short, such a mandate

would be incompatible with the role of UNPROFOR as a peace-keegping force.%?

There are two clear, interrdated themes that emerge in examining this
experience. Firgt, adthough the prospect of moving to full-scde Chapter VII
enforcement was actively debated internationaly, there was never sufficient
momentum or political will to ater the peacekeeping nature of the operation. This
meant that UNPROFOR troopswere constantly operating in adifficult, constrained,
contradictory environment. Theinvocation of Chapter V11 had littleeffect onthe RoE
and the day-to-day dilemmas faced by UNPROFOR troops.

An UNPROFOR member interviewed by DCR researchers stated that:

% See Ekwall-Uebelhart and Ragvsky.
61 §/1994/1389, 1 December 1994, p. 7.
2 hid,, p. 14.
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The RoE were quite clear, [and] cover most of the situations, but... they are not practical for
normal soldiers. The RoE are very strong, and ask for things that, when they happenwedid
not apply. The mandate was under Chapter VI of the Charter.

Second, the warring parties read the international political Situation, the limits
of therules of engagement and the contradictory nature of the peacekeepers' position
very well. They worked around the constraints placed on their operations by the
presence of the United Nations, and when necessary they simply blocked UN
activitiesin order to pursue their goals.

With respect to disarmament, and to the other objectives of the mission, the
invocation of Chapter VII has little effect as long as the operation remains a
peacekeeping one. Adding Chapter V11 to amandate may giveadded political weight
or emphasis to the tasks, but it does little to ater the means by which the military
carries them out as long as the operation continues to rely on the consent of the
parties. The mandate from the United Nationsis most directly communicated to the
partieson thereceiving end of the mission through theforcesdeployed ontheground
- the way they act, are equipped, and are deployed. When they are only marginaly,
if a all, reinforced with added numbers and equipment, and the rules of engagement
are unchanged, the message transmitted to the receiving partiesisthat very little has
changed.

When considered in conjunction with the Somalia experience, thisleadsto the
conclusion that in situations where the conflict is active, the pursuit of disarmament
gods using RoE short of combat is unlikely to be successful. Invoking Chapter VII
will only ater thisoutlook if the troops representing the United Nationsare given the
mandate, rules of engagement and physical support to be credible in their mission.

[11. Issues Associated with Multinational Operations

One of the most striking aspects of the DCR questionnaire responses in the
cases being examined here is the remarkable consistency of the responses in the
section dealing with the multinational force composition of the operations.® The
advantages to working multilaterally were said to include: emphasizing the
impartiality or objectivity of theforce; giving greater mora weight to the operation;
being ableto draw on different experiences and capabilities, and gaining exposureto
other cultures and approaches.

Almost without exception, language problems were cited as a disadvantage.
Thisisafactor in terms of communicating within the mission and also in being able

& UNIDIR, section 2, questions 7.1-7.26.
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to communicate with the population in the area of operation. Similarly, cultural
sensitivitieswereoften cited asaproblem. Inthefirst instance, thissometimes proved
to be the source of misunderstanding among UN troops about the actions and
intentions of other UN troops, further complicating cooperation and consistent
implementation of the mission. Perhaps more serious, in terms of the operation’s
effectiveness, however, were the problems associated with using former colonial
powersin operations located in their former colonies.® Similar tensions arose when
contingents from two potential enemy nations were placed together.

All of these problems affect the efficiency of the operation as a whole. In
situations such as Somaiaand Y ugod avia, these problems can negatively effect the
fine-tuning of graduated responses to situations which may change quickly. In high
tension situations, such problems can push anincident into aserious event or atragic
loss of life. These problems clearly suggest the need for better planning and
coordination. This is a difficult objective for the UN, however, which must take
whatever it can get in the way of troops and has only recently developed amission
planning capability.

None of the issues raised in these responses are new or surprising to the UN
community. What the DCR questionnaire responses do is confirm that these are
problems which affect the operation and demonstrate the depth of the problem.

1. Force Structure and Under support

Most of the cases studied in this paper suffered from what might be termed the
“United Nations undersupport syndrome”. The vast mgjority of DCR respondents
cited agenerd lack of support (in terms of equipment, troops, financing and political
backing) as a problem for the mission.

The UNAVEM Il experienceisagood example of thispervasive problem. The
UNAVEM I operation was underfunded, understaffed, and underequipped. It was
also undersupported in terms of political backing from states such asthe US and the
Soviet Union, which could easily have given greater political support to the process,
if nothing else. In spite of the long planning time available before the operation got
underway, theoperation lacked basi cinfrastructurerequirements, suffered fromalack
of transportation capabilities(inacountry with virtually no transportation systemand
long distances to travel), received poor communications support, and took much
longer than anticipated to become operational (although in some cases UN observers

% The Haitians refused to have French forces because of their colonial history in
Haiti. Although the US was more recently in therole of “occupier”, the Haitians appeared more
comfortablewith UStroops. Old colonial powerswere also usedin ONUCA. In Somalia, Italian
troops were used, although they had been the colonial power in Somalia as recently as 1960.
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weredeployed far in advance of the CMV F teamsthey were meant to be monitoring).
With respect to the specific question of disarmament, questionnaire respondents
replied 2 to 1 that the force structure and the unitswere not appropriate for executing
the disarmament misson.®® As with the other missions examined here, these
weaknesses were evident to the parties involved and detracted from the UN’s
credibility in carrying out the mission.

Whileafully-supported, properly-equi pped mission might not have changed the
outcome in Angola, the obvious inadequacies of the UNAVEM Il mission
encouraged or confirmed animpression among Angolan troopsof alack of capability
within the mission itself, and lack of commitment on the part of the internationa
community. Such asituation doeslittle to encourage respect and commitment to the
disarmament process on the part of the parties to the conflict.

UNAVEM Il wasnot anisol ated experience but was more representative of the
norm in UN operations. The UN operations in Somaia and the former Y ugoslavia
aso suffered from undersupport. The undersupport Stuation is made more
complicated when national contingents are unable to arrive adequately equipped to
carry out the mission. In many cases, thisis because their national government does
not have the equipment required or the funds to purchase the equipment. The UN
looks to other member states to assist in outfitting such troops but has not met with
much success.

Thisis a problem that lies with the member states rather than with the United
Nations. When putting together an operation, the UN must rely on thewillingness of
member statesto providethetroopsand equipment required to carry out the mandates
passed by the Security Council. With therecent proliferation of UN operations, many
states have reached their limit in terms of the contributionsthey can make. However,
the Security Council continuesto passresol utionsauthorizing new operations, or new
mandates for ongoing operations, even while knowing that the troops required to
fulfill the mandates are not likely to be forthcoming.®

When asked about what further support might have assisted them in carrying
out the disarmament aspects of their mandate, rather than asking for more specialized
equipment (although that was dso considered useful), respondents to the DCR
guestionnaire cited a need for more troops and greater communications and

®  See UNIDIR, “Analysis Report of Practitioners Questionnaire on Weapons
Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization during Peacekeeping Operations: Angola,” in
VirginiaGamba, Jakkie Potgieter, and Jullyette Ukabiala, Managing Armsin Peace Processes:
Angola and Namibia, Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming.

% Seethe Secretary-General’s reports on UNPROFOR as an example.
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transportation capabilities along with basic military equipment.®” On the one hand,
the United Nations is in the position of the beggar who cannot afford to choose. It
must take what it can in terms of troop contributions and do its best to fulfill the
mandates established by the Security Council. On the other hand, theresponsesto the
DCR quegtionnaire only confirm that which is already obvious - inadequately
equipped, undermanned operations adversely affect the implementation of the
mandate. The higher the level of potentid for the use of force, the higher the
likelihood that this situation may cause operation-threatening problems.

2. Command and Control

Traditionaly, one of theweaknesses of UN multilateral operationsissaid to be
that national contingents sometimes have atendency to check their UN orders with
their national governments before proceeding, or worse, to act under orders from
home rather than under those of the UN command. Such instances thwart the
establishment of a*“unity of effort” in UN operations and can undermine the UN’s
effectiveness. Thisis an issue about which the USis particularly sensitive, and US
administrations are usually under heavy public pressure to avoid putting US troops
under the command of foreign commanders.

In the case of UNOSOM |1, a number of US forces (approximately 3000)
supported the UNOSOM |l mission. However, a number of other US forces
contributed to UNOSOM operations but remained outsidethe UNOSOM command.
For example, the USforcesthat carried out theill-fated raid in October were specia
operations forces under the control of USSOCCENT. US Magjor Genera Thomas
Montgomery was double-hatted as deputy commander of UNOSOM and as
commander of USforcesin Somdia (USFORSOM). When the US reinforcements
arrived in October, they did not become part of the UNOSOM operation. The
additiona forces were placed under the operationa control of the Joint Task Force
(JTF) in Somdlia, a US organization. To add to the confusion, the 13th MEU was
under the control of USNAVCENT (the naval component of CENTCOM) when

" See, for example, the responses on Somalia in UNIDIR, “Anadysis Report of
Practitioners’ Questionnaire: Somalia’; and the responseson Y ugoslaviain UNIDIR, “Analysis
Report of Practitioners’ Questionnaireson Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization
During Peacekeeping Operations. Former Yugoslavia,” in Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, p.
193-411. See also the discussion of UNAVEM |1, above.
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offshore but under the control of the commander of JTF when they went in to
Somalia®

It is ironic, therefore, that the most cumbersome and complex command
arrangements associ ated with the UNOSOM operation werethose established by the
US, for USforces. Through most of the operation, the command relationship did not
have an effect onthe RoE since d | forceswere acting under the UNOSOM RoE. The
only difference occurred when crew-served weagpons were eliminated as targets for
USMarinesniperswhilethe RoE for UNOSOM troopsremained the same, and thus
included crew-served weapons. Sincethe UNOSOM operation wasin the process of
easing away from its previoudly proactive activities, this difference had little effect
inpractice. In other situations, however, thefact that thetroopstasked with protection
of an operation are more constrained in their RoE than the troops actually carrying
out the operation is unlikely to prove sustainable.

3. ROE Problemsin Multinational Operations

DCR questionnaire respondents pointed out that one of the disadvantages in
operating multinationally was the inconsistent implementation of the rules of
engagement by national contingents.®® Although the RoE for the operations in
question were clear for al members of the mission, they were interpreted and
implemented differently by different national contingents. Respondentsto the DCR
guestionnaire make diplomatic comments about the differing levels of
implementation of RoE by national contingents.

In the UNPROFOR operation, in addition to the problems associated with
operaing in the mixed mandate context, the nature, size, and evolution of the
operation put considerable strain on the consistency with which RoE were
implemented. A certain degree of flexibility isinherent in rules of engagement, and

8 SeelLorenz, “Rules of Engagement,” p. 4; and Allard, pp. 56-60.

% See UNIDIR, “Analysis Report of Practitioners Questionnaire: Somalia’;
UNIDIR, “Anaysis Report of Practitioners Questionnaire: Former Yugosavia’; UNIDIR,
“Analysis Report of Practitioners Questionnaire: Angola’; and UNIDIR, “Analysis Report of
Practitioners’ Questionnaires on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization During
Peacekeeping Operations: Haiti,” in Mendiburu, forthcoming. See also Robert G. Patman, “The
UN Operation in Somalia,” in Ramesh Thakur and Carlyle Thayer (eds), UN Peacekeeping in
the 1990s, Boulder, CO: Westview, 1995, p. 95. Patman notes that the French were “rebuked”
by the US for overstepping the mandate when they confiscated all weapons found in vehicles.
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situationsin the field often require quick or individual decision-making.” Thiswas
anatura part of the operation in acase such as UNPROFOR. However, athough the
RoE were clear, and dthough contingents were required to abide by the rules
established by the UN, different national contingents made different decisions about
the extent to which they werewilling to useforce, or to demonstrate theintent to use
force, especially when it related to the disarmament provisions.™

In any multinational operation there is an inherent limit to the cohesiveness of
implementation, even when states are accustomed to working together and share
common military backgrounds. Thisis, therefore, not aproblemwhich lendsitsdlf to
an easy solution. Thesituation is further complicated by the fact that the UN has no
real ability to enforce standards on troop contributors, especialy when it is starved
for contributions. Given this, the problem is best tackled from the national
government side of the equation. At the national level, when training troops for
United Nations operations, training about possible RoE rdating to different types of
potential missions would be very useful. The more explanation and scenario
discussion that can take place in advance of an operation, the better. RoE need to be
clearly understood and consistently implemented by all troops. In caseslike Somalia
and the former Yugodavia, where the situation is fluid and fighting is ongoing,
ensuring coherent implementation of RoE becomes critical.

Although the United Nations is not in a position to enforce training or
equipment standards on troops contributions, it could, in consultation with member
states, develop a standard set of rules of engagement for Situations between
“traditional” peace-keeping and full-scal eenforcement. A standard document, which
provided for various options depending on the nature of the operation, could be very
useful.” Such a document could be used to assist national governments in training
their troops. In addition, it would save the planners of UN operations from starting

™ For an interesting example of such an instance, not related to disarmament, see
“UN Hails Defiant Spanish Officer as Bosnian Hero,” The Guardian (no date available), which
describes the actions of a Spanish officer in saving 171 lives. The soldier came across a group
of Croat civilians and militia fleeing their village and being pursued by Muslim soldiers. The
Croats requested safe passage, and when the Muslim soldiers arrived and demanded the Croats
be handed over, the soldier told them that any attack on the Croats would be the equivalent of
an attack on the international community represented by himself and his troops.

" See, for example, Brigadier-General P. Peeters, Chief Military Negotiations and
Assessment Team, UNPROFOR, Zagreb, 26 April 1995, which statesthat “even having [strong
mandate and RoE] you have to think of the policy which might have been given to national
contingents.” Other respondents also indicated that national units varied in the degree to which
they were willing to take risks.

2 NATO's experience in developing RoE for multinational rapid reaction forces
might provide some useful lessons in this regard.
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from scratch each time. When a new operation begins, the standard rules of
engagement could be adjusted or fine-tuned according to the objectives of the
mission.

4. Thelnterpretation of the RoE by the L ocal Population and the Media

On 9 January 1994, a Marine sniper shot and apparently killed a Somdi with
amachine gun on the roof of a pick-up truck heading towards the UN compound in
Mogadishu. The Somalisclaimed that apregnant woman had beenkilled. USand UN
investigations were never able to satisfactorily determine whether thiswasthe case.
The US sniper had clearly acted within the RoE. Nevertheless, the incident, and the
Somdli claims, were extensively covered by the international media. After this
incident, USCENTCOM changed therulesof engagement for USsnipers, diminating
crew-served weapons as targets under the RoE.

In dl of the cases examined here, the extent and meaning of the rules of
engagement were adequately transmitted to the loca population. This was
particularly thecaseinthe Somaliaexperience. Thelocal population’ sunderstanding
and respect for the RoE went a long way to contributing to the relative ease with
which a secure environment was established under UNITAF. UN and local media
played important rolesin facilitating this process in Somalia. To the extent that this
approach resulted in aminimizing of possible high tension confrontations, this was
asuccessful lesson of the operation and is one that should be considered in planning
other operations.

On the other hand, both the Somalia and former Yugodavia experiences
demonstratethat warring factionsalso havelittle difficulty understanding therules of
engagement for UN personnd and will use them to suit their own purposes when
necessary. This is not something that can be altered by changing the rules of
engagement. Thiswill bethe case any time UN troops are deployed in peacekeeping
roles in situations of ongoing conflict.

Just as the media was important in transmitting the RoE localy, clear
communication about the RoE proved to beimportant on theinternational level. The
international mediacoverage of the January 1994 sniper incident in Somalia, and the
coverage of the October 1993 US Ranger incident, demonstrate how poorly-
understood RoE can have negativerepercussionsfor the operation. Although the RoE
were observed in the January sniper incident, and although the resulting death could
not be adequately verified by the UN, the international media portrayed the incident
inavery critical light, generating ashift towardsgreater restraint in the RoE for those
responsible for mission security. RoE mugt, therefore, also be clear and defensibleto
the international media.
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The UNPROFOR experience also confirmsthis. One of theissuesthat received
considerable public attention was the inability of UNPROFOR personnel to prevent
groups from re-claiming their weapons from wegpons storage sites or from being
taken captive. The failure to invoke the RoE sdlf-defense provisions when such
incidents occur is often not adequately explained in press reports about theincidents.
Pressreportsfail to clarify that while the RoE givethe peacekeepersthisoption, they
do not require them to exerciseit if they arein situations where the party seeking to
thwart or violate the mandate of the operation demonstrates superior force and a
willingnessto useit. Self-defence doesnot require self-destruction. It wasonly during
the mass detention of UNPROFOR personne in the former Yugodavia that the
degree to which UNPROFOR personnel are congtrained in their actions by their
numbers and equipment was fully discussed in the international media.

These experiences suggest that greater effort could be made in disseminating
rules of engagement to theinternational mediaand in providing explanations of how
they might be used. The efforts should be made at the beginning of an operation and
thenreiterated if incidents arise which rai se questions about the rules of engagement.
Sometimes, the actual rules of engagement are classified for UN operations. This
should not prevent a broad discussion of the objectives and purpose of the rules of
engagement with the media.

V. Summary of Recommendations
The lessons from these experiences suggest:
1. Disar mament

Disarmament without consent is effectively a combat situation.

Consent to disarmament measures in situations of ongoing conflict should not
be expected. Even if consent is achieved, aslong as the conflict continues, the odds
are that the consent of one of the parties will be removed at alater point.

With that in mind, disarmament in asituation of ongoing conflict should not be
attempted without giving the operation enforcement rules of engagement and troops
and equipment adequate to the task. This is an enforcement situation, not a
peacekeeping one, and the operation should be planned and implemented
accordingly.

If disarmament goalsare pursued in anon-consensua situation without moving
to enforcement, thelikely outcomeisthe Y ugodav dilemma. Objectiveswill only be
achieved when consent occurs, and the peacekeepers are adways vulnerable to a
withdrawa of consent in midcourse and to being used as pawns by the parties
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pursuing their war aims. The only judtification for pursuing such acourseisthe one
ofteninvoked by the Secretary-Generdl - it is better to be there doing something than
to let the conflict continue and do nothing at all.

2. Mixing Chapter VI and V11

In situationsof ongoing combat, implementation of disarmament measureswith
RoE short of combat is unlikely to be successful.

When Chapter VII is invoked, the troops involved should be given the
appropriate RoE and armed and supported accordingly in order to remain crediblein
their mission. Invoking Chapter VII while maintaining a Chapter VI posture
contributes to credibility and implementation problems.

Using Chapter VIl methodsto achieve Chapter VI goasislikely tothreatenthe
role of the United Nations as an impartid third party.

3. Multinational |ssues

Tothe extent possible, advance training with respect to possible RoE in United
Nations mission situations by potentia contributing member-states would be very
useful. The United Nations, in cooperation with member states, could develop a
standard set of rules of engagement for al situations between traditional
peacekeeping and full-scal e enforcement. Such astandard document, with provisions
for different types of operations, could be used to facilitate training at the national
level.

4. The Media

Incidents relating to the rules of engagement, especialy those in which UN
troops may injure or kill civilians, can have a tremendous impact on an operation
when portrayed in the media. Dissemination and explanation of rules of engagement
and their possible gpplication should be astandard part of the public affairsrole of a
UN operation.






Chapter 6
Consensual Versus Coercive Disarmament

Fred Tanner!

|. Concepts and Objectives of Disar mament
in Peace Oper ations

1. Introduction

Wegpons control and disarmament measures have been an integral part of
most peace support missionsin recent years. They wereimplemented primarily as
part of consensua , multidimensional peace operations, butin some casesthey were
also enforced under Chapter V11 authority in response to humanitarian distress,
civil disorder or violations of peace settlements.

Commontoall operationswithweaponscontrol or disarmament components
is the complexity of their mission objectives. As a result, the implementation
record is very mixed. Success stories such as Namibia, Nicaragua or El Salvador
have been overshadowed by failures in Angola, Somalia and the former
Yugodavia. Extensive evaluations of UN peace operations have been unable to
provide conclusive answers as to whether missions with coercive authority are
more or less successful than operations based solely on consensual disarmament.
Moreover, the debate about peacekeeping vs. peace enfor cement has, thusfar, been
only of limited value to the question of weapons control and disarmament.

The cases examined under the DCR Project have shown, that — as peace
operations evolve on the ground — the consensual vs. coercive division has often
become blurred: wegpons control and disarmament measures have in some cases
been carried out forcefully under Chapter V1 conditions, and sometimesthey have,
inturn, beenimplemented in cooperativefashion under Chapter VII. Theempirica
redity suggests that al operations with weapons control or disarmament
components have, at the outset, begun on a consensua basis, regardless of the

1 The author wishes to acknowledge that part of this research was made possible

with the support of the Swiss National Foundation.
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nature of the mission mandate.? At the same time, the levels of acceptance of the
parties have invariably declined during missions. This was as much true for
Chapter V1 operationssuch as Cambodiaor Mozambique, asit wasfor casesunder
Chapter VII authority such as Somalia. The reason is that while warring parties
may be prepared to cooperatein cease-fire, disengagement or conflict suppression
arrangements, they appear reluctant to subject their military assetsunconditionally
to weapons control and disarmament commitments.

This paper advances the thesis that the only viable option to dea with
declining levels of consent is with a strategy of “compellence”. Such a strategy
consists in the visible determination of peace support forces to threaten the
implementation of the mandate with the use of force, if necessary. Such threats
need to be backed up by military capability, doctrina flexibility, and political
commitment of contributing states.

The necessity for compellence results from the inability of most peace
support missionsto effectively implement disarmament commitmentsingrey areas
of semi-permissiveness. Such grey areasare characterized by theambiguousnature
of consent by the partieswith regard to disarmament commitments. Thisstudy will
examine how peace missions have operated in ambiguous environments, both
under Chapter VI and Chapter V11 authority. It will first definethe various notions
associated with weapons control and disarmament and then compare the cases of
voluntary and coercive disarmament that have led to grey areasituations. For this
purpose, it will categorize disarmament measures according to their utility for
comprehensive settlements, stability building and conflict suppression. Inits last
part, the study will elaborate on the merits and risks of compellence in peace
support missions dealing with disarmament.

2. Definitions and Conceptualizations of Weapons Contr ol
in Conflict Settlements

This section creates the conceptual basis for the notions of consensua and
coercive weapons control measures of peace operations. Firdt, the disarmament
measures within peace operations need to be clarified. Weapons control is an
overal term that indicates the process by which the control of weapons and

2 Astheforceful insertion of weapons control or disarmament operationsinto apre-
existing hostile military environment corresponds more to the definition of classic warfare than
to peace enforcement operations, this scenario will not be dealt with in this study.
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military arsendls is transferred from armed factions to the peacekeeping forces.?
Such atransfer of control may be temporary or indefinite. Weapons control can
have ageographical dimensionby applying only to designated zones. Furthermore,
it may be limited to certain categories of weapons only. Disarmament is usualy
understood as alinear process of completely eiminating the military capabilities
of warring factions. Thistermistherefore closely associated with demobilization,
that refersto the disarmament and dissol ution of force structuresand thetransition
of combatantsto civilian status.* Both, disarmament and demobilization in peace
operations are primarily used in comprehensive conflict settlements, where civil
war partiesagreeto form an unified single army for the post-electora period. But,
disarmament may also apply to irregular forces and bandits.

Consensual weapons control can be defined as the voluntary action that
opposing parties agree to take in the aftermath of an armed conflict with the
purpose of dismantling or constraining their military capabilities. The parties
explicitly agree to the presence of peace support forces. These forces are to
monitor, supervise or assist the implementation of such disarmament
arrangements. Consensual weaponscontrol operationsarecarried outin most cases
under Chapter V1 of the UN Charter.®

Coerciveweapons control or disarmament meansthat the externa forcesare
authorized to useforce, if necessary, to implement their mandates. This definition
does not imply straightforward military intervention, but rather the forceful
responseto non-compliance of partiesto live up to weapons control commitments.
Coerciveweaponscontrol or disarmament may primarily beused for thedisarming
of individuals, bandits, and renegade armed units operating within the confines of
apeacekeeping operation. In practice, most coercive weapons control operations
have been taking place under Chapter V11 authority of the UN Charter. Examples
are the peace operationsin Somaia (UNITAF, UNOSOM I1) and Haiti (MNF).

% In this paper, the term “weapons control” will be used as a synonym for

“disarmament” and “demilitarization” unless otherwise specified.

4 The Dayton Peace Settlement defines demobilization as the "removing from the
possession of [these] personnel al weapons, including individual weapons, explosive devices,
communication equipment, vehicles, and all other military equipment. All personnel [belonging
to these forces] shall be released from services and shall not engage in any further training or
military activities." See Article 4, para. 5 of Annex 1A of the Dayton Peace Agreement.

®  Consensua disarmament can alsotake placeunder Chapter V11 authority, whichmay,
however, apply primarily to mission objectives other than weaponscontrol. Thedisarmament of the
UNPAs in Croatia was made formally under Chapter V11, but the use of force authority had been
given to UNPROFOR for humanitarian disaster relief purposes, not disarming.
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Threedefining characteristicsdistinguish consensual from coerciveweapons
control in conflict resolution. First, in a coercive environment, the external forces
should have the authority and military capability to enforce weapons control,
should the consent of the parties decline or disappear atogether. Second, in
coercive disarmament the peace support forces are (pro)-actively involved in the
disarmament process. Thismay includethe seizure of armsand search missionsfor
illegal weapons. In consensual disarmament, inturn, the peacekeepersusually only
act asfacilitatorsor technical supporterstotheparties’ own disarmament activities.
Third, coercive wegpons control applies primarily to irregular forces, bandits or
smaller armed factions, whereas consensua weapons control under a peace
settlement may apply to al armed forcesinvolved in the conflict.

Multidimensional peacekeeping isanew form of peace support mission that
emerged in the late 1980's. It covers various types of functions in the military,
political and humanitarianfields. Itsmission objectivesincludeconflict prevention,
humanitarianrelief, guaranteeand denia of movement, demabilization operations,
military assistance, law and order maintenance and electoral observation. Thus,
weapons control is just one of many elements.

Conceptually, the notion of weapons control and disarmament asan integral
part of conflict settlement evolved over thelast few years. Studiesabout normative
interactions between peace-time arms control and post-conflict armament control
have emerged in the 1980's after the successful implementation of the Limited
Forces Arrangements in the Middle East.® More recently, the Regional
Sabilization part of the Dayton Peace Settlement has established clear-cut
guidelines and requirements for a sub-regional arms control regime in Former
Yugodavia

The conceptual link between disarmament and conflict resolution was
formally expressed for the first time by UN Secretary-Genera Boutros Boutros-
Ghali in areport to the First Committee on 23 October 1992. He argued that the
role of arms regulations and disarmament can be significant in the context of
conflict resolution, peacekeeping, and peace-building.” The 1995 Supplement to

6 Limited Forces Arrangements between Isragl and Egypt were implemented in
1974, 1975 and 1978, and between Israel and Syriain 1974. See, for example, David Barton,
“The Sinai Peacekeeping Experience: A Verification Paradigm for Europe,” SPRI Yearbook
(1985), pp. 543-573.

7 He suggested that “the integration of weapons-control features into United
Nations-brokered settlements can contribute enormously to peace-building activitiesin countries
long plagued by civil strife”. See“New Dimension of Arms Regulation and Disarmament in the
Post-Cold War Era’, Report of the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Mr. Boutros
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the Agenda for Peace introduces the notion of micro-disarmament. The
Supplement portraysmicro-disarmament asatool of post-conflict peace-building,
intended to “mop up large numbers of small arms circulating in a country
emerging from along civil war.”®

With regard to enforcement or coercive disarmament, the Secretary-Genera
never took a clear-cut position.’ In 1992 the Secretary-General aludes in his
Agenda for Peace to the possibility of accepting enforcement measures in
peacekeeping operations.® Furthermore, in aspecia report on armsregulationsand
disasrmament in the Post-Cold War Era, while referring to the coercive
disarmament of Irag, the Secretary-General warned of not confusing peace
enforcement with negotiated disarmament. He concluded, however, that the UN
“will be ready to act in accordance with its responsibilities under its Charter” in
face of “grave violations of disarmament agreements or of other threats to the
peace.” ™ In 1995, while presenting the Supplement to his Agenda for Peace, the
Secretary-Genera argued that “enforcement action at present is beyond the
capacity of the United Nations except on avery limited scale. It would befolly to
attempt to alter thisredlity at the present time.”*2

3. Objectives of Disarmament in Conflict Settlement

Disarmament and weapons control play today asignificant rolein amost all
peaceoperations. But theobjectivesdo vary to alargeextentineach mission. This,
in turn, requires the policy planners to pursue mandate sensitive strategies. As
Table 1 indicates, there are three main scenarios where peace missions may rely
on weapons control activities.

Boutros-Ghali, on the occasion of Disarmament Week, A/C.1/47/7, 23 October 1992, p. 5.

8 Supplement to an Agendafor Peace: Position Paper of the Secretary-General onthe
Occasion of the Fiftieth Anniversary of the United Nations, S/1995/1, 25 January 1995, p. 16.

®  For amore extensive discussion about enforcement operations, see Donald C.F.
Daniels's chapter, "Is There a Middle Option in Peace Support Operations? Implications for
Crisis Containment and Disarmament” in this volume.

10 Scholars refer to the formulation of the Secretary-General under paragraph 20,
where he presents UN peacekeeping as hitherto with the consent of all the parties concerned.

1 New dimension of arms regulation and disarmament in the post-cold war era,
Report of the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Mr. Boutros Boutros-Ghali, on the
occasion of Disarmament Week, 27 October 1992, A/C.1/47/7, p. 5.

2 “Boutros-Ghali Outlines UN Peacekeeping Challenges’, USIA, WirelessFile, 6
January 1995, p. 8.
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Table 1: Objectives and Procedur es of Disar mament
in Conflict Resolution

Objectives Procedures Cases Consent
Regrouping, assembly, Zimbabwe,
weapons control, disarmament, Namibia, Consensua
and formation of national army. | Angola, (Chap. V1)
Mozambique,
Creation of a Cambodia
2;?('; d ammy One-sided disarmament and Nicaragua, Consensud
restructuring of national armed El Salvador (Chap. VI)
forces.
Weapons limitation zones, Bosnia(IFOR), |Consensua
Stability concentration of heavy wegpons, |Eastern Savonia, |(Chap. VII)
Building and constraints on military Previaka
activities. Peninsula
Srebrenica, Consensua
Weapons contral, Croatia (UNPA’s) [ (Chap. VII)
Violence micro-disarmament, |-
Reduction demilitarization,and | |-
disarmament of irregular forces.  |Somalia (consensua)
Coercive
(Chap. VII)

First, many comprehensive settlements reguire the opponentsto disarm and
toformasinglearmy under anewly elected government. In some cases, the peace
agreement may mandate the dissolving of one armed faction only, while
government forces are to be restructured. Asthe disarmament procedures havein
such a case been negotiated in the context of a comprehensive settlement, the
assumption is that the implementation will be carried out on a consensual bas's.

Second, weapons control measures may be used for stability building
purposes among parties to a peace process. This may include agreements on
wespons limitation zones, the concentration of heavy weapons to designated
locations or congtraints on military activities. The Dayton Peace Agreement
requires an extensive number of such weapons control activities that are defined
asConfidenceand Security-BuildingMeasures(CSBM' s). They havebeen agreed
upon by the parties, but the external force (IFOR) acts under Chapter VII
enforcement authority.
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Finally, weapons control activities may serve as a means of violence
reduction rather than as one of conflict resolution. Violence reduction may be an
objective of peace missions for two reasons. First, the parties may agree to some
type of weapons control arrangement for humanitarian purposes regardless of
whether or not a comprehensive peace settlement exists. The disarmament and
demilitarization requirements of the UNPA’s in Croatia and the safe haven of
Srebrenicafal into this category.™ Second, violence reduction through weapons
control may be considered a necessary precursor to negotiations on national
reconciliation.

1. Consensual Disarmament
1. The context

The use of disarmament in conflict termination is not a new phenomenon.
TheVersaillesPeace Treaty e aborated extensive proceduresfor disarming military
unitsand paramilitary groups. What isnew isdisarmament by consent in civil war
settlements: warring factionsagreeto stop fighting and surrender their weaponsin
exchange for political normalization and economic compensation.

Voluntary disarmament is a part of efforts to peacefully settle the disputes
among contestants under Chapter V1 provisos of the UN Charter. The consensus
for disarmament — but not necessarily the consensusfor other commitmentsunder
the peace arrangements— may erode during themission. Thereare many reasons
for this, including legitimate security concerns of the disarming combatants,
bargaining objectives, or “spoilers’ who have second thoughts about the peace
process.

The preservation of consent of al parties is a key prerequisite for such
operations. According to the British Peacekeeping Manual,** consent is supported
by the principles of: (1) impartidity, (2)legitimacy, (3) mutua respect, (4)
minimum force, (5)credibility and (6) transparency.”®

3 Barbara Ekwall-Uebelhart and Andrei Raevsky, Managing Arms in Peace
Processes: Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, Geneva: United Nations, 1996.

¥ Army Field Manual, Vol. 5: "Operations other than War," Part 2: "Wider
Peacekeeping," London: HM SO, 1994.

% For a comparative analysis of national approaches to peacekeeping, Stephen
Stedman's chapter, "Consent, Neutrality, and Impartiality in the Tower of Babel and on the
Frontlines: United Nations Peacekeeping in the 1990's" in this volume.
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Voluntary disarmament in conflict resolution requires the presence of an
external force for the purpose of monitoring, supervision or assistance. The
requirements for the peacekeepersin conflict resolution are defined by a number
of variables, such asthe size of the country, the condition of itsinfrastructure, and
the number of combatants to be disarmed.

Multidimensi onal peacekeeping continuesto alargeextent to bebased onthe
classic principlesof peacekeeping that — according to Brian Urquhart — require:

full support of the Security Council;

deployment only with full consent and cooperation of the parties;
use of force only in self-defense; and

operating with complete impartiaity.*

ApONPRE

At least one of the above principles is, however, put into question by the
peace support mission under the Dayton Peace Settlements. This mission is
authorized to enfor ce the weapons control measures and other mission objectives.
The enabling Security Council Resolution of the Dayton Peace agreement alows
the member states, to “take all necessary measuresto effect the implementation of
and to ensure compliance with Annex 1-A,” and it stresses that the parties “shall
be equally subject to such enforcement action by IFOR as may be necessary to
ensureimplementation of that Annex....”*” Theimportant and innovative aspect of
this operation is the explicit consent of the partiesto enforcement actionsin case
of non-compliance with mission objectives.

2. Forms of Consensual Weapons Control and Disar mament

Demobilization under Comprehensive Settlements

Consensud weapons control under acomprehensive settlement can serveas
a means to facilitate the trangition from a fragmented or bipolar military
environment to the formation of a single nationa army. Under such peace
agreements, either al armed factions are to be merged with surplus forces to be
demobilized or the guerrillafactions are to be dissolved unilaterally.

For achieving such objectives, the peacekeeping forces have to help the
parties in the various steps of the peace process. This normally includes three

6 BrianUrquhart, “ Beyond the Sheriff’sPosse,” Survival 32, No.3, May/June 1990,
pp. 196-205.

7 UN Security Council Resolution 1031 (1995).
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phases: (1) the cessation of the armed conflict, (2) the holding of elections, and (3)
theformation of anew andimpartia national army. Table 2 showsthe operational
steps of the consensua disarmament process as an integral part of conflict
settlement. The cessation of armed conflict is of a pre-determined duration that
should be followed by the electoral process. It entails the regrouping of armed
forces, their transfer to assembly areas, and the disarmament of those combatants
not selected for the national army. The peacekeepers’ main tasks are to facilitate
and monitor the implementation of these arrangements.

Table 2: Phases of Consensual Disarmament
as Part of a Comprehensive Settlement

® Separation of forces

® Cessation of outside military assistance
® \Withdrawal of foreign forces

® Regrouping of rival forces

e Cantonment of rival forces

® \Wegpons control

® Disarmament

® Demobilization

® Formation of national army

Specific respongbilities include reconnaissance and organization of
cantonment sites, registration, collection and control of weapons, observation and
reporting of compliance, and investigations into violations. The providing of
security to the civilian population and the cantoned or disarmed combatants often
remain ambiguous within the UN mandates and thus lead to misunderstandings
within the UN mission and between the UN and the parties.

Consensua weaponscontrol and disarmament commitmentsmay apply tothe
guerrillafactions only. Such one-sided disarmament on a voluntary basisis only
possible when the disarming party is compensated by political and/or economic
gains. In El Salvador, the FLMN agreed to disarm and demobilize in exchange of
political normalization and economic compensations. The Government, in turn,
had to down-size, restructure and depoliticize its armed forces and create a new
impartial police force. Furthermore, it had to agree to ingtitutional adjustments
regardless of the electoral outcome. In Nicaragua, the Contras looked for a soft
landing after the resistance had won the eections. Here, the disarmament and
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demobilization had been more asymbolic act of the Contras reintegration and an
actua means of economic leverage rather than a process of military adjustment.

Stability-building Measures

Weapons contral isincreasingly used for the building of stability during the
process of conflict termination. Such arrangements can be agreed upon in support
of a demobilization process of armed factions or they may be enlisted as
stahilization measuresfor a peace process as awhole. Unlike weapons control for
violence reduction purposes, the stabilization measures are not ad hoc or
temporary measures, but they are an integrated part of negotiated cease-fires or
conflict settlements. Stability-building measuresinclude constraintson the parties
with regard to their military activities. This can range from the creation of
wespons-exclusion zones to the commitment to not reinforce forward-based
positions. Table 3 indicates a number of measures that fall into this type of
weapons control.

Table 3: Stability-building Measures

® weapons limitation zones

® concentration of heavy weapons

® demilitarization of designated zones
® zones of separation of armed forces
® No unapproved troop movements

® exchange of maps on mine fields

® ban on arms and ammunition imports
® disbandment of volunteer forces

Thevariety of measuresindicated in Table 3 require from the peace support
forces a great deal of weapons expertise and a continuous flow of information
about the location and the status of forces, armament, and military equipment.
Stability-building measures, such as weapons-restricted zones and concentration
of heavy wegpons have been part and parcel of most recent peace operations,
including missions in Abkhazia, Bosnia and Croatia.

For the purpose of minimizing the contacts between the warring factions
during the disarmament phase, two comprehensive arrangements (Angola,
Nicaragua) have used stability measuresto createastabl e security environment for
the disarmament process. Such measures included the creation of security zones
around the assembly areas. These zones were off-limitsto other armed forces. In
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the case of Nicaragua, the policein the security zoneswere also disarmed, and no
military flights were permitted over the zones. The military installations and
brigade command postsinsdethezones* remain[ed] frozen” under thesupervision
of third parties and representatives of the rivals.’®

Finaly, the peace implementation forces (IFOR) deployed to Bosnia in
December 1995 have been authorized by Security Council Resolution 1031 to
supervise, and if necessary, enforcethe numerousstability measuresthat havebeen
agreed upon under the Dayton Peace Settlements. Measures include the creation
of a zone of separation, clearing of minefields and obstacles, phased troop
withdrawal to designated areas, concentration of heavy wesgpons, and
demobilization of surplusforces.

Violence Reduction

Warring parties may have an interest in agreeing to weapons control
commitments, even in the absence of a formal conflict termination agreement.
Conditionsfor such consensual weapons control emergeswhen belligerentsagree
to take cooperative and militarily significant measuresin the face of humanitarian
imperatives. Table 4 shows the types of measures suitable for violence reduction
operations.

Table 4: Violence Reduction Measures

® Weapons control

® demilitarization

® micro-disarmament

® disarmament/disbandment of irregular forces

In the former Yugoslavia, wespons control and other violence reduction
mesasures have been pursued by UNPROFOR in the cases of the United Nations
Protection Areas(UNPA’ ) in Croatiaand Srebrenicain Bosnia. In bothinstances,
the UN missions had no enforcement authority, even though they had to act in a
semi-permissive environment. Furthermore, the normative environment under
which the violence reduction schemes were carried out remained ambiguous: the
Vance Plan mandating the disarmament in the UNPA’s never entered into force
and the demilitarization of Srebrenicawas sought under ahastily concluded local

8 Art. 3 of the Act establishing the demilitarized zone, 18 April 1990.
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agreement, that was only reluctantly acknowledged by the UN Secretariat and the
Security Council.*®

The weapons control and disarmament measures implemented under a
violence reductions objective are difficult to sustain, if they are not supported by
adynamic political process. In aconflictua environment, such arrangements fall
prey, sooner or later, to the military imperatives of thelocal parties. In the case of
the UNPA'’s, the weapons control and disarmament regime ceased to exist when
the Croatian army launched an offensiveinto the southern part of one UNPA. The
local Serbian forces responded to the UN inability to deter an incursion in what
was supposed to be an UN-protected DM Z by bresking into UN storage areasand
removing their weapons, including heavy weapons.®

In Srebrenica, the disarmament commitments have never been completely
implemented. According to the DCR Project’s studies, less than half of the
weapons in the area were handed in. Furthermore, Bosnian Muslim combatants
started to flow back into the safe area and mounted a fierce guerrilla operation
against the surrounding Serb positionsand villages. Thiswastaken asapretext by
Generd Ratko Mladic, the Bosnian Serb Commander, to overrun the safe haven
including the peacekeeping positionsin July 1995.

3. Problemswith the Implementation of Voluntary Disar mament

As mentioned above, al examined peace operations with disarmament
mandates have sooner or later run into serious implementation problems. The
reasons range from doctrinal, structural and operational shortcomings of the
external forces to the security dilemma of the disarming parties. The following
sections will examine these reasons in amore detailed fashion.

I nadequacy of Third Party | nvolvement

External forces areinstrumental for assuring the successful implementation
of weaponscontrol in peace operations. The presence of such peace support forces
is, however, in many instances not adequately fine-tuned to the chalenging tasks
of weapons control, particularly if they have to be implemented in a semi-
permissiveenvironment. Problemsemergeout of alack of conceptual clarity of the

1 See Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, p. 74.

2 United Nations Peace-keeping, Information Notes, United Nations, May 1994, p.
58.
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mandate, deficient military capabilities of the peace support forces, questioned
impartiality and operational shortcomings.

The conceptual clarity of the mandate is often missing in peace operations
with multiple mission objectives. This is true primarily for violence reduction
operations aswas painfully demonstrated by UNPROFOR’srolein UNPA’sand
Srebrenica® Another important source of mandate ambiguities are the different
interpretations by national contingents of peace support forces. Finaly, until very
recently, consensual peace operations did not provide for mandates and rules of
engagementsthat were capabl e of dealingwiththeeventuality of decaying consent
among the parties.

The military force of peace support missions has often been inadequate for
achieving the mission objectives. The size and composition of the externa force
was not treated asavariable of the mission’ s objectivesand the nature of weapons
control operations. In the peace operation of Angola (UNAVEM I1), for instance,
the disarmament of the factions has been assisted by Military Observer (MO)
teamsonly. Smilarly, the ONUMOZ mission was marked by sending the wrong
mix of peacekeeping forces to the wrong places: the armed infantry battalions of
ONUMOZ were sent to guard strategic corridors and only unarmed MO’s were
availablefor thedemobilization process. Somelarger UN troop deploymentstothe
appropriate placesin Mozambique may have made an important differenceto the
stop-and-go disarmament process.”

Impartiality has been upheld as a sacrosanct principle of peacekeeping
operations for along time. Today, however, the thinking about this notion has
evolved with the widely accepted argument that impartiality is not necessarily
synonymous with the non-use of force.?* Peace support forces may be ableto use
thethreat of force or actual minimal force without becoming partisan. Thetesting
of impartiality isrisky, however, because it would be very hard to regain, once it
has been logt. Impartiality was a key factor in the decision of UNTAC not to
enforce theweapons control commitments of the Khmer Rouge. In Croatia, onthe

2 See Shashi Tharoor, “ Should UN Peacekeeping Go ‘ Back to Basics'?”, Survival,
Vol. 37, No.4, Winter 1995-96, pp. 52-64.

2 Only the concept of “robust peacekeeping” has introduced a doctrinal and
operational basis for dealing with resistance to the implementation of peace arrangements.

Z  See Christopher Smith, Peter Batchelor, and Jakkie Potgieter, Small Arms
Management and Peacekeeping in Southern Africa, Geneva: United Nations, 1996.

2 SeeJimWhitmanand | an Bartholomew, “ UN Peace Support Operations: Political-
Military Considerations,” in Donald C.F. Daniel and Bradd C. Hayes, Beyond Traditional
Peacekeeping, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995, pp. 169-188.
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other hand, UNPROFOR units have successfully carried out disarmament
mandateswith the hel p of compellence that, however, endangered theimpartiality
of the UN forces.

Operationa shortcomingsare due primarily to low political commitments of
contributing states, lack of financial resourcesaswell asthedeficienciesintraining
and inter-operationability between national contingents. The most notorious
example of operational deficiency is the dow and indecisive response of peace
support missions towards the implementation of disarmament programs. In
Angola, and again in Mozambique, the late deployments of the peacekeepers
jeopardized the entire misson. In Somdia, delay in wespons control
implementations eroded the trust between UNOSOM |1 and the parties, and it led
to an increased boldness of the warring factions.® In Cambodia, the chances for
compellence were missed with the delayed deployment and the indecisive first
contacts with units of the Khmer Rouge that refused to disarm.? In the case of
Liberia, the late deployment of additional peacekeeping forces has stalled the
disarmament process altogether. In fact, the delay of the deployment of the
expanded ECOMOG has been cited by the UN Secretary-General as “the single
most important factor holding up the implementation of the peace agreement” %’
The delay hasbeen partially dueto financial problemswhich prevented anumber
of African states from contributing to the ECOMOG force.

Decaying Consent

Theevaporation of consent by partiesto adisarmament deal representsavita
challenge to today’s peace support missions. Stephen Stedman identified the
“biggest problem by far inimplementing peace accordsin civil war” the question
of how to deal “with parties who sign peace accords and then default on their
commitments.”?® Thereare many reasonsfor adversariesto cheat or to defect from

% See United Nations Ingtitute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR), “Analysis
Report of Practitioners’ Questionnaire on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization
during Peacekeeping Operations: Somalia,” in Clement Adibe, Managing Arms in Peace
Processes: Somalia, Geneva: United Nations, 1995, questionnaire number S099.

% Jianwei Wang, Managing Armsin Peace Processes. Cambodia, Geneva: United
Nations, 1996, pp. 45-51.

2 Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Observer Mission in
Liberia, S/26868, 13 December 1993.

% Stephen Stedman, “Mediation and Civil War”, in Michagl Brown (ed.), The
Regional and International Implications of Civil Wars, Cambridge: MIT Press, forthcoming.
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the peace process. With regard to disarmament, there are three main explanations
as to why combatants may be motivated to withdraw their consent.

Fird, the disarmament process may generate an acute security dilemma
among the factions. Weapons control and disarmament commitments may entail
the abandonment of defensive positions and the acceptance of troop movements
that may be highly vulnerable to surprise attack by non-compliant parties. The
peace process of Zimbabwe was close to derailment, for instance, because the
guerrillaforcesfeared that their vulnerability woul d be exploited by the Rhodesian
armed forces once they had evacuated their positions in the bush for the sake of
disarmament in assembly areas.”

The security dilemma accentuated the problems with weapons control
procedures, because it legitimizes the parties to keep some weapons for security
purposes as long as the external force is unable to guarantee the security of the
disarming combatants. For this reason, some of the comprehensive settlement
agreements alowed the parties to keep some of their weapons during the
cantonment phase. This, in turn, greatly complicated the verification tasks of the
peacekeepers and increased the prospects for cheating.

Second, decaying consent may be a bargaining chip for parties pursuing
economic concessions. In El Salvador, for instance, the FMLN leadership
explicitly linked the demobilization of its forces to progress on contentious
material issues, such asthetransfer of land to former FMLN combatants. Thisled
to protracted stop-go adjustments on both sides, without which there would have
been a return to war. Smilarly, in Nicaragua, the manifest reluctance of the
resistance to go through with the agreed demohilization has to be understood asa
bargaining strategy towards the new government with the objective of receiving
ahigher economic compensation.*

Third, incentivesto breakout of apeace processincreasewith the probability
that a party will lose the post-conflict elections. Moreover, incentives for
defections are high when the electoral outcomeis expressed in “winner takes all”

2 Jeremy Ginifer, Managing Arms in Peace Processes. Rhodesia/Zimbabwe,
Geneva: United Nations, 1995, p. 16.

% The Managua agreement epitomized the trade-off culture that marked the peace
processin Nicaragua. It gave the ex-combatantsthe right to resettle in “devel opment areas’ and
also additional security guarantees, including the creation of a new national police force, “in
which the former members of the resistance will participate” for maintaining law and order. In
exchange, the resistance agreed to a demobilization ratio of “at least 100 combatants each day
in each zone. See Paragraph 10 of Managua protocol on disarmament, p. 4.
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terms. Such one-sided distribution of political gains may be difficult to accept for
parties unfamiliar with the virtues of liberal democracy.

Illegal Fail-safe Measures

In many cases the conflict parties have been tempted to preserve some
military means as an insurance policy, just in case that the “politica
normalization” does not go their way. According to the DCR Practitioners
Questionnaires, all partiesin all cases under examination have been suspected by
the peacekeepersof maintaining illegal wesponsstorage. Other violationsincluded
the withholding of dlitetroops from regrouping. Such fail-safe measures were not
necessarily intended asapreparation for returning towar, but rather asaninformal
guarantee against |ast-minute defections of the opponents.

In the case of Zimbabwe, for instance, the best fighting units were kept out
of the camps asafail-safe measure against abreakdown of the adjustment process.
Inthecase of Angola, thecommanderswere suspiciousand feared trapswhen they
werefirstin lineto send their troopsto assembly aress. Furthermore, the Angolan
rivals held back alarge number of troops and weapons.

4. Improving Conditionsfor Consensual Disar mament

The above sections have shown that partiesto consensual disarmament need
to be continuousy motivated to carry out their commitments. Successful
disarmament is chalenged by deficient third party support, security concerns,
linkages to economic gains, and potential spoilers who may default on their
commitments if they risk losing the post-conflict electora process. This section
will look at the possible remediesthat can convince the partiesto fully implement
voluntary disarmament obligations.

Economic I ncentives

Economic incentives for sustainable disarmament and demilitarization are
important, asthewarring parties expect something inreturn for their preparedness
to disarm and demobilize. Incentives offered to the combatants to disarm may
fundamentally influence the parties’ compliance record. This can be economic
compensation on amacro-level, asit wasthe casein Nicaragua, wherethe Contras
received land after disarming.

Economic compensation programson amicro-level weretested with various
resultsin several cases. In Somalia, for example, afood-for-gunsprogram enjoyed
a resounding success. The program was, however, short-lived, as the relief
agencies quickly ran out of supplies. In Nicaragua, after the Contras had been
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disarmed, many illegal weaponswere collected through arms buy-back programs,
where above market prices were offered in exchange for weapons. Although a
large quantity of weapons were seized with the help of the program, the
availability of large numbers of weapons continued to destabilize the country®

Ad hoc buy-back programswerea soinitiated in Mozambique, but withlittle
success. According to Peter Batchel or, theweapons-for-cash schemesdid not work
because they attracted primarily old and poor quality weapons and stimulated at
the same time new and illegal markets in weapons. More promising has been the
experience with programs that traded weapons for food or agricultura
implements.*

The incentive to voluntarily disarm can rapidly evaporate within adverse
conditions under which thisprocess should be carried out. In Angola, for instance,
combatants in some assembly areas “were close to starvation.”* Their incentives
to remain in the camps and to continue to cooperate with the UN peacekeepers
rapidly disappeared. In Mozambique, in turn, each assembly area received, after
someinitial problems, adequate food for the combatants and their dependents, as
well as a hedth clinic “which may aso serve the surrounding civilian
population.”**

Increasing Transparency

Increasing transparency after awar isof essential importance for consensua
disarmament, asit allows the parties to confirm, with help of military observers
and peacekeepers, that their adversariesarenot cheating. Furthermore, anincreased
flow of reliable information with an impartial distribution among the adversaries
is an important confidence-building measure in post-conflict periods.

Information
According to many peacekeeping officers, weapons control arrangements
could not be successfully implemented without adequate information.® The

31

World Bank, Demobilization and Reintegration of Military Personnel in Africa: The
Evidence from Seven Case Sudies, Discussion Paper, October 1993, 1993, p. 32; Smith, pp. 1-59.

%2 Batchélor, p. 37.

¥ World Bank, p. 24.

% Ibid.

% United Nations Ingtitute for Disarmament Research, "Analysis Report of
Practitioners Questionnaire on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization during

Peacekeeping Operations. Somalia," in Clement Adibe, Managing Arms in Peace Processes:
Somalia, Geneva: United Nations, 1995, question number: S150, and United Nations I nstitute



186 Managing Arms in Peace Processes: The | ssues

creation of communication channels and the exchange of information is an
essential requirement for consensual disarmament programs.

Reliableinformation hel psto gain trust and combats stereotyping. In Croatia,
the general perception of the local population was that UNPROFOR was biased
infavor of the Serbs.* UNPROFOR had to convincethelocal Croatian authorities
that thedemilitarizationwasnot apro-Serbian maneuver, asZagrebtried to portray
it. Without adequate and continuous contacts with the local authorities, the
implementation of demilitarization by the UN in Sector West may not have been
successful.

The Secretary-General recommended in oneof hisReportsabout the progress
of disarmament in Somalia, that it would be essentia to keep the partiesinformed
about the disarmament process. Heargued that “ thiswoul d place political pressure
on factions that seek to delay or fail to comply with the disarmament process and
would provide asense of security for the factions complying with that process.”*’

Confidence and Trust Building

Consensua disarmament is a cooperative effort among former belligerents.
Itisthereforeessentia for third partiesto create aminimum amount of confidence
that isa prerequisite for sustained cooperations. Regular face-to-face meetings of
local leaders are a way for the peace missions to bring the parties into direct
contact. Thisisimportant for confidence-building and problem-solving. In Sector
West of the UNPA’ sin Croatia, for instance, the UNPROFOR Sector Commander
arranged separate and joint meetings with the representatives of both armies and
the Territorial Defense Forces.

The ingtitutionalization of regular military meetings on various command
levels represents an important instrument of confidence-building and problem
solving. In Cambodia, for instance, mixed military working groupswere set up by
UNTAC to ensure a liaison between all factions and the UN agencies. Such
working groups met on variouslevelsin the different regions of Cambodia. These

for Disarmament Research, "Analysis Report of Practitioners Questionnaire on Weapons
Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization during Peacekeeping Operations:
Rhodesia/Zimbabwe," in Jeremy Ginifer, Managing Arms in Peace Processes:
Rhodesia/Zimbabwe, Geneva: United Nations, 1995, questionnairesnumbersR104, R118, R171.

% Gerard Fischer, “ Experience from Implementing the Mandate given to the United
Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in United Nations Protected Area (UNPA) Sector
West," unpublished paper, 30 March 1993, p. 3.

8 Further Report of the Secretary-General submitted in pursuance of paragraphs 18
and 19 of Resolution 794 (1992), 3 March 1993, /25354, p. 14.
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meetingswere complemented by sector commandersconferencesand meetingsby
provincia directors.

Trust building among the local population is another important confidence-
building effort of peace support forces. In Croatia, UNPROFOR has undertaken
a number of confidence-building measures with the objectives of winning the
hearts and minds of the people. Initiatives included a mail and parcel delivery
program, village visitation program, and a rehabilitation cum reconstruction
program. Such policieswereinitiated by the Civil Affairs Component of the UN
force. Thisexampleindicatesthat acomprehensive approach by the UN, covering
the military and the civilian dimensions, may make the disarmament more
pal atable among the local parties.

I mproving Basdline I nformation

A common problemamong multidimensional peacekeeping operationsisthe
difficulty to determine what the parties’ actual troop and armament holdings are.
The parties, even acting in good faith, are often unable to provide reliable figures
about their forces. There are severd reasons for this:

*  “Regular troops’ are often under different administrative control than
territorial defense forces;

*  The mobility of the troops in cantonments, or as it has been the case in
Cambodiaor Mozambique, the* agricultura leaves’ of encamped combatants
makes control much more difficult;

¢ Parties sometimes have an interest in inflating their troop numbersin order
to qualify for larger economic compensation schemes.

With increased contacts, regular meetings, reliable channels of
communications, and regular reporting obligations for the parties, peacekeeping
forces are better able to continuoudy assess the progress of and compliance with
the disarmament process. The importance of baseline information was evidenced
by the case of Liberia, wherethe peace process stalled because of therefusal of the
parties to provide the “vitaly needed information on the number and location of
their combatants, weapons, and mines’ ®

®  Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations Mission in Liberia,
S/26868, 13 December 1993, p. 5.
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I mproving peace support operations

Inlight of the security dilemmaof disarming combatants, the externa forces
should be capable and willing to provide a sense of security to the parties and the
civilian population. The experiences in Cambodia, Angola and other conflict
settlements have shown that the UN has been unable to provide credible security
guaranteesto disarming groups aslong asthe peacekeeping forces are confined to
Chapter VI-type rules of engagement.

The credibility of the peace support forces depends on their relative size,
force structure and the manifest resol ve to implement their mandate under adverse
circumstances. Also, the force requirements should reflect the disarmament tasks.
But, according to military expertsof the DCR Project, most peace support missions
have not been structured on a troops-to-tasks basis. Furthermore, no units were
reinforced with personnel or equipment that were assigned to disarmament
missions. For efficiently supporting a disarmament mandate, the peacekeepers
need the necessary means. This includes the capability to rapidly move within a
wartorn environment (helicopters, four-wheel drives vehicles), real-time
intelligence, night vision and anti-sniper equipment.

Moreover, theratio between peacekeepersand combatants shoul d be between
1:10and 1:15 at least to credibly implement the disarmament mandate. Among the
cases of comprehensive settlements, only Namibiaand Cambodiaenjoyed sucha
ratio. In the case of Angola, on the other hand, there were more than 400
combatantsfor each military observer. Furthermore, there should bean appropriate
mix between MO'’s and infantry battalions. The peacekeeping forces should be
able to create local military superiority, if needed.

Increasing the Threshold for Non-Compliance

The external forces must strive to ensure that the motivations for non-
compliance are reduced to a minimum throughout the wespons control and
disarmament process. For that purpose, operational and structura thresholds
should be made part of the peace operations.

Theincrease of the operational threshold can be achieved through astrategy
of compellence. Thismeansthat the peace support forcesare militarily capableand
politicaly determined to impose penaties upon non-compliant behavior on a
tactical level. A strategy of compellence should be understood as a psychol ogical
instrument of a peace support mission. It should generate among the parties the
perception that their lowering of consent to weapons control commitmentswould
not be condoned with passivity and acquiescence. The question of compellencein
consensual disarmament efforts will be further developed below.
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Structural thresholds to non-compliance are primarily constraints on arms
imports. Disarmament makeslittle senseif thedisarming groupsareabletorapidly
reconstitute their military capabilitieswith the help of arms supplied from outside
sources. Some comprehensive settlements explicitly ban the acquisition of
weaponsand |ethal material sfrom abroad and mandate the UN mission to monitor
the compliance with import prohibitions.

Only in afew cases, however, has the international community imposed an
ams embargo on countries that were involved in disarmament and
demilitarization. In the case of Mozambique, for example, no arms embargo was
imposed on the parties and weapons could enter Mozambique during the peace
process. According to Batchel or, theabsence of an armsembargo had asignificant
effect ontheability of themultilateral forcestoimplement effectivedisarmament.*
Alsointhecaseof Somalia, theweaponscontrol and disarmament programswere
futile in light of the continuous influx of new weapons from states such as
Ethiopia, Sudan and Iran.

There are several ways to increase the threshold to illegal rearmament.
Numerous lessons are provided by the Angolan experience, where the opponents
engaged in an intensive arms race after UNITA broke out of the peace process.
The DCR analysis on Angola suggests that weapons, equipment and men should
bekept at different |ocations. Moreover, thesel ocationsshoul d be properly secured
to prevent any re-armament by the factions. The World Bank Report, in turn,
recommends* to announcethat abuy back programwill befollowed by aweapons
search and seizure program, during which illegal wesapons holderswill incur stiff
pendlties. During a seizure program, informers could be rewarded according to a
pro-rated scale (alarger reward for alarger cache)” .

[11. Coercive Disar mament

1. Context

Coercive disarmament can be an integral part of peace support missions. It
may be used as a means to implement disarmament arrangements under peace
settlements or as part of a conflict suppression campaign. Coercive disarmament
in peace support operations is not used against aggressors, but against non-
compliant actors who may act with or without hostile intent against the

% Batchelor, p. 36.
4 World Bank, p. 34.
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peacekeeping force. Thus, peace support missions established under Chapter VII
should not be confused with enforcement missions or combat operations under
Article 42 of the UN Charter.

Coercive weapons control and disarmament are usually not afirst, but alast
stepinaseriesof measuresin peace support missions. In Somalia, for example, the
impotency of UNOSOM 1 in the face of the heavily armed gangs convinced the
UN Security Council to provide UNITAF and then UNOSOM 1 with Chapter V11
authority to ensurethat the disarmament processwas continuousand irreversible.

Theenforcement authority in disarmament matters carries, however, therisk
that the peacekeeping force will become a de facto party to the conflict. The
principles of consent and impartiality are difficult to reconcile with peace support
missions that may apply force for disarmament and demilitarization purposes.

The credibility of coercive weapons control depends on the type of peace
support force deployed into the area of operation. Experiences have shown, that
codition forces or multinational task forces are more efficient than UN
peacekeeping forces. First, codlition forces use existing command and control
structures that are provided by key participating states. Second, the doctrine and
rules of engagement, equipment, and means of communication are often
standardized. Examples of codition forces are UNITAF (Somalia) and IFOR
(Bosnia). UN peacekeeping forces, in turn, areless efficient militarily because of
the ad hoc command structures, the diversity of military doctrines, and the
complicated path of decision-making for using military force.

2. Coercive Weapons Control as Part of Violence Reduction Campaigns

Coercive weapons control has been used under various forms in conflict
termination. It occurred primarily as a sde product of asymmetrical war
termination. Examples are the coercive disarmament of Germany under the
VersallesPeace Treaty or thepartia disarmament of Iragunder theUN Cease-Fire
Resolution 687 (1991). There are, however, a smal number of cases, where
coercive disarmament has been used for violence reduction purposes or conflict
resolution. Here, coercive weapons control and disarmament were not the main
objectives of the military operations, but rather a means to create a more stable
military environment.

A number of Coalition Force operations under Chapter V1l authority have
engaged in coercive disarmament or demilitarization. (1) UNITAF (Somdlia)
pursued disarmament measures as part of amilitary campaign with the objective
of conflict suppression or violence reduction. Thus, the main operational purpose
of coercive weapons control and disarmament was “to establish a secure
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environment for humanitarian relief operations in Somaia.”* (2) In Haiti, the
Multinational Force intervened with the purpose of removing the illega
government and to “ establish and maintain a secure and stable environment.”* In
the pursuit of these objectives, the MNF also disarmed the Haitian military in a
“permissive environment.”* (3) IFOR has been deployed in Bosnia with the
authority to enforce its mission objectives, that also includes extensive weapons
control arrangements. In contrast to the abovetwo cases, theenforcement authority
of IFOR has been explicitly agreed upon by the partiesto the conflict.

With regard to UN peacekeeping missons, the Somalia operation
(UNOSOM-2) is precedent-setting. It is the first UN mission with explicit
enforcement authority for disarmament purposes. DespiteitsChapter V11 authority,
UNOSOM I should be considered a peacekeeping and not an enforcement
mission, because it was sent to Somalia as an impartid force, even though the
military environment has been semi-pemissive at best.” In other UN
peacekeeping operations, coercive modus vivendi with weapons control effects
have been authorized for humanitarian purposes. For example, the Commander of
UNPROFOR was authorized in 1993 to call for NATO close air support in case
of violations of UN-designated safe havensthat were declared heavy weapon free
Zones.

Other peace operationswith coerciveweaponscontrol componentshave been
used by anumber of regiona peacekeeping missons. In Liberia, ECOMOG was
involved in direct combat with Liberian factions that objected to disarmament
commitments. The peacekeeping operationsin the Caucasus are characterized by
theimportant presence of Russian combat troops, who do not hesitate to use force
to implement the disarmament of “irregular” or “voluntary” forces. According to
General Shapovaov, “Russan peacekeeping forces are tasked to pursue,
apprehend and destroy by fire groups or individuals who are not following the
rulesin agiven situation.”*

4 UN Security Council Resolution 794 (1992).
42 UN Security Council Resolution 940 (1994).

4 See Marcos Mendiburu, Managing Arms in Peace Processes: Haiti, Geneva
United Nations, forthcoming, p. 15.

4 The UN strikes on military positions of warlord Mohamed Farah Aideed in
Somalia were made as a response to attacks on U.N. peacekeepers. The UN mandate did not
designate any Somali faction as aggressor.

% Quotein M.T. Davis, “Russian “Peacekeeping Operations’, NATO, CND (93)
577, unpublished paper, 20 September 1993, p. 8.
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As mentioned above, coercive disarmament in the context of UN missions,
does, however, not exclusively take place under Chapter VII authority. On a
tactical level, UN peacekeeping forces may use coercive measures to achieve
disarmament objectives, even though the missions run under a Chapter VI
mandate. Such coercive measures, that can aso be referred to as a form of
compellence, are conceivable against small-scale resistance (irregular forces,
dissdent groups, bandits), presuming that such operations do not impair the
strategic consent of the parties.* This can occur when UN Force Commandersare
determined to implement their mandate even in the absence of consent of local
parties. Coercive actions under Chapter VI mandates have been used in Croatia,
for ingtance, where UNPROFOR pursued a dtrategy of forceful micro-
disarmament.

In practical terms, coercive disarmament measures can only be used in
carefully defined circumstances and not asageneral rule. They could never apply
to al the arms within a large geographical area. Given the large number of
wespons in areas of conflict such a task would be impossible. The chances for
effective weapons control are better if the focus is on: (1) geographicaly
designated zones (safety zones); (2) to a certain conduct (i.e. open display of
weapons or hostile intent); and (3) certain types of weapons (heavy wespons or
team-serviced weapons).

3. Pitfalls of Coercive Disar mament

The main problem of coercive weapons control and disarmament is the
delicate mix between cooperation and confrontation for an external force acting
under Chapter VI authority. The external troops cannot afford to lose dl of the
cooperation of the parties, despite the military force that may have to be used for
weapons control or disarmament purposes. A peace operaion in a purey
confrontational environment is an oxymoron.*’

Therelatively high risk associated with coercivedisarmament leadsto severd
important consequences for peacekeeping operations. (1) The possible loss of
freedom of movement of the peace support forces may jeopardize mission

4 UNIDIR, "Analysis Report: Somalia," questionnaire numbers S099, S150, and
UNIDIR, "Analysis Report: Rhodesia/Zimbabwe," questionnaire number R171.

47 As mentioned earlier, coercive weapons control operations in a hostile
environment shoul d be considered part of war operationsintheclassica Clausewitzian senseand
are thus not part of this study.
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objectives other than disarmament. (2) The prospect of involvement in combat
Stuationsand casudties on the side of the peace support forcestendsto reducethe
number of contributing States to peacekeeping operations. (3) The threat of
casualties may lead to a divison between the national contingencies of the
multilateral force. Theexperiencewith UNOSOM Il hasshown, that somenational
contingents have not been prepared to take part in Chapter VIl operations.”®
According to a Norwegian Institute of International Affairs (NUPI) report on
Somalia, US plannersfelt that thelack of UN military leadership led to thefailure
of compliance with the UN mandate.”

The case of Somdlia illustrates the pitfals of coercive disarmament. The
relationship betweenthe UNOSOM 11 and the Somali factionsturned sour after the
UN raised thelevel of force with regard to weapons control. It began with the UN
Security Council Resolution 814 (1993) demanding al Somali factions to fully
comply with the disarmament commitments under the Addis Ababa Agreement.
When the security environment in Mogadishu started to deterioratein May 1993,
the Commander of UNOSOM |1 broadened the ROE to entitle the peacekeepers
to act more preventively in potentially dangerous Situations. The new rules under
Fragmentary Order 39 alowed UNOSOM |1 to engagewithout provocation, armed
militias, technicals and other crew-served weapons considered a threat to
UNOSOM forces. Such an extension of the ROE gave the UN forces virtualy a
blank check with regard to the use of force towards the parties.

The nature of the disarmament process changed atogether, when 25 UN
soldiers of Peakistan were ambushed and killed. The UN Security Council
Resolution 814 (1993) gave the UN forcesin Somaliathe authority to enforcethe
cessation of armed conflict agreement, as adopted by the Addis Ababa meeting.
UNOSOM I forces began with a “coercive disarmament program in south
Mogadishu” with the purposeof disabling or destroying militiaweaponsin storage
sites and clandestine military facilities.™

4 According to Anderson, the Italian and Pakistani peacekeeping forces were
ambiguous about their commitment to Chapter V11 actions, not the least because they were
neither equipped nor trained for such eventualities, see Gary Anderson, “UNOSOM I1: Not
Failure, Not Success,” in Donald C.F. Daniel and Bradd C. Hayes (eds), Beyond Traditional
Peacekeeping, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1994, p. 274.

4 Jarat Chopra, Age Eknes, Toralu Nordbo, Fighting for Hope in Somalia,
Peacekeeping and Multilateral Operations, No. 6, NUPI, 1995, p. 49.

% Report of the Secretary-General onthe Work of the Organi zation, September 1994,
p. 85.
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The UN Security Council reacted to the increased hostilities by adopting
Resolution 837 (1993) that specified for thefirst time explicitly that UNOSOM I
should*“ confront and deter armed attacksdirected against it inthe accomplishment
of itsmandate”. After acertain point intime, however, most of the attention of the
UN wasconcentrated on the pursuit of Genera Aideed, for whomanarrest warrant
had been issued by the UN. With severa factions fedling threstened by the
coercive nature of weapon control activities, their consent to the weapons control
programrapidly decayed. Lt. Col. Ken Allard, who analyzed the Somaliaoperation
fromamilitary perspective argued that the disarmament has never been morethan
an“incidental byproduct of the Aideed manhunt,” but it has been sufficient to pose
adirect threat to the position of the clans within the local power structure, and it
was resisted accordingly.>

4. Requirementsfor Coercive Disar mament

In light of the failure of the disarmament campaign in Somalia, what arethe
reguirementsfor successfully implementing disarmament commitments? At what
point should apeacekeeping force be prepared to employ force? Thefirst and most
basic requirement is the presence of well trained combat troops with adequate
weapons and equipment. Second, coercive disarmament should not be, as it was
inthe UNOSOM |1 context, one of several mission objectivesthat eventually may
compete with each other for policy priorities. According to the DCR survey
(S073), theemphasi son humanitarian relief in Somaliaimpaired the commitments
and capabilities of the peacekeepers to implement the disarmament programs.>

A third requirement is that the different national contingents have to be
prepared to act in unison. Somaliawas, in many respects, the product of thelegacy
of the failure of peacekeeping due to the different practices of nationa UN
contingentsand NGO’ sintheir dealingswith armed factionsin aunstablemilitary
environment. Somaliaal so rai sed the fundamental question asto whether it makes
sense to make coercive weapons control a prime objective of peace support
operation in ahighly fragmented military and socio-political environment, where
the parties are not ready or interested to renounce hostilities.

Fourth, the peace support forces should be able to use force for weapons
purposes only in environments where the parties can be held accountable for non-

5 KennethAllard, Somalia Operations: LessonsLearned, Washington, DC: National
Defense University Press, 1995, p. 64.

%2 UNIDIR, “Analysis Report: Somalia,” questionnaire number S073.
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compliant behavior. This may prove to be difficult in conflict suppression
operations. Theneed for an explicit normativeenvironment al so at thetactical level
has been confirmed in the cases of Croatia and Somalia. Sector Commanders
should have the discretionary power to either negotiate with loca groups for
certain weapons control criteria or to communicate to the parties what types of
armamentsarelegal and what needsto be surrendered. In Somalia, the designation
of a number of weapon-free zones and the total prohibition of some wesapon
systems (technicals) has hel ped to create clear normative disarmament parameters
at least in some aress.

Fifth, coercive disarmament should be based on the use of minimum
necessary force. The peace support missions cannot afford to get involved in
combat-like situations. The objective of disarmament is, after al, to creste asafer
environment, and not to win a battle against a non-compliant party. Finaly,
extensive contacts with the local population are essentia, even in phases of
coercive disarmament. Population and local authorities can exercise pressure on
militias and local commanders. Furthermore, they can serve as important source
of information for the disarmament of irregular forces and bandits.

V. Compellence
1. The context

A closer look at the various cases of disarmament in conflict resolution
indicates that it is neither conceptually nor operationally possible to establish
where consensua disarmament stops and where coercive disarmament begins.
Thereisagrey areain between. This area findsits origin in the unclear vertica
relationship between the“ consenting party” on the strategic level and the* defiant
actor” ontheground (or tactical level). Strategic actorsaretheformal partiestothe
peace settlements. The parties on tactical level are subsidiary or “local” forces,
armed factions, splinter groups, irregular forces, armed citizen groups, voluntary
forces and bandits. This paper argues that peace support forces should pursue a
strategy of compellencein the weapons control dimension aslong asthe decaying
consent of the partiesis not clearly imputable to decisions taken on the strategic
level.

The key to achieving this delicate task is for the peace support forces to
differentiate between strategic and tactical actors. The chalenge of the peace
support forcesis — if necessarily by force — to address non-compliant conduct
on the tactical level, while preserving impartiaity on the strategic level. In other
terms, enforcement of weapons control is conceivable as abottom-up approachin
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apeace support mission, whereas consent must be preserved at any pricefromthe
top-down. Thus, compellenceisashow of force within the confinements of peace
support missions that operate under the strategic consent of the parties.

Four ambiguities underline the presence of grey area Situations in peace
support missionsengaged inweaponscontrol activities. First, mandatesof multiple
objective missions are often ambiguous.® Second, parties may create ambiguous
Stuationsin order to test theresolve of the peace support missions. Third, in some
peace operations, such as Somalia, the fragmented political and military
environment makes a differentiation between dtrategic and tactica levels
impossible.> Finally, ambiguous may also bethe response of peace support forces
towards decaying consent: thethresat to useforce, or the demonstration of military
resolve can be understood as an attempt of coercion by an impartia party.

Thegrey areasituation entail sgeneric risksof luring the peace support forces
into apartisan conflict. The Somaliacaseillustrates how quickly an UN force can
go down the dippery road of escalation. The UN, on the grounds of the Addis
Ababaagreementsdevel oped a“ Somaliacease-firedisarmament concept” that was
based on the consent of the parties. It foresaw the establishment of cantonment,
storage of heavy weapons, “as well as transtion sites for temporary
accommodation of factional forceswhilethey turnedintheir small arms, registered
for future governmental and non-governmental support and received training for
eventua reintegration into civilian life.”* The only difference with a Chapter VI
operation was the penalty foreseen in case of non-compliance: those failing to
comply with timetables or other modalities would have their weapons and
equipment confiscated or destroyed.

The implementation of this concept was hampered by organizational
problems (transition from UNITAF to UNOSOM 11) and by increasing resistance
of the partiesto comply with thedisarmament or assembly requirements. Themore
extensive ROE and closer control of weapons storage sitesunder UNOSOM |1, as
opposed to UNITAF, has rapidly led to tense relations between the UN and the
opponents. Under UNITAF rules, the militias were able to preserve effective

% For amore extensive elaboration of this point, see Stedman and Daniel's chapters
in this volume.

% In Somaliathe peace support forces had great difficulties to distinguish between
“regular” and “irregular forces’. This problem was aggravated by ill-defined and widespread
areas of operationswherein opposing factionswereinextricably mixed. See UNIDIR, "Analysis
Report: Somalia.”

% United Nations Peace-keeping, Information Notes, United Nations, May 1994, p.
105.
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control over their heavy weapons, whereas under the UNOSOM | 1's disarmament
concept the militias would have been denied to control their weapons storage. It
was precisely the request of a Pakistani inspection team to have access to a
weapons storage site that led to an ambush by the Aideed faction. This, in turn,
ignited an open conflict between the UN and Somali militias.

TheUN missionin Cambodiahad beenvery closeto employing compellence
for achieving the weapons control program that was part of the Paris Peace
Agreement. After the defection of the Khmer Rouge from the peace process, calls
for coercive measures were coming primarily from the civilian side. But aso
Deputy Military Commander General Loridon regquested a more coercive
disarmament strategy. According to Findlay, he was quoted as suggesting that he
would accept the death of up to 200 soldiers, including his own, to end the PDK
threat once and for all.®

The main opposition to coercive disarmament has come from Genera
Sanderson and most of his military staff. The basic arguments were:

1. Enforcement would break the fragile consensus within the Security Council
on Cambodia;

2. Countries such as Jagpan would have to pull their contingents out of
Cambodia;

3. Themilitary component did not havetheright forcestructure, right color, and
right attitude; and

4. TheUN forces would need more personnel and heavier armament.

Furthermore, it hasbeen the opinion of Sanderson, that coercivedisarmament
“would have been doomed to disaster, evenif it had been given wideinternationa
support, since it would have required a UN force to take sides in an internal
conflict.”* The recent literature about Cambodia inevitably has to deal with the
question of compellence or the lack of itsapplication in key moments of the peace
process. Both Sanderson and Findlay arecritical to UNTAC’slack of visibility and
compellence, which might have served to improve the compliance record of DPK
and SOC. The disagreement over consensud vs. coercive disarmament within the

% Trevor Findlay, Cambodia, The Legacy and Lessons of UNTAC, Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1995, p. 37.

5 See Wang, pp. 55-56.



198 Managing Arms in Peace Processes: The | ssues

military component of UNTAC led the UN to relieve Genera Loridon of his
position.*®

2. The Demand for Compellence

Ever sincethe UN hasbeeninvolved in disarming warring partieswithin the
framework of settlement of conflicts, policy planners called for the strengthening
of peacekeeping forceswith armed infantry battalions.® This demand isbased on
the assumption that the parties cooperate with UN forces in disarmament matters
only, if peacekeeping isassociated with the effective threat to use forcein the case
of non-compliance.

Generd Indar Jit Rikhye, aseasoned military veteran of the UN peacekeeping
community, suggested preparing UN forces for mild enforcement tactics® He
insinuated that decaying consent may be overcome with adisplay of force by the
UN. This argument is strongly supported by the responses to the DCR
Practitioners Questionnaire.

The need for compellence wasrecognized by the UN Security Council when
it decided, in light of the upcoming disarmament process in Nicaragua, to add
armed paratrooper units to the unarmed observers of the UN mission. Generd
Douglas, Chief of Staff of ONUCA forces, argued that in Central America the
presenceof armed elitebattalionswaspsychol ogically very important, eventhough
they were confined to the limits given by Chapter VI. Similarly, Jack Child
observed that the militarization of the UN mission in Nicaraguawas “a powerful
message to the reluctant Contras.” ®*

Compellence as aprerequisite for successful implementation of consensual
disarmament wasidentifiedin other casesaswell. Inthe UNPA'’ s, for instance, the
determined action of three UNPROFOR infantry battalionsin the Croatian part of
Sector West had an immediate positive impact on the Serbian conduct in the

% Findlay, p. 37

% Namibiawasthefirst casein UN history where armed infantry battalions assured
the demobilization of armed factions.

% Theterm of “mild enforcement" was used by Major General Indar Jit Rikhyein
a speech delivered to the Mountbatten Centre in November 1992. Indar lit Rikhe, The United
Nations of the 1990s and International Peacekeeping Operations, Southampton Papers in
International Policy, No. 3, 1992, p. 6.

& Jack Child, The Central American Peace Process, 1983-1991, Boulder, Co: Lynne
Reinner, 1992, p. 91.
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sector. Also, elements of aBelgian battalion blocked a* Special Police” brigade of
the Serbian militias and forced them to surrender at least some of their weapons.®

Weagpons control actionsof the UN are closely watched by those who would
be next in line. In short, the message is that if there is no show of force,
disarmament will not succeed. This message has been confirmed by several DCR
guestionnaires respondents who argue that the use of limited force should be
availablein case of non-compliance. Otherwise, peacekeepers prefer to withdraw
rather than to sanction the violations with passivity.

Withtheexperienceof Angola, Y ugod aviaand Cambodia, wherethe UN has
been prevented from implementing its disarmament missions, callsareincreasing
in volume to provide disarmament activities with enforcement mandates. The
Croatian government, for instance, has agreed in March 1993 to an extension of
the UN mandate in Croatiawith the condition that UNPROFOR be authorized to
use force against Serbs refusing to demobilize.

Inthe case of Bosnia, under the Dayton Peace Accords, theU.S. madeit clear
that it would not deploy ground forcesif it was not authorized to use compellence
or “robust rules of engagements’. The objective of compellence for IFOR was
clearly invoked by U.S. Defense Secretary Perry, when he made the point that
“IFOR will be an impressive force that will intimidate anybody in the area’.* He
suggested that IFOR will have to be able to use deadly force against “rogue
individualsor gangs’ but herefrained from commenting about enforcement actions
on the strategic level “against organized opposition”.®

3. Requirementsfor Successful Compellence

What are the requirements for a compellence strategy to succeed? The
ambiguous military environment requires a combination of factors, including the
capability toshow military forcewhile preserving impartiality. Such acombination
of factors can only work under grey area conditions.

Military Capacity
Itisdifficult, if not impossiblefor apeacekeeping force to command respect
if its military capacity is substantialy inferior to those of the armed factions. The

2 5/24600, p. 3.

8 Transcript of Address of Secretary Perry to the Officers and NCOs of the 1st
Armored Division in Bad Keuznach, Germany, 24 November 1995.

% Ibid.
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main messagefrom officersresponding to the DCR questionnairesisthevital need
to project credibility in whatever mission they are engaged in. This meansthat the
military component of peace support missions should be able to project military
capability, firmness, but aso fairness and impartiality. In Angola, for instance,
where the faction’s armament consisted of heavy weapons, such as tanks and
artillery, the peacekeepers were unarmed and very few. For successful
compellence, the peacekeepers should be able to rely on “heavy” battalions, that
can temporarily create amilitary superiority on atactical level. The capability to
show force requires mobility and a capability for rapid reinforcement.

Credibility

The credibility of peace support forces pursuing a compellence strategy
depends on the perception of the commanders of the warring factions. For this
purpose, the peace support missions have to be able to spread the message of the
political determination to use force, if necessary. Such communication of the
resolve to use force represents an essential ingredient of deterrence palicies that
should contain the decay of consent. Credibility, however, depends to a large
extent on the political support of the contributing states. In this respect, the
credibility of IFOR is very high, because the implementation force's operating
under an unified NATO command with rules of engagements worked out by the
NATO Military Committee.

Legitimacy

The sectionsabove have shown that thereisathin line between compellence
and impartiality. Peace support forces are likely to loose their legitimacy after at
least one party perceives their determined actions as consistently impartial. This
iswhy the actions of the peace support forces need to be explained to the parties.
Idedlly, compellence actions againgt violators should run in parale with trust
building activities in the same sector. Finaly, the legitimacy of peace support
forces using robust rules of engagementsis at stake if they act under Chapter VI
authority.

Discretionary Powers

A fina requirement for compellence Strategies is the freedom of action for
sector commanders of the externa force. Such commanders should be given the
discretion to employ punctual coercive measures for weapons control purposes
when they deem appropriate. Such discretionary powers can only be provided
under Chapter V11 authority, however. In Croatia, the Sector Commander brokered
a local agreement with the parties. This arrangement provided for a rigid
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disarmament and demilitarization schedule® Most importantly, the UN
Commander a soinsinuated to the partiesthat hewasprepared, if necessary, to use
force to implement the demilitarization mandate.®® The credibility of the threat to
respond to non-compliance was supported by the important military presence of
a “heavy” Canadian battalion, that was substantially better equipped than the
Vance Plan had called for.*’

4. The Use of Compellence Againgt Irregular Forces and Bandits

One of the main reasons for using compel lence strategies under consensua
weapons control programs is the difficult problem of disarming irregular forces.
Assuchforces are neither accountableto the parties of the peace settlement nor to
the peace support forces, the use of force may be the only way to cope with this
problem. Theseforcesmay be subject to disarmament procedures, but their elusive
nature makes efficient implementation very difficult. The problem is further
aggravated when factions split up during the peace process.

Disarmament of irregular units or armed citizen groups is often carried out
in close cooperation with the regular armed factions. In Angola, for instance, the
parties to the political settlement supervised the disarming and disbanding of
irregular units themselves with the UN merely acting as observer.® In
M ozambique, ontheother hand, the peacekeepersjointly disarmedirregul ar troops

% The agreement worked out the following steps:

Step 1 (D to D+4) withdrawal of artillery, mortars, rocket launchers, and tanks at 30 km from
the UNPA limits;

Step 2 ((D+5to D+7) disarmament and demobilization of the Territorial Defense Forces and
other non-police forces;

Step 3 (D+8 to D+9) withdrawal of armored personnel carriers, anti-aircraft systems, heavy
machine guns and short-range anti-tank weapons at 10 km from the UNPA limits;

Step 4 (D+10 to D+14) all remaining troops withdraw to 5 km at least from UNPA limits;

Step 5 (after D+15) minefield clearance by unarmed parties from the both sides under
UNPROFOR supervision and security. See Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, p. 107.

% See Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, p. 106.

7 See Cox's chapter in this volume.

® United Nations Ingtitute for Disarmament Research, "Analysis Report of
Practitioners Questionnaire on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and Demobilization during
Peacekeeping Operations. Angola and Namibig," in Virginia Gamba, Jakkie Potgieter, and
Jullyette Ukabiala, Managing Arms in Peace Processes. Angola and Namibia, Geneva: United
Nations, forthcoming, p. 29
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together with the local authorities. The weapons of these troops fell under UN
control.

TheUN forceswerenot ableto effectively deal with the problem of irregular
forcesin Namibiaor Croatia. In both casesirregular forcesthat should have been
dishanded were integrated into local police forces. In Croatia, for instance,
paramilitary militias and the Local Territorial Defense units transformed their
forcesinto*“ Special Police,” “Border Police,” or “Multi-purpose Police Brigades,”
equipped with armored personnel carriers, mortars and machine guns, thereby
avoiding disarmament. In Namibia, the paramilitary units, Koevoet, were
integrated in the police force (SWAPOL) in order to escape disarmament. Alsoin
Cambodia, the UN forces were unable to implement the disarmament clauses
pertaining to voluntary forces. UNTAC identified over 200,000 militia for
surrendering their weapons, but these forces never went through the cantonment
process.

Conclusions

Disarmament in conflict resolution isnot an end initsalf. It isan instrument
supporting conflict settlements, regional stability-building and violencereduction.
Disarmament commitmentsin conflict settlementstend, at the outset, to be based
onaconsensual basis, regardlessof whether theexternal forcesare deployed under
Chapter VI or Chapter VI authority. The efficient implementation of voluntary
disarmament is, however, exposed to anumber of chalenges, such asthe security
concerns of the disarming combatants and the deficient troops-to-tasks structure
of peace support forces.

This study has argued that the strategy of compellence represents an
alternative to passivity and congternation of peace support forces faced with the
eroding consent to disarmament programs. Compellenceisashow of forcewithin
theconfinementsof peace support missionsthat operate under the strategic consent
of the parties. Thus, enforcement of weapons control is conceivable from the
bottom-up, whereas consent must be preserved at any price from the top-down.

The following three recommendations derive from the above observations
and are closdly associated with the claim to provide peace support forcesinvolved
in disarmament activities with the doctrind, political and military discretion to
pursue a strategy of compellence.

(1) The main objective of peace support forces assisting disarmament in
conflict resolution is to prevent the warring parties to lower or withdraw their
consent. For achieving this aim, the externa forces need to pursue a strategy that
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combines trust building with the threat to take actions against non-compliant
conduct. Such an approach can only work, however, if the peace support forcesare
prepared to pursue both avenues at the sametime, at thesameplace. Trust canonly
be gained by continuous interactions with the parties. For that purpose, the peace
operations should pay specia attention to the relationship with local authorities,
civilian population, and ex-combatants. The credibility of threats against non-
compliance, on the other hand, can only be achieved by a “heavy” military
presence, combined with the palitical resolve and operational capability to swiftly
respond to violations.

(2) Thesecurity dilemmaof disarming factionsor individual sistheforemost
obstacle to successful implementation of disarmament commitments. Peace
support missions have to be prepared to provide aminimum amount of security to
the parties and the local population that are within the area of application of
disarmament programs. It is clear that this imposes a heavy burden on peace
missions dealing with disarmament. The experiences in Somalia and Srebrenica
have painfully shown, however, that it may be better not to pursue disarmament
or demilitarization if the externa forces are not prepared or capable to assume
protection functions of disarmed groups and the civilian population.

(3) Disarmament in peace support missions should be carried out within a
clearly established normative environment only, both on a strategic and tactical
level. Normative frameworks facilitate the third party to distinguish between
compliance and cheating and thereby help to reduce the occurrence of grey area
situations. Peace support missions should be constantly in contact with the local
partiesfor explaining where compliance stops and where non-compliance begins.
For that purpose Sector Commanders should, if necessary, negotiate subsidiary
disarmament agreements and possibly communicate certain pendties in case of
non-compliance.

Inconclusion, thekey to successof compellenceappearstoliewiththose UN
Sector Commanders, who manage to wak along the invisible line separating
cooperation from coercion. In thisambiguous dimens on, compellence represents
an efficient policy tool as long as the parties do not call the bluff. Should this
happen, then the Sector Commanders find themselves with the unattractive
aternativesof either carrying out thethrest and thereby jeopardizing thefate of the
entiremission or of backing down and loosing credibility. The difficult task of the
Sector Commanders should be made easier with the help of broader discretionary
powersthat would favor thedisplay of determination on the one hand andimprove
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the congtructive conditions for sustained cooperation in the disarmament areaon
the other.



Chapter 7

Concluding Summary: Multinational Peace
Operations and the Enfor cement of Consensual
Disar mament

Virginia Gamba and Jakkie Potgieter*

|. Introduction

The end of the Cold War generated profound mobility within the global
system. The ensuing break-up of alliances, partnerships, and regiona support
systems brought new and often weak tates into the international arena. Many
regionsarenow afflicted by stuationsof violent intra-state conflict, and thisoccurs
at immense humanitarian cost. The massive movement of people, their desperate
condition, and the direct and indirect tolls on human life have, in turn, generated
pressure for international action, most notably from the UN.

Itistimeto stressthat disarmament and weapons management must be seen
as part of awider political process aimed at resolving underlying and structural
sources of conflict. In other words, if it is true that no conflict can be resolved
through the implementation of adisarmament processaone, it isalso truethat no
conflict resolution process can be compl eted without seriousintent to manage and
reduce weapons. The management of weapons should go hand in hand with
political and conflict mediation initiatives. The consequences of underestimating
the implementation of effective weapons management not only threaten peace
processes, but aso post-conflict reconstruction patterns. The problems associated
with arms and disarmament are seen, for example, in the peace negotiations in
Northern Ireland and the Middle East, and those associated with post-conflict
violence and criminality as experienced, for example, in Angola, Liberia,
Mozambique, Cambodia and Haiti.

Problemswithin the process of managing wesapons have cropped up at every
stage of peace operations, for avariety of reasons. In most cases, initia control of

1 The authors wish to thank Dr. Mats Berdal at the International Institute for
Strategic Studies for agreeing to review the first draft of this Chapter.
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arms upon the commencement of peace operations has not generally been
achieved. This may be due to the fact that warring factions, for a variety of
motives, prefer to hold al or some of their weapons until the course of the peace
process is clearer. Above dl, the possession of a weapons capability is a
“bargaining chip” which oncerelinquished cannot easily beregained. It could aso
be that political negotiations necessary to generate mandates and missions
permitting international action are often not specific enough on their disarmament
implementation component. Finaly, it could also be that the various actors
involved interpret mandatesin totally different ways. All of theseissues can cause
apolitical settlement to stall and peace to be broken.

Conversdly, in the specific cases in which peace operations have attained
positive political outcomes, initial effortsto reducewesponsto manageablelevels,
even if achieved, tend to be soon devalued since most of the ensuing activities
center on the consolidation of post-conflict reconstruction processes. Thisshiftin
priorities from conflict resolution to reconstruction often makes for a doppy
follow-up of armsmanagement operations. Follow-up problems, inturn, canresult
in future threats to internal stability. They also have the potential to destabilize
neighboring states due to the uncontrolled and unaccounted-for mass movement
of weapons that are no longer of political or military value to the former warring
parties. Thisis clearly the case in South Africa, where the weapons that the UN
was unwilling or unable to collect in Angola and Mozambique are flooding the
country.?

Not only peace operations underestimate the relative importance of
disarmament in the implementation of mandates, however this also happens in
most post-conflict reconstruction processes.

The reason why weapons themselves are not the primary focus of attention in the
reconstruction of post-conflict societiesisbecausethey areviewed fromapolitical

perspective.

2 Small arms currently spreading throughout the region include pistols, machine-
guns, rocket launchers, anti-personnel grenades, and the AK-47 assault rifle. The proliferation
of these weapons poses a serious threat to security in Southern Africaand the horn of Africa. In
Southern Africa, weapons are smuggled from former zones of military combat to South Africa,
the country most affected by armed crime in the region. Here, the fluid movement of light
weapons across borderswas largely influenced by theimpact of United Nations-brokered peace
settlementsin Angola, Namibia, and Mozambique, where the establishment of short-term peace
took priority over disarmament. See Christopher Smith, Peter Batchelor, and Jakkie Potgieter,
Managing Armsin Peace Processes: Small Armsand Peacekeeping in Southern Africa, Geneva:
United Nations, 1996.
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Considering this context and the growing need to control light weapons, itis
imperativethat more be doneto raise awarenessin theinternational community to
the need to mandate and implement strong disarmament components in all
multinational peace operations in the future. Perhaps more than ever before, the
effective control of weapons has the capacity to influence far-reaching eventsin
national and international activities. In thislight, the management of arms could
become an important component for the settlement of conflicts, afundamental aid
to diplomacy in the prevention and deflation of conflict, and acritical component
of the reconstruction process in post-conflict societies. Research related to the
dynamics of disarmament and the problems associated with management of
weapons before, during, and after a peace process has begun, must be undertaken
in earnest.

Giventheseconsiderations, in 1994, UNIDIR launchedits Disarmament and
Conflict Resolution Project: The Disarming of Warring Parties during Peace
Operations (DCR Project) to explore the changing nature of multinational and
multifunction peace operations and the specific needs associated with new
demobilization and disarming tasks mandated in such operations.

Three research tools were used:

*  responses by practitionersto a UNIDIR field questionnaire;®
* asetof 11 case studies with an emphasis on the evolution of disarmament
mandates and their implementation in the field;* and

3 Reproducedin full asAnnex | inllkkaTiihonen, et al., Managing Armsin Peace
Processes: Training, Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming.

4 Theseare: Clement Adibe, Managing Arms|n Peace Processes. Somalia, Geneva:
United Nations, 1995; Jeremy Ginifer, Managing Arms|n Peace Processes: Rhodesia/Zimbabwe,
Geneva: United Nations, 1995; BarbaraEkwall-Uebelhart and Andrei Raevsky, Managing Arms
In Peace Processes: Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina (Geneva: United Nations, 1996); Jianwel
Wang,, Managing Arms In Peace Processes. Cambodia, Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming;
VirginiaGamba, Jakkie Potgieter, and Jullyette Ukabiala, Managing Arms In Peace Processes:
Angola and Namibia, Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming; Eric Berman, Managing ArmsIn
Peace Processes:. Mozambique, Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming; Clement Adibe,
Managing Arms In Peace Processes: Liberia, Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming; Marcos
Mendiburu, Managing Arms In Peace Processes: Haiti, Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming;
and Paulo Wrobel, Managing Arms In Peace Processes: Nicaragua and El Salvador, Geneva:
United Nations, forthcoming.
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»  asetof policy papersonissueswhichimpinged onthe efficiency with which
disarmament was carried out during a multinational peace operation.®

The set of policy paperswhich are presented in this volume explore the way
a disarmament mission is influenced by four distinct issues: Security Council
mandates, doctrine, rules of engagement, and implementation of disarmament in
thefield. Inwriting a summary of conclusions as shown in these papers, it isalso
possible to reflect about the main findings of the DCR Project and to enumerate
some of the general conclusions regarding the issue of disarming warring parties
during multinational peace operations.

II. The Management of Arms during Peace Processes

The last 10 years have shown a marked increase in the number of
multinational peace operations and a return to the use of coercive measures in
order to restore peace. Beyond the traditional missions of interposition,
peacekeeping forces are now assigned mandates aimed at the resolution of intra-
state conflicts. In situations like this there are usuadly very weak governmenta
structures, if any exist a al. By the same token, there are few accountability
mechanisms. This new type of situation compels peacekeepersto get involved in
some of the host country’ sinternal affairs, such as maintenance of law and order,
monitoring of human rights, organization and support of local government, etc.
This diversification has generated more pressure on peacekeepersto use coercive
measures on both the tactical and operationa levelsin order to ensure protection
of the population, to alow the ddlivery of humanitarian aid, to establish force
protection, to deny the overflight of certain areas, and to disarm warring parties.
The difficulties associated with these tasks have blurred erstwhile distinctions
between peacekeeping and peace enforcement missions. As a result, peace
operations are rife with ambiguities and difficulties.

This confusion is dso apparent at the UN Security Council level as it
mandates new missionsto deal with intra-state conflicts. In accepting the fact that
civil conflict isathreat to international peace, the Security Council has mandated
peacekeeping operations which have little to do with the classicad role of

5 These are: the present volume; IIkka Tiihonen, et al., Managing Arms in Peace

Processes: Training (Geneva: United Nations, forthcoming); Christopher Smith, Peter Batchelor,
and Jakkie Potgieter, Managing Arms in Peace Processes. Small Arms and Peacekeeping in
Southern Africa (Geneva: United Nations, 1996); and Andrei Raevsky, Managing Armsin Peace
Processes. Psychological Operations and Intelligence (Geneva: United Nations, 1996).
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interpositioning in adispute between two states. Thus, new missionshave evolved
more as“law and order” operationsthan astraditiona international peacekeeping
missions. In these new situations, UN forces are confronted by thuggery and
banditry which they must control within the norms of classical peacekeeping
operations.

Aside from these specific problems, new missions a'so bring to light anew
st of dilemmas, namely: what to do about enforcement of consensual
disarmament. Most UN peace operations start with strategic, and perhaps
operational, consensus among warring parties in relation to the objectives of the
mission and the disarmament and demobilization efforts required to achieve the
objective. Nevertheless, athough a peace operation might be born out of a
consensua decision at the strategic level, the peacekeepers must enforce such a
decision at tactical levels where tempers are volatile and information is scarce.

The DCR Project’ s case studies repeatedly indicated one main dilemma: in
contemporary intra-state peace missions, warring parties and paramilitary forces
refuse to be disarmed, cantoned and controlled by peace forces even if consensus
for doing so has been agreed to by the belligerent factions at the strategic level.
Armed men (who, in many cases, such asin Somalia, Liberia, and Mozambique,
are mere boys) possess only one commodity, their weapons, and only one skill:
how to use them. At times, these people feel the need to keep and use their
wesgpons as a means of survival. This redity, coupled with communication
breakdowns at the local level and volatile tempers, makes it very difficult for
peacekeepers to organize and enforce consensual disarmament decisions in the
field. This difficulty, combined with the violence that normally results from the
existence of armed groupswho refuseto surrender their wespons, impingesonthe
security of the unarmed population at large. It is therefore imperative for peace
forcesto be prepared to use coercive measureson thetactical level to executetheir
mandate: that is, they must be prepared to enforce consensua disarmament
measures when such options are mandated in a peace operation. Such use of force
ispossibleif it is based on a clear understanding between parties at the strategic
and operationa levels. The use of force, therefore, can be applied aslong asit is
conducted within abroader consensua framework, and the links between tactical,
operational, and strategic levels of operations are not severed.

Although most peace operations studied had strategic consent and had
mandates to undertake disarmament and demobilization missions, they normally
failed to implement them as originally envisioned. This smple redlization led
Project researchers to explore a series of decision-making levels associated with
thecreation, implementation and termination of multinationa peaceoperations. By
looking at each decision-making level in turn, the Project hoped to identify the
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causes of the more severe problems which had compromised the implementation
of disarmament missions in the field. And, by compartmentdizing the whole
process, the Project could then suggest solutionsat eachlevel, thereby assisting the
whole.

The DCR Project identified a number of problem areas which impinged on
theway disarmament was undertaken inthefield. Problem areas could be reduced
to three principal categories. The first category focused on those problems
common to all cases irrespective of the organization or group of nations that ran
the peace mission. The second category, largely related to the first one, concerns
those problems common to UN peace operations only. The third category delves
into more detailed issuesemerging from thetwo previousones. L et uslook at each
onein turn.

[11. Common Problemsin Multinational Peace Oper ations

Thefirst category of problems was identified in the analysis of the 11 case
studiesundertaken by the DCR Project, and intheinterpretati on of responsestothe
Practitioners  Quegtionnaire on Weapons Control, Disarmament, and
Demobilization During Peacekeeping Operations. Foremost among these
problems are those associ ated with the establi shment and maintenance of a secure
environment early in the misson, and problems concerned with the lack of
coordination of effortsamong: a) theregional andinternational communities, and;
b) the various groups involved in the misson. Many secondary complications
would be alleviated if these two problem areas were understood differently.

Difficulties concerning the establishment of a secure environment and those
related to the lack of coordination between and within missions severely impinge
on the process of weapons management which are often required within the
mandates of these missions. The peace operationswhich have registered theworst
problemswith wespons management programs are al so those that had the greatest
difficultiesin establishing security and coordination of efforts. For this reason, it
is possible to conclude that, to permit effective weapons management processes,
the following issues must be taken into account:

1) The establishment of security must come first to ensure stability which
requires clear palitical authority and policy guidelines. Missions where thiswas
not the case were Somalia, Angola, the former Yugodavia, and Liberia. The
operation wherethiswasmore clearly devel oped was RhodesialZimbabwe. Inthis
case, the secure environment and effective coordination mechanisms served to
bal ance some of the problemswhich undoubtedly threatened the processfrom the
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start. Themajor problemin the process wasthe lack of adisarmament component
to accompany and reinforce the transitiona arrangements. Despite the lack of a
disarmament component, the Commonwealth Monitoring Force managed to
control the situation and to ensure a safe transition to open and democratic
€lections. Repetition of thismodel might bedifficultin other cases, however, asthe
international and national contextsof thetimewerevery different fromthosefound
today. Itisclear that in the case of Rhodesia, thefollowing items stand out and call
for further research:

» theimpact of the provision of reasonable security to belligerent parties on
their willingness to demabilize;

» therelationship between awillingnessto disarm and the different stages of
a demobilization process; and

e the importance of unity of command and international cooperation in
supporting peace processes.

2) Rel ations between and within the groupsinvol ved i n a peacekeeping effort
must be well-coordinated. No case reviewed by the DCR Project was totdly
satisfactory inthisrespect, with the possible exception of the Rhodesia/Zimbabwe
(CMF) operation and perhaps the Central American UN missions. ONUCA and
ONUSAL. Although Namibia, Mozambique, Haiti and Cambodia showed an
interest in coordination fromtheir earliest phases, they all had, to agreater or lesser
extent, problems in this respect. The worst cases here were those of Angola,
Somalia, former Yugodavia, and Liberia

3) Sometimes, the mix between the lack of effective security and the lack of
effective coordination, acharacteristic of missonswhich occur infailed states, can
destroy a misson almost at its outset. This was particularly true in Angola
UNAVEM |1 was very difficult to execute due to the vastness of the country, its
destroyed infrastructure, and the lack of the mission’s equipment and means to
overcomethese problems. Aswasthecasein UNTAG, theinteraction betweenthe
military and civilian components of the mission was badly flawed. The way in
which the two components interacted was poor and damaged the overal
performance of the mission. The political decisionsmade by UNAVEM I1 reflect
the fact that the HQ in Luanda lost touch with the situation on the ground even
though the observers indicated that a resumption in hostilities was evident from
early on in the mission.

If this category of problems was understood and dedlt with differently, then
disarmament and weapons control would have a chance for success. Thus, it is
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possible to propose anumber of observations. First, a peace processwill be more
likely to succeedif thereiscooperation and coordination between theinternational
effort and the nations that immediately neighbor the stricken country. This was
clearly the case in Namibia(UNTAG), RhodesaZimbabwe (CMF), Centra
America (ONUCA and ONUSAL).

Second, coordination must not Ssmply be present at theinternational level but
must permeste the entire peace operation as well. A good case in point here is
again Rhodesia/’Zimbabwe (CMF) but the UN missions where this element was
present, to ahigher or lesser degree, were Cambodia, Central America, and Haiti.

Third, in order to obtain maximum effect, relations must be coordinated
between and within the civil affairs, military, and humanitarian groups which
comprise a peace operation. A minimum of coordination must also be achieved
between intra and inter-state misson commands, the civil and military
components at strategic, operational and tactical levels, and the humanitarian aid
organizations working in the field. These components must cooperate with each
other if the mission isto reach its desired outcome. And finally, if problemswith
mission coordination are overcome, many secondary difficulties could also be
avoided, including lack of joint management, lack of unity of effort, and lack of
mission and population protection mechanisms, al of which were present in one
form or another in Bosnia/Croatia (UNPROFOR), Somaia(UNOSOM | and I1),
Angola (UNAVEM I and Il) and Liberia.

V. Disar mament Problems
in United Nations Peace Oper ations

Difficulties in establishing a secure environment and coordinating
interactionsin peacemissionsalso highlight asecond category of problemsrelated
to the changing nature of UN peace operations and the way they are conducted by
the partiesimplementing the mission. In order to explore this second category of
problems, the DCR Project supervised thisseriesof policy papers. Themainissues
for analysis included: mission specificity and interpretation, differing national
doctrines related to the use of armed forces for peace operations, rules of
engagement, and genera difficulties in interpreting the disarmament needs of a
given mission. Here, theidentification of problem areas, assessing the possibilities
for correcting initial strategies to enhance rather than diminish disarmament, was
undertaken from six different perspectives. The perspectives provide an in-depth
look at the layers of decision-making and implementation from the beginning of
the mission to the implementation of disarmament in the field.
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One of the principal conclusions of this section is that the enforcement of
weapons control at thetactical level during operations, when thereisstrategic and
operational consent, is possible. Here, to implement their mandated tasks,
peacekeeping and multi-function missions unlike peace enforcement operations
rely on having the consent of the belligerent parties, at least at the strategic and
operational levels. For this reason, these types of missions depend on consent-
promoting techniques for their success.

Thishappens because consent islikely to be anything but absolute. In theory,
depending on the volatility of the genera environment, it is unlikely to be more
than partial and could amount to nothing morethan tolerance of presence. Consent
issomething that peacekeepers can expect to have bits of: from certain people, in
certain places, for certain things, and for certain periods of times. Consent at the
tactical level will derive from local events and prevailing popular opinion. It will
be subject to frequent change and its boundary will, therefore, be mobile and
poorly defined. The identification of the critical consent divide allows the use of
force to be addressed in away that takes full account of its wider connotations.®
Thisis particularly the case when enforcing consensual disarmament operations.

If astrong consensua framework reduces the status of armed opposition to
that of maverick banditry, ademonstrably reasonable and proportionateforce may
beemployed againgt it without fear of fracturing the consent divide. For thisreason
the enforcement measures may represent a valid consensua peacekeeping
technique. Consent canfacilitate, not hinder, enforcement measuresto betakenfor
disarmament and demobilization purposes. On other occasions, it may be that
coercive measures must be used in a way that breaches the tactical edge of the
consent divide, but stability can beretained if the operational boundary of consent
remainsintact.

The type of problems presented in this set of papers, and the
recommendations suggested by the authors, go along way in explaining some of
the difficulties that the international community has in coming to grips with the
issue of enforcing consensual disarmament operations during peace missions, be
they under Chapter VI or Chapter V1 considerations. Different countriesinterpret
theneedsand realitiesof multi-function peacekeeping operationsin different ways.
The ensuing confusion is not helped by the lack of clear guidelines or mandates
from the strategic level of an operation (the UN Secretariat and the Security

6 Atoperational level, consent will devolvelargely from formal agreements and its

boundary will consequently berelatively clear cut and easier todiscern. Thisisadefinitiontaken
from “Army Field Manual: Vol. 5, Wider Peacekeeping,” London: HM SO, pp. 2-7.
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Council). Finally, confusion aso occurs at the operational level of the mission,
where rules of engagement are often not trand ated adequately enough to ensure
that peacekeepersat thetactical level arewell aware of what they can and must do
to implement the mandate that they have received.

Although not many overal recommendations can be provided to resolvethis
Stuation asit stands, there are some issues which can bring relief, hence the third
category of item areas at which we will now look.

V. Other Issues That Could Enhance the Performance
of the Mission: Information Gathering, Media,
and Civil-Military Interactions

Information gathering, media, and civil-military interactions represent a set
of needsthat have not been addressed so far in peace processes. Among these, the
first and foremogt isthat of information gathering for the successful maintenance
of asecure environment and for effective disarmament and demobilization during
peace operations. A second issue relates to the role and influence of the media
during peace operations. The fina issue refers to the status of civil-military
interactions during amission.

1. Information Gathering

In order to manage arms during peace missions, military commanders need
to be able to detect the movement of belligerent forces, determine the location of
hidden arms cashes, and anticipate the plans and tactics of those who intend to
violate agreements and threaten the execution of the mission mandate. This boils
down to a need for a sound information gathering, assessment and distribution
sysem in the theater of operations. Nearly al respondents to the UNIDIR
guestionnaire, for example, mention the need for a proper intelligence system
during peace operations. The importance of this capability cannot be over
emphasized. Related to good intelligence is the need to be a step ahead of the
opposition and to anticipate their moves. When confronted with periodic
violations, deliberate breaches of agreements and even sporadic attacks, it is
important to have information to anticipate and prepare in a pre-emptive manner
to counter or lessen the effect thereof on the overall success of the mission.
Accurate warning will alow more effective counter measures and provide an
opportunity to disrupt threatening behavior before it is launched. This requires
good intelligence, the ability to evaluate and disseminate information, and the
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ability to react rapidly.” Despite theimportance of thiselement in many aspects of
the successful implementation of a peace operation, information gathering in the
field - even asit relates to the enforcement of consensual disarmament - has been
neglected at best, or shunned, at worgt.

To create the desired result in thefield, organizers of peace missions need to
consider anumber of recommendations, of which, afew examplesare noted here.
First, the UN should develop and implement an information gathering system to
provide the mission HQ with political and military intelligence. This system must
providefor tactical and strategicintelligenceto changethe concept of theoperation
to a pre-emptive rather than a reactive posture on both the political and military
fronts.

Second, commanders can promote transparency by sharing the information
with al parties concerned. Thisact of distributing intelligence can be viewed asa
confidence building measurein two respects: (1) between the peace operation and
the parties to the conflict; and (2) enhance confidence among the various parties
themselves. For thisto beeffective however, theintelligence community however,
must define information gathering requirements for supporting the military
commitment as early as possible. Thisis crucial because the re-deployment and
planning phases of the operation require optimum support. Once deployed, aunit
or formation should devel op its own requirements and information gathering plan
in conjunction with the operational plan, and submit it, along the proper channels
of command, for approval.

Third, measures should be taken to ensure force security. To this end, the
commander must havethe capability to quickly disseminatecritical indicationsand
warningsto all echelons. A robust theater architecture must bein placeto provide
accurate and timely al-source information. This information must be formatted
clearly and be at the disposal of the entire force deployed. Related to this point is
the clear need to improve the observation skills of the peacekeepers. Mission
success and the security of the force depend almost entirely on the observation
skills of the personnel and on the leadership of the small unit. In the absence of
other systems, human intelligence may be the primary source of timely
information. Thisisasothefirst line of defense against any threat and isacritical
factor in determining mission success. It must be developed to its full potential
during every military peace operation.

7

See United Nations Ingtitute for Disarmament Research, "Analysis Report of
Practitioners Questionnaire on Weapons Control, Disarmament and Demobilization during
Peacekeeping Operations. Somalia," in Clement Adibe, Managing Arms in Peace Processes:
Somalia, Geneva: United Nations, 1995, pp. 193-94.
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2. Thelnteraction Between the Peace Mission and the Media

Peacekeeping operations are carried out under the full glare of public
scrutiny. By using satellites and other modern communications technology, the
press is able to distribute reports and pictures faster than ever before. Incidents,
sometimes embellished or danted toward a partisan view point, are screened on
television the same day and in the pressthe next morning to excite audiencesinthe
countriesthat are partiesto a dispute and their alies. The role of the press during
delicate negotiations is indeed of incalculable importance. When information is
withheld, journalists fall back on speculation. Such speculation, athough usually
inaccurate, is often close enough to the truth to be accepted as such by large
sectionsof public opinion, and even by governments. Belligerents may sometimes
find it advantageousto leak part of astory to the pressto build public support for
their own position. On occasion, such activities can grow into fully orchestrated
press campaigns.

Theissue of therelationship between the mediaand the peace operation is of
great importance. This was clearly the case in both Somalia and the former
Y ugodavia, to give but two examples. UN Missions must accept the fact that the
mediawill be present in any theater of operations, and accept the fact that it plays
amgjor role in keeping families informed and in determining, to a great extent,
how the world public will perceive the operation. A misson headquarter’s
approach to the media can greatly enhance, or can sink, the operation. The
challenge posed to the mission headquartersisto deal with the needs of the media,
to implement effective information/briefing sessions, and to build a trustworthy
relationship with journalists.

3. Civil-Military Interactions

One of the mogt difficult thingsto understand and accept today isthefact that
most contemporary multi-function peace operations are above al civilian
operations with military and humanitarian components working closely together.
The civil-military interaction, whether at civil affairs and military levels in the
mission, or between humanitarian and relief organizations and the mission, is
characterized by civilian presence at the strategic, operationa, and tactical levels
of the operation. Questionnaire responseshave shown that sometimesit isdifficult
for military peacekeepers to understand that, even at the most tactical of levels,
they will have to cope not only with restraining belligerent parties but also with
assisting the action of humanitarian and civilian components of the mission.
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From the research undertaken in the DCR Project, it is evident that not
enough effort has been made towards improving interactions between different
mission components and other NGO'sin the field. More importantly, the lack of
unity of effort at the operational and tactical levels of a mission, and the lack of
coordination between conflict resolution and post-conflict reconstruction actorsin
the field seriously impinge on the effectiveness and smoothness of the missions.

I nteraction between themilitary and civil components of UN missionsisnot
on ahealthy footing. To improve the chances of any future mission to succeed in
the volatile environment of current conflicts, this issue must be addressed and
resolved. Thejoint planning body must find the* center of gravity” of an operation,
i.e.., what is the single most important event or condition that will stabilize the
Stuation or reverse the destruction and strife. The organization and the mission
headquarters must then direct all effort and resources towards that one identified
center. Thiswill only be possible when:

»  theinteraction between themilitary and civilian componentsof amissionare
formalized to such an extent that they can operate within one integrated
Strategy towards one common godl;

»  therdationship between the military and civilian components of a mission
are developed around a formal liaison structure with an integrated joint
procedure for planning, information exchange and mutual support;

» overal command and control is reinforced by ajoint planning mechanism
and procedure for UN missions;

e proper communication and reporting systemsareestablished betweentheUN
headquartersin New Y ork and the mission HQ in thefield, and between the
misson HQ and the different components deployed in their area of
responsibility;

. an effective joint command and control systemis created; and,

* ajoint UN doctrine and standard operating procedures for civilian-military
cooperation is developed so that day-to-day operations are streamlined.
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4. Summary

It should beclear from the abovediscussion that anumber of obstaclesreved
themselves as a peace operation is implemented. Although agreements and
mandates are clear on disarmament issues at the strategic level, they seem to
disappear on the way down to the tactical level. Agreed-upon cantonment,
surrendering of arms and equipment, and weapons control measures are seldom
executed intheway stated in the agreement. Armsin good condition are often kept
in cachesby belligerent parties, whole unitsare hidden out of sight of UN military
observersand, worse, individual combatantskeep armsand ammunitionto usefor
economic or political gain. Nothing much isdone by peaceforcesto managethese
arms according to the agreement and mandate. An “out of sight out of mind”
approach seemsto betherulerather than the exception. Theresult of thisapproach
is clearly seen in cases like Angola, Mozambique, Somdia, and the former
Yugodavia. To resolvethisissug, it isnot important to add disarmament clauses
to mandates. Mandates and agreements usually carry some mention of the
disarmament needs of an operation. The problem does not, therefore, lie in the
absence of mandates but in the lack of implementation skills and in the
peacekeepers will to sustain the disarmament effort throughout the life of the
mission.

Themoment the Peace Force withdrawsfrom the country, the conflict erupts
with new life or spillsover into the broader region. National and regional violence
is then sustained by weapons and ammunition that were not properly managed
during the peace process. For this reason, arms must be managed early on in the
mission and peace forces must employ all military skills at their disposal if they
wish to implement mandated disarmament and demobilization tasks.

V1. Conclusion

The DCR Project hashighlighted anumber of issueswhich areimpinging on
the way peace operations deal with disarmament components. A first conclusion
refers to the need to understand peace processes in a holistic manner. Thus, the
way toimplement peace, defined intermsof long-term stability, istofocusnot just
on the sources of violence (such as social and political development issues) but
aso on the material vehicles for violence (such as weapons and munitions).
Likewise, the pursuit of peace must take into account both the future needs of a
society and the eimination of its excess weapons, and also the broader
international and regional context in which the society issituated. Thisis because
weaponsthat are not managed and controlled in thefield will invariably flow over
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into neighboring countries, becoming a problem in themselves. Thus, the
establishment of viable stability requiresthat three primary aspectsbeincludedin
every approach to intra-state conflict resolution: (1) the implementation of a
comprehensive, systematic disarmament programas soon asa peace operationis
set-up; (2) the establishment of an arms management programthat continuesinto
national post-conflict reconstruction processes; and (3) the encouragement of
close cooperation on weapons control and management programs between
countries in the region where the peace operation is being implemented.

A second conclusion refers to the enforcement of consensua disarmament.
In peace operations, particularly in peacekeeping and multi-function missions, the
need to preserve overall consent does not foreclose the use of coercive measures
if and when necessary. At times, nevertheless, the peacekeepers do not seem to
heed the need for the enforcing of these disarmament tasks, evenif these havebeen
agreed at the strategic and operationa levels by the warring parties. Thus, there
needsto beprovision for someleverage, both military and non-military, to enforce
agreements on thetactical level of any peace operation. A number of military and
non-military leverage points exist, as demonstrated in the earlier sections of this
chapter. Neverthel ess these sources of leverage can only benefit the management
of armsif mission personned have theright training, sufficient resources, effective
information-gathering mechanisms, and the willingness to act decisively and
uniformly to al challengesin a consistent way.

A fina conclusion refers to the environment in which contemporary peace
missions must operate. In theory, the possibility of enforcing a mandate that
includes disarmament does exist. The mechanismsand resourcesto undertakethis
are also available. But the environment in which multi-function peace operations
are now flourishing makesthistask difficult and unattractive. Thereasonsfor this
seem to point to a number of elements: an international unwillingness to act for
humanitarian reasonswhiletheinterna conflict istill hot and thewarring factions
are not yet prepared for peace; the changing role of military forces worldwidein
the wake of the cold war, and their attempts to attach old needs to new roles, as
demonstratedin differing national peacekeeping and peaceenforcing doctrines; the
desire of member gtates to use the mechanisms in place at the UN without a
comparable desireto secure resources, combined planning and implementation or
unity of command; and thegenera insecurity related to new threatsto regional and
internationa stability and peace.

In this way, countries offer peacekeepers for multinational efforts without
clearly-understood objectives, without appropriate training, and without a clear
picture of how long their effort should be maintained in the field. Likewise,
agencies undertake enormous relief operations without prior coordination of
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objectives, planning or communication mechanismswhich are fundamental to the
interactionsneeded in thefield for conflict resolution and for the smooth transition
between peace operationsand post-conflict reconstruction processesinthestricken
country.

Tosumup, inacontext of dwindling resources, horrendously violent internal
conflicts, and uncontrolled proliferation of al types of weapons, states should do
well to ensure that the few multinational peace operationsthey areinvolvedin are
as efficient as possible. If thisis not the case, there will be no long-lasting peace
and the loop of deprivation, violence and war will never cease.
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