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1. Introduction

Why Study Peace Enforcement Operations?

The purpose of this monograph is to examine the use of force by the United
Nations (UN) in situations that fall between traditional peacekeeping operations
and full-scale enforcement measures as provided for in article 42 of the UN char-
ter. The UN’s ability to use force to compel compliance with international peace
and security mandates is based on the provisions of chapter VII of the charter.
These provisions are part of an ongoing historical evolution of the international
community’s attitudes regarding the most fitting way to deal with problems of
international peace and security. Recently dubbed “peace enforcement” opera-
tions, a more useful term might be “mandate enforcement” operations.

This study is based upon an examination of three cases of UN peace enforce-
ment, the first of which occurred during the cold war and the other two of which
took place in this decade. The cases — the Congo, Somalia, and Bosnia — reveal
a number of common operational characteristics, associated on the one hand with
the kind of choices the UN Security Council (UNSC) has had to make (mandate
issues), and on the other hand with the kinds of problems and questions that arise
in implementing UNSC decisions (operational issues).

Any discussion of the UN’s international peace and security mechanisms might
be expected to lead to some contemplation of the concept of collective security.1

Though my study is deliberately focused on the concept and experience of the
use of force to compel compliance, it does not, by definition, deal with the broader
issue of collective security subsumed under full-scale enforcement measures, nor
can it. By the same token, those questions associated with the UN’s involvement
in “internal” conflicts are also not directly addressed.2 Neither does this mono-
graph address the ethics of the use of force by the international community, or the
various ends (e.g., the delivery of humanitarian aid) for which the use of force is
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authorized. Instead, I direct my attention to an area of UN activity that has been,
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agreement among the parties. These operations reside in the grey area between
traditional peacekeeping, linked to chapter VI, and the enforcement measures of
chapter VII, and they share characteristics of both types of operations. The UN
peace enforcement operations examined here have the following four traits in
common:

• authorization under chapter VII of the UN charter;
• authorization for the use of force beyond self defence;
• impartiality in intent, meaning that no judgement was made as to the claims

or positions of the parties to the conflict (this characteristic also applies
to peacekeeping and is a key element of article 40) and that action was
not taken against any one state or party as is the case with full-scale en-
forcement responses;

• the consent of the parties to the operation was not a requirement.

A Word on Methodology

As with any such study, the choice of cases to examine involves subjective con-
siderations. David Baldwin has argued that “[h]istory does not present itself tied
up in neat bundles of facts clearly labelled ‘case no. 1,’ ‘case no. 2,’ etc. The
boundaries that delimit a particular case are not ‘discovered’ by the researcher;
they are created by him.”9 Manufactured though they may be, boundaries are none-
theless essential, for as Kal Holsti reminds us “[w]ithout such organizing devices
there would be no place to begin, no limits to help research and description, and
no way to determine what facts, conditions, or events are relevant to the subject.”10

Alexander George combines the methods of historians and political scientists
to outline a framework — a “method of structured focused comparison” — for
putting case studies to the service of theory development.11 This approach in-
volves three phases. The first, that of research design, involves identifying the
questions to be asked and the theory to be tested or refined. In the second phase,
the case studies are undertaken. The results of the first two phases are synthesized
in the third one, where the “explanations for the outcomes and other findings
regarding the nature and complexity of the phenomenon in question [are used to]
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The Cases

Three UN operations cases are examined in this book: in the Congo (ONUC), in
Somalia (UNOSOM), and in the former Yugoslavia (UNPROFOR). These three
cases represent the only examples of UN efforts to compel compliance through
sustained military operations that fall within my boundary conditions — i.e., they
lie between the extremes of peacekeeping and full-scale enforcement. In addi-
tion, the Congo operation took place during the cold war, which demonstrates
that the idea of using force for grey area problems is not, as is sometimes argued,
a post-cold war innovation.

In each of these cases force was used to achieve different objectives. In the
Congo, it was authorized to prevent civil war and ensure the withdrawal of for-
eign military personnel. In Somalia, force was authorized to allow for the delivery
of humanitarian aid, and then later to implement the disarmament provisions of
the political reconciliation mandate. In the former Yugoslavia, force was author-
ized for the enforcement of a no-fly zone, the protection of safe areas, and the
delivery of humanitarian aid.

Although these operations had different aims, all three had mandates involving
an authorization of the use of force to compel compliance with certain goals es-
tablished by the Security Council. The three operations also involved major
sustained multinational military operations. This last consideration is a critical
criterion, since it is my purpose in this monograph to examine the experience of
the actual use of force and not the mere threat to use force.
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7. For previous use of article 40 see, United Nations, Repertory of Practice of UN
Organs (New York, 1982), 2: 386-88.

8. In the late 1940s, immediately after the creation of the UN, the term “peace enforce-
ment” was sometimes used to describe the chapter VII enforcement provisions based
upon article 42. Use of the term ceased when cold war politics virtually eliminated
the possibility that the Security Council could, in fact, authorize such “peace en-
forcement” measures.

9. David Baldwin, Economic Statecraft (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985),
p. 146.

10. K.J. Holsti, International Politics: A Framework for Analysis (Toronto: Prentice-
Hall Canada, 1967), p. 15.

11. Alexander L. George, “Case Studies and Theory Development: The Method of Struc-
tured, Focused Comparison,” in Diplomacy: New Approaches in History, Theory
and Policy, ed. Paul G. Lauren (New York: Free Press, 1979), pp. 43-68. In addition,
see Harry Eckstein, “Case Study and Theory in Political Science,” in Handbook of
Political Science, vol. 7: Strategies of Inquiry, ed. Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W.
Polsby (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1975).

12. George, “Case Studies,” p. 58.

13. Harold Sprout and Margaret Sprout, Foundations of International Politics (Princeton:
Van Nostrand, 1962), p. 53. For a good discussion of the role of explanation and
prediction, see Idem, “Explanation and Prediction in International Politics,” in In-
ternational Politics and Foreign Policy, ed. James N. Rosenau (New York: Free Press
of Glencoe, 1961), pp. 60-72.

14. This approach roughly coincides with Holsti’s description of the “traditional analy-
sis” school. See, Holsti, International Politics, pp. 8-9.

15. Security Council Resolution 929, 22 June 1994, stated that the council “welcomes
also the offer by Member States to cooperate with the Secretary-General in order to
achieve the objectives of the United Nations in Rwanda through the establishment
of a temporary operation under national command and control aimed at contribut-
ing, in an impartial way, to the security and protection of displaced persons, refugees
and civilians at risk in Rwanda...[and] Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of
the United Nations, authorizes the Member States cooperating with the Secretary-
General to conduct the operation...using all necessary means to achieve the
humanitarian objectives...” See, S/1994/734, 21 June 1994, for the text of the offer
of help from the French government.

16. Security Council Resolution 940, 31 July 1994, stated that the council “acting under
Chapter VII of the charter of the United Nations, authorizes Member States to form
a multinational force under unified command and control and, in this framework, to
use all necessary means to facilitate the departure from Haiti of the military leader-
ship, consistent with the Governors Island Agreement, the prompt return of the
legitimately elected President and the restoration of the legitimate authorities of the
Government of Haiti, and to establish and maintain a secure and stable environ-
ment...”
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17. The best account of this is David Malone, “Haiti and the International Community:
A Case Study,” Survival 39 (Summer 1997): 126-46.

18. IFOR is authorized under Security Council Resolution 1031, 15 December 1995;
SFOR is authorized by Security Council Resolution 1088, 12 December 1996.

19. Security Council Resolution 1037, 15 January 1996.
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2. Using Force to Compel
Compliance: The Evolution
of an Idea

Introduction

For as long as the state system has existed there has been a general, albeit rough,
understanding of the permissible and impermissible uses of force between states.1

By the late nineteenth century, there had evolved an acceptance among states of
the thought that war and force should not be used in certain instances. In the
Hague conferences at the turn of the century states set out to codify some of these
rules.

The Hague peace conferences occurred in 1899 and 1907. The resulting Hague
conventions placed limits on the conduct of war, primarily by limiting the types
of weapons that could be used in given situations.2 The conventions also estab-
lished procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes, including commissions
of inquiry and arbitration. States were to pursue these peaceful means before
resorting to war, “so far as circumstances allow.”3 The restrictions the Hague con-
ventions placed on state behaviour were limited, yet their very negotiation and
codification did represent a step forward. That forward progress was overtaken
by the outbreak of World War I in 1914.

The League of Nations

The covenant of the League of Nations was a product of the desire of states to find
a way to prevent a recurrence of World War I. In 1918, America’s president,
Woodrow Wilson, outlined his celebrated “fourteen points,” which contained a
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listing of US war aims and also an outline of Wilson’s vision of international
relations after the war. The fourteenth point called for “a general association of
nations [to] be formed under specific covenants for the purpose of affording mu-
tual guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity to great and small
states alike.” The idea of an international organization that would be geared to-
wards preventing war found strong support among other major powers, especially
Britain.4 The idea became part of the peace negotiations after the war, resulting in
the creation of the League of Nations.

The final text of the covenant of the League was agreed on 28 April 1919, at a
plenary meeting of the Paris peace conference. Because the covenant was an inte-
gral part of the Treaty of Versailles, which brought an official end to the war, it did
not officially come into force until the Treaty of Versailles took effect on 10 Janu-
ary 1920.5

The primary purpose of the covenant was to prevent but not altogether prohibit
war. The first lines of its preamble served to indicate that emphasis. The covenant
was established “in order to promote international co-operation and to achieve
international peace and security by the acceptance of the obligation not to resort
to war.” As for the League itself, its mandate was ambitious, nothing short of
providing the international system with a functioning means of “collective security.”

As I noted in the previous chapter, this monograph is not about collective secu-
rity. Thus the experience of the League is of only the most restricted relevance to
our purposes, which, to repeat, are to examine the issue of peace enforcement.
That being said, however, the League did have some experience, and even suc-
cess, in this domain.

The covenant provided a “legal drag” on the ability to go to war.6 The emphasis
was on a requirement to pursue peaceful settlement before resorting to war. War
remained permissible, however, in self-defence, or to uphold the provisions of the
covenant or when all of the League provisions had been followed but had failed.
The use of force short of war remained entirely open. Thus, the core axiom that
war could play a legitimate role in international relations remained unaffected.
What had changed was the assumption that there were certain instances in which
war would henceforth be considered “illegal.”

The importance of the provisions should not be underestimated. Along with
the restriction on war and the requirement for peaceful settlement, the covenant
provided, for the first time, for an international response when its provisions had
been violated. In the event a state violated those provisions, article 16 (1) stipu-
lated that it would be deemed “to have committed an act of war against all other
Members.” As a result, members were immediately to sever all trade and financial
relations with the offending state and prevent “financial, commercial or personal
intercourse between the nationals of the covenant-breaking State and the nation-
als of any other State, whether a Member of the League or not.” In addition, the
Council would recommend “what effective military, naval, or air force the
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Members ... shall severally contribute to the armed forces to be used to protect the
covenants of the League.”

In theory, these enforcement measures provided a way of ensuring that states
would follow the covenant requirements or face serious consequences. The prac-
tice was otherwise. From the beginning, the League struggled. The failure of the
American Senate to ratify the covenant and, therefore, the absence of the United
States from the League was a major setback. In addition, there were a number of
difficulties in the implementation of the peace settlement provisions of the Treaty
of Versailles, of which the covenant was a part.7 This generated disunity and un-
certainty among the European great powers. The lack of decisive action that resulted
contributed to a sense of a peace process and structure that was crumbling or
unenforceable or both.

Still, there were some success stories. One such instance came early, with the
resolution of the Greco-Bulgar crisis. On 23 October 1925, Bulgaria informed the
secretary-general of the League that Greek troops had invaded Bulgarian terri-
tory. A prompt and determined response by the Council brought about a withdrawal
of the Greek troops and, later, a resolution of the crisis.8 In part, the resolution
came easily because of a fortuitous commingling of circumstances.

[T]he successful resolution of the Greco-Bulgarian clash arose from a rare unanim-
ity among the European major powers, energetic action on their part including threats
of force, the internal weakness of the Greek regime which made the bluff easy to
call, and the important fact that the parties to the dispute were small states suscepti-
ble to great-power pressure.9

The episode demonstrated that the League mechanisms could work, at least when
the great powers put their commitment behind them.

The success was a momentary one. Other crises proved less responsive to League
action. Two, in the mid-1930s, made clear the degree to which key participants
had become unwilling to fulfill covenant commitments. In 1931, Japan invaded
Manchuria. For some time the absence of a formal declaration of war was used to
support the claim that the League had no jurisdiction in the conflict. Even when
that claim was revealed to be hollow, however, the great powers were slow to take
action through the League, unwilling to consider getting involved militarily or to
endure the economic consequences of sanctions.10 The Assembly appointed a com-
mission of enquiry, which determined that Japan did not act in self-defence and
which proposed a number of recommendations for pursuing peace, with the em-
phasis on conciliation not enforcement. The Council unanimously approved the
report, but Japan refused to accept it and later resigned from the League.

The sequence of events was a momentous one for the League and for interna-
tional relations generally. The covenant had been blatantly and openly violated
with little consequence.

Its Members were pledged to maintain, against foreign aggression, the territorial
integrity of all their fellow Members: the aggression had taken place, vast territories
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had been torn from the victim, and yet all they had done was to refuse to recognize
the new State. “War in all but name” ... had been carried on at Shanghai and from
one end of Manchuria to the other: yet the chief Members of the League had never
seriously contemplated the use of sanctions. In consequence, men’s faith in the Cov-
enant as an effective barrier against warand from
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Council such as Sweden, Belgium and Latvia would be most reluctant to take any
decision which might expose them to German animosity either now or later.13

Second Time Around? The United Nations Charter

Faced with the failure of the League and the collapse of what remained of interna-
tional order, the great powers set out in the midst of World War II to develop a
successor organization. With respect to the security provisions of the UN charter,
the drafters took as their starting point the lessons of the earlier organization and
the experience of the war. The League experience confirmed that if states were
simply left to their own devices to provide forces and support to redress a crisis,
the response would be minimal. This created a sense that any enforcement system
must be made mandatory. The successful cooperation of the allied powers during
World War II led the charter drafters to conclude that the most effective way to
ensure international peace and security was by having the great powers combine
to combat aggression. The system of enforcement would be mandatory, and it
would be run by the great powers.14

The international peace and security provisions of the charter are contained in
chapter VI (“Pacific Settlement of Disputes”), and chapter VII (“Action with Re-
spect to Threats to the Peace, Breaches of the Peace and Acts of Aggression”).
Chapter VI outlines the obligations of states and the powers of the Security Coun-
cil with respect to the peaceful settlement of disputes. States that are parties to
any dispute likely to endanger international peace and security are required to
“seek a solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbitration, ju-
dicial settlement, resort to regional agencies or arrangements, or other peaceful
means of their own choice” (art. 33[1]). The Security Council can call on states to
undertake these actions, can investigate any dispute or, at any stage, may “recom-
mend appropriate procedures or methods of adjustment” (art. 36[1]). If states fail
to settle a dispute by the various means outlined they are to refer the dispute to the
Security Council. The latter will decide whether to recommend other procedures
or methods, or recommend terms of settlement.

The differences from the provisions of the League covenant are clear.15 The
specificity of the covenant became an excuse for inaction. In the charter are listed
procedures that go well beyond the covenant’s calls for arbitration and judicial
settlement, and the final line of article 33(1), calling upon states to use any other
peaceful procedure that might work eliminates the possibility that states can use
the absence of options as an excuse to do nothing or to resort to force. As well, the
Security Council can intervene at any time and in almost any way, requiring states
to pursue peaceful methods of settlement, or recommending them if necessary.
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existence of such threats, breaches of the peace, or acts of aggression. Under this
chapter, the Security Council determines the existence of a threat to international
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committee comprising the chiefs of staff of the permanent representatives of the
Security Council. The MSC is to “advise and assist” the Council in matters relat-
ing to the latter’s military requirements and to provide “strategic direction” of
armed forces at its disposal.17

In contrast to the League covenant, with its emphasis on peaceful settlement,
the UN charter stressed enforcement provisions, providing the “teeth” that had so
clearly been lacking in the earlier organization. The Security Council’s ability to
intervene in disputes and potential disputes is so wide-ranging as to be almost
unlimited, and its decisions represent a binding obligation on all member states.
To back up its decisionmaking, the Council is supposed to be provided with mili-
tary forces. At first, it was thought the permanent members of the Council would
work together, as they had during the war, to provide the bulk of the forces for UN
military action. In recognition of this commitment and responsibility, the perma-
nent members of the Council were given a veto over all nonprocedural matters.18

For the purposes of this monograph, the important element in the charter is the
collective willingness to meet force and even the threat of force with force. While
the League covenant contained this element in article XI, it lacked the formal
mechanisms and the mandatory collective response that are part of the charter.

In 1954, Julius Stone, contemplating the powers of the Security Council, de-
scribed the charter as an “aborted break with history.”19 He argued that these
provisions were less viable than such “primitive” provisions as the right to self-
defence.
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Union were willing to allow UN involvement. While UN peacekeeping was a
long way from the collective-security activism envisaged by the charter drafters,
it did provide an opening for some action rather than none at all. UNEF was
followed by a gradual though steady stream of peacekeeping missions: between
1956 and 1978, the Security Council authorized ten such operations.28

By the late 1980s, the ending of the Cold War brought a new willingness on the
part of the US and the Soviet Union to work together on international peace and
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public symbol of the role of the UN in the post-Cold War world, giving further
impetus to the budding post-Cold War enthusiasm for using the United Nations.

Flush with success in the Persian Gulf and optimistic about the possibilities
held out by the post-Cold War era, the Security Council met at the level of heads
of government for the first time in its history, in January 1992.32 One outcome of
this meeting was a request from the Security Council that the new secretary-gen-
eral, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, prepare a report on ways of enhancing the “capacity
of the United Nations for preventive diplomacy, for peacemaking and for peace-
keeping.”33 What resulted later that year was a report, An Agenda for Peace,
addressing the wide spectrum of peace and security action, and embracing pre-
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concept and eschewed any direct approval of peace-enforcement units or the con-
cept of peace enforcement. This apparent conservatism was in contrast to the
enthusiasm manifested at the Security Council, in favour of new and creative
ways to utilize the UN. Although the Council failed to endorse formally the peace
enforcement idea, its authorization of the operations in Somalia and Bosnia very
quickly put the emerging concept to a very practical test.

It is this experience, the use of force to compel mandate compliance in situa-
tions falling between peacekeeping and full-scale enforcement, that I examine in
cases of UN operations in the Congo, Somalia, and Bosnia.
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3. The Congo

Introduction

The Congo gained independence from Belgium on 30 June 1960 and almost im-
mediately plunged into a state of conflict and disarray. It is a vast country, covering
territory about the size of western Europe and including a wide variety of distinct
geographic regions. Within that area is a complex and often divisive web of tribal
structures.

As a colonial power, Belgium had undertaken a strong and extensive education
program, making Congo the most literate country in Africa. Yet, this policy ex-
tended only to early education; schooling beyond the primary level was not
encouraged, resulting in the irony of the colony’s being the most literate country
in Africa yet unable to boast, by 1960, of more than a dozen or so university
graduates.1 Similarly, Brussels did not encourage the involvement of locals in
government or the civil service. The country was administered exclusively by
Belgians: all of the top administrative cadres were Belgian, as was the officer
corps of the armed forces.

Belgium had been slow to plan for its colony’s independence, only beginning
to consider the prospect in the late 1950s, and even then anticipating it would be
a long and methodical process. That planning horizon was dramatically constricted
when, in 1959, pressures from inside and outside the Congo forced Brussels to
move more quickly. The degree of decolonization elsewhere in Africa at the time
was beginning to have an effect in the Congo, where people began to agitate for
the kind of freedom from their colonizers that others in the continent were attain-
ing. In January 1959, significant anti-government rioting took place for the first
time in the colony’s history, in Leopoldville, at a moment when negative
decolonization experiences of a neighbouring European country, i.e., France in
Algeria, were weighing on the minds of Belgian leaders.
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In January 1960, a four-year transitional plan outlined by Belgian authorities
was rejected by Congolese representatives, who demanded immediate independ-
ence. In response, Brussels, apparently anticipating that its role in the country
would be little changed, but also feeling pressured by mounting unrest in the
Congo, announced that independence would be granted on 30 June. One author
notes that “this decision was regarded by close observers as an act of panic, if not
of irresponsibility.”2

It was, in retrospect, a recipe for disaster: a colonial administration unaware
and unprepared for the strength and fervour of the independence movement and a
colonial people unaware of and unprepared for the responsibilities and implica-
tions of government. Added to the mix was ethnic diversity of the population,
comprising of a number of tribal groups with a lengthy tradition of conflict. Inde-
pendence was achieved on 30 June 1960, and almost instantly the internal stability
of the Congo began to deteriorate. On 2 July, tribal clashes began in the
Leopoldville and Luluabourg areas. Three days later, soldiers in Leopoldville and
Thysville mutinied against their Belgian officers. The resulting disorder spread to
other areas and included attacks on Europeans. Belgian citizens began to panic
and flee the country in large numbers. Only marginally in control of the situation,
the Congo government was now also losing the core of its administrative capa-
bilities. Over the next few days conditions became worse, with panic and violence
spreading throughout the country.

A treaty of friendship, signed by Belgium and Congo at independence, pro-
vided for Belgium to continue to station troops at two bases (Kitona and Kamina)
until agreements could be made for Congo to take over the bases. On 9 July,
military reinforcements arrived at the bases from Belgium, an action considered
by the Congo government to be a violation of the treaty. The following day, against
the wishes of the Congo government, Belgium began using the troops stationed at
the two bases to intervene in the Congo to restore order and protect its citizens.
On 11 July, Moise Tshombe, the head of the provincial government of Katanga,
by far the richest and most economically developed province and the one with the
strongest ties to Belgium, declared independence from the Congo.3

The Request for Assistance

It was in this context that Joseph Kasavubu, president of the Congo, and his prime
minister, Patrice Lumumba, made a joint appeal to the United Nations for assist-
ance, in a cable of 12 July to the UN secretary-general, Dag Hammarskjöld. Citing
the arrival of “metropolitan Belgian troops in violation of the treaty of friend-
ship,” the Congolese leaders requested the “urgent dispatch by the United Nations
of military assistance.” They went on to accuse Brussels of having “carefully
prepared the secession of the Katanga with a view to maintaining a hold on our
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country,” and stated that the purpose of their appeal for military aid is “to protect
the national territory of the Congo against the present external aggression which
is a threat to international peace.”4

The cable itself was not a surprise to the secretary-general but its contents
were. Ralph Bunche was in the Congo to represent the United Nations at the
independence ceremonies and to discuss forms of technical assistance the UN
might be able to extend the new country to aid its transition. On 10 July, after
meeting with Congolese cabinet ministers, Bunche informed the secretary-gen-
eral that the government would be requesting military technical assistance with a
view to restoring internal order. The phrasing of the cable, however, with its em-
phasis on international peace and external aggression, took the request out of the
realm of technical assistance and into the Security Council’s bailiwick, of peace
and security.

Other signals were also being sent. A request for help had gone from the Congo
government to the United States, which referred it to the UN. And, in a second
cable to Hammarskjöld, Kasavubu and Lumumba indicated that if UN help were
not forthcoming, from the UN they would be forced to turn to the Bandung Treaty
powers.5 This was quickly followed by a cable to Moscow, asking the Soviet
leader, Nikita Khrushchev, to follow the situation “hour by hour.”6

The secretary-general, facing a prospect of outside powers filling the Congo-
lese vacuum if the UN did not, invoked article 99 of the charter, calling for a
Security Council meeting to discuss the issue.7 This was the first time article 99
had been invoked, and in so acting, Hammarskjöld set in motion the UN involve-
ment in the Congo. That involvement took the form of an operation that remained,
until the 1990s, the largest ever UN operation. It was also an involvement that
prompted a crisis so deep and an experience so devastating for the world organi-
zation that once ONUC had officially ended the UN did its best not only to put the
experience behind it, but to forget it altogether.

The Peacekeeping Mandate: Resolutions 143, 145, and 146

The Security Council met on the evening of 13 July and debated well into the
night. Discussion did not focus on whether something should be done; that much
was agreed. Instead, deliberations mainly concerned whether Belgium was an
aggressor and should be so named in the resolution, and whether a specific time-
table for its withdrawal should be included.8 In the end, neither of these issues
was addressed in the resolution. Resolution 143, based on a text proposed by the
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Government of the Republic of Congo, to provide the Government with such
military assistance as may be necessary” for an interim period until the Congo
national security forces were able to manage things themselves.

By refraining from any mention of Belgium as an aggressor or as having threat-
ened international peace and security, the Security Council avoided having directly
to invoke chapter VII of the charter. Indeed, the resolution made no specific men-
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Resolution 145 did not change the nature of the mandate, but it did give the
secretary-general specific responsibility for ensuring the quick withdrawal of
Belgian troops. It also emphasized the restoration of law and order, linking it to
international peace and security, while emphasizing the importance of the Con-
go’s remaining intact, thereby sending a signal about Katangan secession without
specifically mentioning it.

The Secession of Katanga

Much of the mandate was soon fulfilled. By the beginning of August, Belgium
had withdrawn its troops everywhere except from Katanga, and law and order had
been restored elsewhere in the country. As problems were resolved in these areas,
however, they seemed to grow in Katanga. Tshombe steadfastly refused to allow
UN troops to enter the province, from which Brussels was unwilling to withdraw
its own troops, arguing that withdrawal would prompt an exodus of European
nationals. Thus a “Catch-22” existed, whereby UN troops were barred from en-
tering Katanga and Belgian troops would not leave it until such time as UN troops
had entered.

The secretary-general was himself in the Congo at this time, seeking to facili-
tate the quick entry of ONUC troops into Katanga and the consequent withdrawal
of Belgian forces. To this end, he sent Ralph Bunche, now acting as his special
representative, to the breakaway province, to try to negotiate the UN entry with
Belgian and Katangese authorities. Bunche left for Elisabethville, the capital of
Katanga, on 4 August. Hammarskjöld’s plans were, after receiving the go-ahead
from Bunche, to send ONUC troops in to Katanga on 6 August. Bunche’s initial
meetings, however, led him to report that the situation in Katanga was such that
the entry of ONUC troops would be met with violence, and therefore would ne-
cessitate the use of force.11

Throughout this period Hammarskjöld was under heavy pressure from the
Congolese and other governments (especially the Soviet Union’s) to do just that
— use force — to fulfil the mandate. Hammarskjöld did not believe that the exist-
ing Security Council mandate allowed him that choice. Faced with Bunche’s
insistence that a peaceful ONUC entry was impossible, the secretary-general re-
turned to the Security Council for a new mandate. He told the Council that the
opposition within Katanga “would require military initiative from the United
Nations Force to which I would not be entitled to resort short of a formal authori-
zation of the Council.”12

Resolution 146 was passed by the Security Council on 9 August by nine votes
in favour, none against, and two abstentions (France and Italy). As had resolution
145, this resolution did not change the nature of the mandate; rather, it made
explicit aspects of the mandate previously thought to be implicit, thereby sending
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a signal of strong Security Council resolve with respect to implementation, al-
though stopping short of any authorization to use force. In particular, the resolution
called upon Belgium to “withdraw immediately” from Katanga and declared that
entry of UN forces to Katanga was “necessary for the full implementation of this
resolution.” Paragraph 4 of the resolution reaffirmed, however, that UN soldiers
would not be “a party to or in any way intervene in or be used to influence the
outcome of any internal conflict, constitutional or otherwise.”

The resolution initially had the desired effect and three days later, on 12 Au-
gust, Hammarskjöld led the first UN unit into Katanga. The success was relative
and short-lived. Having allowed this deployment, Tshombe promptly ceased all
further cooperation with the UN.

Notwithstanding the latest Security Council resolution, Prime Minister
Lumumba and the secretary-general entered into a protracted, sometimes per-
sonal, struggle over the interpretation of the mandate, in particular over the extent
to which the UN was authorized to use force in respect of with Katanga. A Secu-
rity Council meeting on 21 August confirmed Hammaskjöld’s interpretation of
the mandate, although there ensued no new resolution.13 Lumumba, frustrated by
the UN’s unwillingness to order ONUC to take Katanga by force, dispatched his
own troops to Luluabourg and began an attack on Katanga on 26 August.14

The Collapse of the Congolese Government
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been under UN protection at his home in the former city, although he was free to
come and go as he pleased. Sometime within the next few days, while en route to
Stanleyville, Lumumba was arrested by the army. On 17 January 1961 he was
transferred to Elisabethville, in Katanga.

Lumumba’s arrest generated strong reactions at the UN. Many states, includ-
ing but not exclusively those states that had been advocating a more forceful UN
involvement, believed that ONUC should have intervened, if not to prevent
Lumumba’s arrest then to retrieve him from army officials after the arrest.18 At
the time of the collapse of the government on 5 September, the UN had closed
down radio stations, as well as the airport, in order to maintain law and order.
This action was widely believed to have worked to Lumumba’s disadvantage,
preventing him from travelling or using the radio to rally supporters. If the UN
acted in September, the argument went, then there was no reason for it not to act
now.19 There was a growing sense that the secretary-general’s policy of strict
noninterference in internal affairs constituted de facto interference. The reaction
to ONUC’s inaction was so strong that a number of states withdrew their national
contingents, seriously weakening the operation militarily and politically.20

On 13 February 1961, the Katangan government announced that Lumumba
and two men who were arrested with him had been killed while trying to escape.
Lumumba’s death changed the political equation entirely, creating a new resolve
for action. After a lengthy and intense debate, on 21 February the Security Coun-
cil passed resolution 161, authorizing the use of force in order to prevent civil war.
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There would be no further Security Council actions on the Congo until No-
vember 1961. In the meantime, events in the country took dramatic and
unprecedented turns, which profoundly shook the UN. During these several months
if 1961, ONUC became involved in a series of military skirmishes as well as in
two major military operations. On 17 September, Hammarskjöld was killed in a
plane crash while en route from the Congo to Ndola.

On 24 November the Security Council passed resolution 169, containing the
strongest and most detailed language to date. Previous resolutions had called for
the withdrawal of Belgian and other foreign military personnel. This time the
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Congo were able to do so themselves. The second linked the maintenance of law
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secretary-general outlined these principles in detail, for the benefit of the Secu-
rity Council:

• UN forces would be under the exclusive command of the secretary-general;
• the operation would not interfere in the internal affairs of the Congo or

become involved in internal conflicts;
• UN forces were to have freedom of movement throughout the country;
• force would only be used in self-defence, and was not to be initiated by

UN troops;
• national units in the UN force would only take orders from the UN com-

mand, not from their governments.29

In his first report to the Security Council the secretary-general quoted directly
from his report on UNEF, stating that the self-defence principle meant that UN
soldiers were not to take the initiative in employing armed force, but were entitled
to “respond with force to an attack with arms including attempts to use force to
make them withdraw from positions which they occupy under orders from the
commander acting under the authority of the Security Council and within the
scope of its resolution.”30

Events on the ground made it apparent that defining self-defence in such a
limited fashion was risking and costing lives in the field. The September Security
Council resolution opened the way for a more inclusive definition of self-defence
and, therefore, broader rules of engagement, although the prohibition on the ini-
tiation of force remained. The new rules of engagement allowed for the use of
force: a) if attempts were being made to force UN troops to withdraw from a
position already held; b) if attempts were being made to disarm them; c) if at-
tempts were being made to prevent them from carrying out orders given to them
by their commanding officers; and d) if attempts were being made to violate UN
installations or to arrest or abduct UN personnel.31

This approach was little changed after the February 1961 resolution authoriz-
ing the use of force as a last resort to prevent civil war. In the Security Council
debate over that resolution, the US representative indicated that Washington would
accept the clause on use of force, but said that “[c]leary, this resolution means that
force cannot be used until agreement has been sought by negotiations, concilia-
tion and all other peaceful means.”32 Britain’s representative expressed similar
reservations, noting that “the interpretation which my delegation puts upon the
words ... is that force will only be used by the United Nations to prevent a clash
between hostile Congolese troops.”33

General Indar Jit Rikhye, at the time Hammarskjöld’s military advisor, pre-
pared an analysis of the implications of the February resolution for the Congo
advisory committee. There were, he said, two options for proceeding with man-
date implementation. The first involved maintaining the current approach “in which
force was used only in self-defence and as a last resort when all other means had
failed.” The second involved using military initiative. Since the troop strength of
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ONUC had been severely depleted subsequent to Lumumba’s arrest in December,
and given the unlikelihood of a buildup in troop levels required to consider taking
the initiative, Rikyhe proceeded on the assumption that the first option would
continue to serve as the basis for implementation. “I presumed that all further UN
military action would follow political negotiation and mediation, as the earlier
statements of many of the members of the committee had envisaged.”34

After Operation Rumpunch, in which the UN moved to round up mercenaries
in Katanga (see below), ONUC officials proposed a further set of actions imply-
ing the prospect of force being used. This raised again the question of mandate
interpretation. In response, Hammarskjöld reiterated his view of the overall guide-
lines for the operation in detail.

1. The mandate of the UN for the protection of law and order authorized it to
deploy troops to protect civilians when they were threatened by tribal war or
violence.

2. Paragraph A-1 of the Security Council’s resolution of 21 February also au-
thorized preventive action by the UN to deal with incitement to or preparation
of civil war.

3. The right of UN troops to use force in self-defen[c]e covered attempts to
overrun or displace UN positions. It also covered attempts to injure or abduct
UN personnel.

4. The act of self-defen[c]e against attack could include disarming and, if nec-
essary, the detention of those preparing to attack UN troops.

5. Incitement to or preparation for violence, including troop movements and
confirmed reports of an impending attack, would warrant protective action
by UN troops, but criticism of the UN, however pungently expressed, or peace-
ful demonstrations against the UN, could not be held to justify protective
action.

6. The maintenance of law and order or the prevention of civil war might jus-
tify, in certain circumstances, the closing of radio stations and airports if it
was clear they were being used to foment civil war or for other unlawful
purposes.

7. Arrest or detention of civil leaders was only justifiable if they were engaged
in overt military action or were caught in flagrante delicto inciting violence.

8. Political leaders could be arrested by the UN if the UN was requested to do
so by both the Central Government and the provincial authorities.35

After the November 1961 resolution, UN resolve strengthened, reflecting the
new mandate and the more proactive approach of the new secretary-general, U
Thant, who in December issued instructions to “take the necessary action to ensure
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the freedom of movement of the UN troops and to restore law and order in Katanga
so that the UN resolutions could be implemented.”36

Mandate Implementation

By 1961, ONUC found itself in a delicate situation. Not only was it facing the
rebel Katangese forces accompanied and led by foreign mercenaries, but the Con-
golese national forces, the ANC, had also turned against it because of its
unwillingness to take Katanga by force. Complicating the situation further were
clashes between the ANC and the Katangese rebels who, in the Manono region,
were also fighting with Baluba tribe members. After resolution 161, Katangese
gendarmerie and the foreign mercenaries leading them adopted an even more
openly hostile attitude towards ONUC soldiers, resulting in several violent inci-
dents. Katangese officials also stepped up their propaganda campaign against
ONUC, encouraging demonstrations against and harassment of UN troops by
civilians.37
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Katangese and Baluba, the Ethiopian contingent managed to prevent the Katangese
from taking the area, this notwithstanding the latter’s resort to aerial bombard-
ment.39 This action is generally considered to represent the first instance of
implementation of resolution 161.

Over the course of the summer, Tshombe’s unwillingness to negotiate the im-
plementation of resolution 161, combined with the harassment of ONUC troops
by Katangese gendarmes and the evidence of continuing mercenary activity, con-
tributed to pressure outside and inside the UN for firmer action against the
mercenaries. Operation Rumpunch was launched early in the morning of 28 Au-
gust 1961, in Elisabethville. Taking advantage of the element of surprise, ONUC
forces proceeded successfully, and peacefully, to apprehend 81 foreign military
personnel. The arrests were halted when Conor Cruise O’Brien, the secretary-
general’s representative in Katanga, agreed to a request by foreign diplomatic
consuls that they be allowed to complete the deportations. O’Brien’s well-
intentioned accession to this request backfired, as the foreign consuls almost
immediately reneged on their commitments.40

Operation Rumpunch, undertaken prior to the Security Council’s authoriza-
tion of the use of force, is important because of its role as a precursor to Operation
Morthor, an unexpected, yet tragic, turning point for the entire ONUC mission.
This latter operation is critical not just because it went so wrong, but also because
of its connection to Hammarskjöld’s death. Operation Morthor, apparently ini-
tially intended to complete the job begun with Rumpunch, turned into something
quite different. The circumstances of the planning and implementation of the op-
eration remain mired in confusion and controversy. The general sequence of events,
however, can be established.

ONUC began the operation in Katanga on 13 September, with the objective of
finishing the rounding up of mercenaries. In fact, the intention of ONUC planners
in the area, or perhaps their hope, was that the operation might go further than
that, and result in an end to Katangan secession. The operation did not have
Hammarskjöld’s direct authorization, and began while he was en route to the
Congo.

Operation Morthor was very much along the lines of Rumpunch. As a result,
once it began, Katangese gendarmes were able to anticipate UN moves and re-
spond quickly. Almost from the start, the operation went badly for the UN, as
fighting erupted with the Katangese gendarmes. At a press conference late that
first day, O’Brien announced that the secession of Katanga was over. The declara-
tion, evidently premature, was widely interpreted as a signal that the UN had
ended Katangan secession by force. O’Brien’s announcement is cited by some as
proof of the contention that ONUC in-country decisionmakers did seek an end to
secession under the cover of an operation ostensibly geared toward rounding up
foreign mercenaries.

Fighting continued sporadically over the next few days, resulting among other
things in an Irish unit being pinned down at Jadotville.41 On his arrival in the
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Congo the secretary-general was caught off guard by the turn of events and im-
mediately directed his attention to trying to end the fighting. To that end,
Hammarskjöld agreed to meet Tshombe in Ndola, just across the Rhodesian bor-
der, to discuss a cease-fire. As it was approaching the Ndola airport the
secretary-general’s plane crashed, killing everyone on board.42 Shortly thereafter,
on 20 September, Mahmood Khiary, head of ONUC’s civilian operations, signed
a cease-fire agreement with Tshombe.

The events surrounding Operation Morthor and Hammarskjöld’s death had far-
reaching consequences. In Katanga, the resulting cease-fire agreement was treated
as a victory over the UN. The apparent poor communication and lack of unity of
purpose among UN officials, as manifested so clearly by Operation Morthor, en-
couraged further anti-UN political and military activities. At UN headquarters in
New York, the personal and institutional void created by Hammarskjöld’s death
was immense. U Thant was named his successor on 3 November, allowing atten-
tion to return to the Congo. In the meantime, the political positions of certain
important states had changed,43
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“act vigorously to establish law and order and protect life and property” in the
province.46

Tshombe had left the country for Brazil, leaving his minister of the interior,
Godefroid Munongo, in charge. There was an increase in Katangese sniper at-
tacks, bombings, and ground assaults, as well as in the detention of UN personnel.
At the same time, Katangese gendarmes began establishing roadblocks in and
around Elisabethville, isolating UN units from one another and prohibiting their
movement. “United Nations officials began to suspect that the setting up of the
road-blocks was part of a well-laid plan to cut the various United Nations camps
off from each other so that they could be dealt with one by one.”47

General Rikhye, military adviser to the secretary-general summarized the UN
perspective.

The UN command had no choice but to remove the road-blocks to regain freedom
of movement. This operation was named Unokat. Realising that more troops and
ammunition were needed to deal with the deployment of the gendarmerie, who out-
numbered them, the UN plan called for a defensive operation with limited efforts to
reopen surface communications.... Once the reinforcements were in position, the
UN command could press forward to remove all road-blocks.... The instructions
from U Thant were clear and precise: to take the necessary action to ensure the
freedom of movement of the UN troops and to restore law and order in Katanga so
that the UN resolutions could be implemented.48

From 5 to 15 December, therefore, ONUC military activity concentrated upon
holding existing positions while awaiting reinforcements. As fighting between
UN and Katangese troops increased, the secretary-general, responding to allega-
tions from Belgium about UN actions, outlined the principles guiding ONUC
military action. The UN intended, he said, “to regain and assure our freedom of
movement, to restore law and order, and to ensure that for the future the United
Nations forces and officials in Katanga are not subjected to such attacks...” This
meant UN forces would “react vigorously in self-defence to every assault on our
present positions, by all the means available to us.” Military operations would
continue until the objectives had been accomplished, “either by military or by
other means, and we have satisfactory guarantees in this regard for the future, not
only in Elisabethville but over the whole of Katanga.”49

The reinforcements were in place by 15 December, allowing ONUC to begin
taking direct action to deal with the roadblocks and to reestablish its freedom of
movement. During the course of this campaign Tshombe agreed to meet with
Prime Minister Adoula. That meeting took place on 20 December, and resulted in
the two signing the Kitona accord, formally recognizing the authority of the Congo
government over all of the country’s territory. The agreement appeared to be a
major breakthrough, signalling the end to Katanga’s aspirations for independence
and capping a successful military operation for the UN. In the event, it seemed
that Tshombe’s agreement was simply a tactic to buy time rather than a commit-
ment to give up the struggle for secession.
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Throughout 1962, Tshombe consistently backtracked on his Kitona commit-
ment, and evidence continued to mount that the push for independence would be
renewed. Katangese secession became, once again, a critical issue for ONUC. In
October, intelligence reports confirmed that Katangese gendarmes and the mer-
cenaries leading them were preparing to resume fighting — in General Rikhye’s
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a United Nations “military victory.” I would not like this to be said. The United
Nations is not waging war against anyone in that province.55

On the basis of that initial success, ONUC was given orders to expand out-
wards as far as possible. The success in Elisabethville and environs was mirrored
by quick success elsewhere in the province.

The ease of the expanded operation was so unexpected that an Indian battalion
moved very quickly to, and then across, the Lufira river, exceeding initial orders.
They then proceeded to Jadotville, securing the area without incident. This ad-
vance, though unopposed, generated considerable controversy because the
commander had clearly exceeded orders. The UN report notes that “the exact
timing and speed of the move came as a surprise to United Nations Headquar-
ters.”56 The following week, Ralph Bunche investigated the “serious breakdown
in effective communication and co-ordination between United Nations headquar-
ters and the Leopoldville office.”57 Bunche’s report remains a relevant description
of the problems associated with communication in UN military operations, given
the time-sensitive nature of so many of those operations. He concluded that

[T]he underlying cause of the difficulties ... was that the United Nations troops and
the ONUC organization suddenly encountered far less resistance and far more local
encouragement than they had anticipated ... and that this happened more quickly
than they could digest it.... I have found beyond doubt that it is our machinery that is
at fault, far more than individuals.58

In early January, Tshombe alternately seemed willing to concede defeat and to
threaten a scorched earth policy. ONUC troops continued to consolidate their
freedom of movement and to secure major towns and industrial locations at this
time. Eventually, and with some prompting from Belgium, Tshombe met with
ONUC officials on 17 January 1963 and agreed to facilitate ONUC’s entry into
Kolwezi, a region containing significant mining and electrical power installations
and the only remaining area under his control.

By January 1963, the United Nations Force had under control all important centres
hitherto held by the Katangese and was quickly restoring law and order at all places.
The Katangese gendarmerie had ceased to exist as an organized fighting force. The
military actions begun on 28 December 1962 had thus ended.59

Conclusions

The willingness to use force in the Congo was a first for the UN, occurring in the
early days of that body’s involvement with peacekeeping. Some of the logistical
and communication problems associated with the operation, therefore, can be
attributed to a general lack of experience and procedures. Command and control
problems, for example, such as those associated with the final unexpected push
into Jadotville, which surprised headquarters, fall into this category.
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In any operation where force may be used there is a risk that states will disa-
gree about the degree of force to be applied, or the extent to which their troops
can be allowed to be put at risk. ONUC remains unique in UN experience: in the
Congo there was strong pressure from a number of states for more rather than less
force to be used, and some members withdrew their troop contingents not be-
cause of the mission’s action, but rather because of its inaction.

The desire for a stronger resolve may have been at the source of the communi-
cation problems associated with Operation Morthor. The fact that the operation
went badly may have been related to poor military planning or execution, or both.
Both the political and military problems can be attributed, at least in part, to inex-
perience with UN military operations. Whatever the origins of the operation, it
demonstrates how the use of force in such situations can have far-reaching and
unexpected outcomes.

Congo’s period of constitutional crisis, resulting in the disappearance of the
government that had requested ONUC’s presence in the first place, effectively
meant the UN operated in a political vacuum, with no legitimate political entity to
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not because the Security Council had authorized force to achieve these ends, but
rather because basic operational goals, whose authorization was available to ONUC
from the beginning, were being pursued.

Hammarskjöld was the first secretary-general forced to deal with such a com-
plex puzzle as the Congo, and to do so at a time when the UN’s experience
conducting military operations was very limited, in large measure because cold
war politics were so strong. Hammarskjöld’s determination that ONUC not inter-
fere in the situation in the Congo was a persistent, even overwhelming, theme in
his approach to the crisis. As I noted in chapter 1 of this monograph, in choosing
to become involved in a situation the Security Council effectively does make a
decision to “interfere,” at least in the sense of becoming a participant with a po-
litical agenda. Implementation of a mandate to end civil war and to detain and
expel foreign military personnel, by definition, was hardly going to be — or be
seen — as noninterference by anyone supporting or believing in Katanga’s inde-
pendence. Equally, the decision not to use force with respect to Katanga was seen
by Congolese government officials as favouring the Katangese, and prompted
their decision to use military force themselves, further complicating the situation
for the UN.

In these respects, for those on the receiving end, ONUC was interfering. That
did not mean, however, that the UN failed to act impartially with respect to the
nature and implementation of the operation. Again, as I outlined earlier, the Secu-
rity Council’s political agenda (the mandate), can itself be impartial (without
prejudice to the positions of the parties in the sense of article 40 of the charter), as
can the implementation of the mandate. In that sense, therefore, Hammarskjöld’s
concern about “noninterference” was a concern about the maintenance of impar-
tiality in the operation itself.

This may explain his conviction that the use of force was almost, in and of
itself, the equivalent of interference in internal affairs; he did believe that force
was likely to affect the positions of the parties and would, accordingly, not be
impartial in application. It is interesting, in this respect, that under U Thant ONUC
found success in returning to the very basic objective of resorting security and
freedom of movement, rather than by focusing on the broader civil war and mer-
cenary objectives.

Given the relative ease with which ONUC was able to proceed, once a decision
to use force to reestablish freedom of movement had been made, and with the
considerable benefit of hindsight, we can say that had Hammarskjöld been will-
ing to take the risk of being more forceful in implementing the Security Council
mandate, he might have been able to bring an end to the Katangese problem sooner
rather than later.
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4. Somalia

Introduction

In the late 1800s, the territory now known as Somalia was colonized by Britain,
France, Italy, Egypt, and Ethiopia. By the turn of the century the political map
had settled somewhat, with Britain holding the northern portion of what is now
Somalia and Italy governing most of the area bordering on the Indian Ocean.1 The
border between British and Italian Somaliland ran through the area inhabited by
the Ogaden clan, arbitrarily separating the clan and setting in place a division that
was to become a longstanding problem. After conquering Ethiopia in 1935, Italy
went on to take British Somaliland (thus reunifying the Ogaden). Britain counter-
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During this year of anarchy and fighting, conditions throughout the country
deteriorated dramatically. A drought exacerbated the food situation, which had
been thrown into crisis by the effects of the war, particularly the destruction of
livestock and water supplies carried out by Barre’s forces. The war also generated
massive population dislocations in all parts of the country, further worsening the
food shortage. As that crisis developed, refugee flows increased, including to strife-
torn Mogadishu, where the influx only served to make a very bad situation much
worse.5

Arms Embargo and Peacekeeping

The UN response to the Somalia crisis oscillated, swinging from total disregard
to total involvement, then back to total disregard. Formal involvement in the con-
flict began a full year after the fall of the Barre government, when the outgoing
secretary-general, Javier Pérez de Cuellar, wrote to apprise the Security Council
of the situation, informing it that he was sending his undersecretary-general, James
Jonah, to Somalia, in early January 1992. He also asked that the Security Council
consider the situation in Somalia with a view to encouraging a peaceful resolu-
tion to the conflict, as had been requested by the prime minister of Somalia and
the secretary-general of the Organization of African Unity (OAU).6

The Security Council included Somalia on its agenda for the first time on 23
January 1992, when it unanimously passed resolution 733 (1992), demanding all
states to “immediately implement a general and complete embargo on all deliver-
ies of weapons and military equipment to Somalia until the Security Council
decides otherwise.” The resolution also called for a cease-fire and action on a
political settlement, and for all parties to facilitate the delivery of humanitarian
assistance. An arms embargo was a traditional and, given the Somalia situation,
understandable first response to the conflict. It was also clearly a step without any
hope of implementation and as such it represented a very minimal response.

In mid-February, Jonah supervised three days of talks in New York under the
auspices of the UN, the OAU, the Arab League, and the Islamic Conference. Aidid
and Mahdi never met during these talks but they did agree to a cease-fire. Jonah
returned to Mogadishu at the end of February and the formal cease-fire document
was signed by Aidid and Mahdi on 3 March 1992.7 This agreement included pro-
visions for a UN monitoring role. On 17 March, the Security Council unanimously
passed resolution 746, approving the secretary-general’s proposal to send a “tech-
nical team” to Somalia to develop a plan for a UN monitoring mechanism and for
the unimpeded delivery of humanitarian aid, the latter becoming ever more diffi-
cult as deliveries were increasingly hijacked by armed gangs.

On 24 April, the Security Council authorized an initial peacekeeping mission
to Somalia (UNOSOM). Resolution 751 called for the immediate deployment of
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50 military observers to Somalia to monitor the cease-fire. The Security Council
also agreed “in principle” that a force of 500 military personnel be established
under the direction of the secretary-general’s special representative, to provide
security for UN personnel, equipment, and supplies at the port and the airport in
Mogadishu and to escorting humanitarian aid deliveries from there to distribution
centres.8

Over the next few months the situation on the ground in Somalia continued to
deteriorate. In spite of the initial agreement by Aidid and Mahdi to the deploy-
ment of military observers Aidid was reluctant to give final agreement for their
deployment, doing so only on 25 June 1992. Deployment of the observers began
in mid-July, more than two months after the initial authorization. In two reports to
the Security Council, one in July and a second in August, Boutros Boutros-Ghali
proposed new measures to deal with the situation.9 In particular, he pushed for a
broadening of UN action beyond its focus on the south, to take in the whole coun-
try through the establishment of four operational zones in which a “consolidated”
operation would carry out the basic activities of establishing a secure environ-
ment, ensuring humanitarian aid delivery, and monitoring the cease-fire. He
suggested this would involve deploying a maximum of 3,500 troops (including
the original 500) as part of the UNOSOM operation. In arguing for this expansion
the secretary-general stated:

The complexity of the situation and the inherent dangers of working in Somalia,
combined with the almost total absence of central, regional or local government,
pose enormous operational difficulties for the United Nations in establishing a large-
scale effective presence. None the less, the threat of mass starvation facing large
segments of the population and the potential renewal of hostilities which could af-
fect peace and stability throughout the Horn of Africa region require an immediate
and comprehensive response from the United Nations and the international
community.10

The Security Council approved these proposals in resolution 767, on 27 July
1992, and in resolution 775, on 28 August 1992. The first resolution also called
for a massive humanitarian aid effort, requesting the secretary-general to “make
full use of all available means and arrangements, including the mounting of an
urgent airlift operation,... in accelerating the provision of humanitarian assistance
to the affected population.” This last provision reflected increased concern about
the depth of the humanitarian crisis in the country.

At the end of August, the secretary-general reported that:

Present estimates, which may be conservative, indicate that as many as 4.5 million
Somalis [65 percent of the population] are in desperate need of food and other as-
sistance.... The United Nations and its partners are ready and have the capacity to
provide substantially increased assistance but they have been prevented from doing
so by the lawlessness and lack of security that prevail throughout Somalia, often
including Mogadishu itself. Heavily armed gangs overrun delivery and distribution
points and loot supplies directly from docked ships as well as from airports and
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airstrips. ....[O]n 16 August, while the technical team was in Somalia, armed gangs
looted the first large-scale [World Food Program (WFP)] shipment to Kismayu, as
well as the entire consignment of diesel oil, which is essential for the transport of
food to distribution centres. Current security conditions do not permit the assured
delivery of humanitarian assistance by overland transport and are thus the main
cause of the current food crisis in Somalia.11

Implementation of the measures approved by the Security Council continued
to be a problem. General Aidid, the holdout in terms of giving consent to the
deployment of UN troops, agreed only in August to the deployment of the 500-
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The Decision to Use Force

The secretary-general’s letter was discussed informally by Security Council mem-
bers on 25 November and the need for re-evaluation of the operation was generally
supported. Council members requested that the secretary-general prepare a series
of options for new ways forward. On the same day, Lawrence Eagleburger, the
acting secretary of state for the outgoing Bush administration, informed the sec-
retary-general that

[I]f the Security Council were to decide to authorize Member States to use forceful
means to ensure the delivery of relief supplies to the people of Somalia, the United
States would be ready to take the lead in organizing and commanding such an op-
eration in which a number of other Member States would also participate.17

On 29 November, the secretary-general provided the Security Council with
five options to consider. The first was to continue pursuing the efforts to deploy
UNOSOM as originally authorized, as a peacekeeping operation and therefore
dependent on the consent and cooperation of the parties to the conflict. The sec-
ond was to give up pursuing any kind of military-related operation, leaving the
NGOs and humanitarian agencies to deal with the situation as best they could.
The secretary-general found these two options inadequate. The remaining three
options all involved varying degrees of the use of force.

The third option proposed involved using UNOSOM to “undertake a show of
force” in Mogadishu as a way of creating the conditions for humanitarian aid
delivery and achieving local cooperation for the deliveries. The secretary-general
expressed his opinion that the situation was such as to require a country-wide
rather than just a Mogadishu-based response. The fourth optionem-
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resolution calling for deployment of UN peacekeepers even without Somali con-
sent passed both houses of Congress; and President Bush himself became
convinced of the need for action, and even though — or perhaps because — he
had lost the November presidential election, became determined that the US take
action.22 As well, there had developed a new enthusiasm in the Security Council
itself for action, reflected in its unanimous approval of the resolution.

The Transition to UNOSOM II

UNITAF was intended as an interim measure. Once the situation was stabilized,
UNOSOM or some version thereof would resume control. By March 1993, the
situation had improved but not enough for Boutros-Ghali to recommend that the
planned shift to a peacekeeping operation occur. Instead, he argued that the next
phase of the operation should continue to be under chapter VII.

It is clear to me that the effort undertaken by UNITAF to establish a secure environ-
ment in Somalia is far from complete and in any case has not attempted to address
the situation throughout all of Somalia. Moreover, there have been, especially re-
cently, some disheartening reverses. Accordingly, the threat to international peace
and security ... is still in existence. Consequently UNOSOM II will not be able to



Somalia 57

Resolution 814, passed unanimously on 26 March 1993, had three sections.
The first dealt with humanitarian and political rehabilitation measures, asking
Boutros-Ghali, through his special representative, to undertake a variety of
“assistance” tasks. These included providing assistance for economic rehabilita-
tion, repatriation of refugees, political reconciliation, re-establishment of a Somali
police force, and development of a de-mining program. The second section au-
thorized a long series of military tasks, including preventing the resumption of
violence; controlling heavy weapons; seizing small arms of “all unauthorized armed
elements”; maintaining security of ports, airports, and lines of communication
for humanitarian aid deliveries; protecting “as required” UN, ICRC, and NGO
personnel, installations and equipment; undertaking mine-clearing; assisting in
refugee repatriation; and “other functions as may be authorized by the Security
Council.” The third section of the resolution dealt exclusively with financial and
administrative issues.

The day after the resolution’s passage, fifteen faction leaders reached agree-
ment in Addis Ababa on the broad outlines of national reconciliation.26 The accord
was welcomed by the UN as the basis for progress. Three days later, however, the
factions signed another agreement relating to how members of a transnational
council (TNC) were to be chosen. The new agreement differed from that struck in
Addis Ababa. The UN stuck to its support of the former, without acknowledging
the latter, even though the same group of faction leaders had reached the second
agreement and the procedures agreed therein represented a completely different
approach to the TNC. This, in conjunction with the passage of resolution 814 in
advance of an agreement among the factions, encouraged the view that the UN
was seeking to impose its own political solution on the Somalis.

The Arrest Mandate

Subsequent to the UNITAF-UNOSOM II transition in May 1993, and notwith-
standing the high hopes, there would turn out to be trouble with virtually every
aspect of the mandate. The issue of a secure environment was the most problem-
atic. After the handover to UNOSOM II the security situation deteriorated and
there were an increasing number of incidents between UN troops and Somali
gunmen. On 5 June 1993, after the first-ever arms inspection carried out by
UNOSOM II troops, Pakistani troops were attacked in two different locations in
Mogadishu, resulting in the death of 24 of them.27

In response, the Security Council unanimously approved a resolution the fol-
lowing day that, in strongly condemning the “unprovoked armed attacks,”
reaffirmed

that the Secretary-General is authorized under resolution 814 [establishing UNOSOM
II] to take all necessary measures against all those responsible for the armed attacks ...
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including those responsible for publicly inciting such attacks, to establish the effec-
tive authority of UNOSOM II throughout Somalia, including to secure the
investigation of their actions and their arrest and detention for prosecution, trial and
punishment.28

The tracking down and arrest of “those responsible” was, therefore, added as
another task to the UNOSOM II mandate. The Council also reemphasized the
importance of disarmament and of “neutralizing radio broadcasting systems” con-
tributing to the violence and attacks on UN troops. In view of the attacks, it also
urged states to contribute “on an emergency basis” military equipment and sup-
port, especially in the form of tanks and attack helicopters in order to give
UNOSOM II a better capability to “confront and deter” armed attacks. This reso-
lution brought about a major shift in the UNOSOM II operation and its
implementation led to a new emphasis on the use of force.

The Security Council did not make any further changes to the mandate for the
rest of 1993. The situation within Somalia did not improve during ensuing months,
and international commitment quickly began to wear thin. UNOSOM II troops
had difficulty implementing their mandate, as attacks against them by various
Somalia militia persisted and strengthened. In October, a raid by US troops who
were not under UN command but were in Somalia to pursue the mandate to arrest
Aidid (see below), resulted in a vicious firefight. Eighteen US soldiers were killed,
73 were wounded and one was detained by Somali fighters. Under the glare of
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UNOSOM II personnel and assets, and to the extent that the Force Commander
deems it practicable and consistent, in the context of withdrawal, to protect per-
sonnel of relief organizations.”31

Charter Basis for the Use of Force

As would be the case with the mandate for Bosnia (see next chapter), the Security
Council and Boutros-Ghali did not cite any specific charter articles in relation to
the mandate and its development. Clearly, the initial determination that a threat to
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complete. By mid-January UNITAF was reporting to the Security Council that it
was time to begin preparation for the transition to UNOSOM.

Almost from the moment the UNITAF mandate was approved the US and the
secretary-general had disagreed about whether or not the disarmament of armed
Somali factions was a mandate task. The secretary-general regarded disarmament
to be a fundamental aspect of the mandate, represented by the call for a secure
environment and the establishment of a cease-fire. Washington’s view was that
disarmament was a secondary, operational decision to be made by the field com-
mander rather than a fundamental part of the mandate.

The UNITAF policy of “no visible weapons” did constitute a kind of de facto
disarmament but only by placing the weapons out of sight. This was not what the
secretary-general had in mind. In his initial letter to the Security Council outlin-
ing the possible options for action, he stated that one of the objectives of an
operation using force should be to ensure

that the current violence against the international relief effort was brought to an end.
To achieve this, it would be necessary for at least the heavy weapons of the organ-
ized factions to be neutralized and brought under international control and for the
irregular forces and gangs to be disarmed.36
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The US, however, was determined to bring UNITAF to an end. In part, this was
a function of the “Vietnam syndrome.” In part, it was driven by the Bush admin-
istration’s commitment to the incoming Clinton administration that US troops
would be in and out quickly. The combination of US/UNITAF determination to
keep the mission short and the secretary-general’s conviction that it was too soon
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the Pakistani troops were ambushed and attacked. Reinforcements coming from
headquarters were also attacked. More or less simultaneously, other Pakistani
troops manning a feeding point were also attacked. Troops sent to their aid were
fired upon en route. In an initial attempt to assist, Italian attack helicopters shot
and wounded three Pakistani soldiers. The skirmishes ended early that afternoon,
leaving 24 Pakistani soldiers dead, and 57 wounded; one Italian and three US
soldiers were also wounded.42

The battles were a major turning point for the UNOSOM II operation. The next
day the Security Council passed resolution 837 calling for the arrest of those
responsible. Although not directly naming General Aidid, it was widely assumed
that he was going to be subject to arrest. On 17 June, Admiral Jonathan Howe, the
special representative of the secretarygeneral (SRSG), publicly issued that arrest
warrant.43 The Security Council resolution was drafted and passed almost com-
pletely on US initiative and with little or no consultation with those in the field.44

The Summer Military Campaign

The events of 5 June and the decisions made in response marked the beginning of
a UNOSOM II military campaign and a fundamental change in the mission. Tech-
nically the military campaign was oriented to the disarmament aspects of the
mandate, with the arrest of Aidid being a secondary objective. In practice, how-
ever, these two objectives were hard to keep separate, especially in the media
which reported on the hunt for Aidid very closely.

UNOSOM military action began on 12 June with a combined air and ground
attack against three weapons sites and sites associated with Radio Mogadishu.
Further air and ground attacks against weapons targets continued over the next
couple of days with the primary objective of initiating the disarmament process
and neutralizing all heavy weapons.45 On 17 June — the day Admiral Howe an-
nounced that UNOSOM was formally seeking to apprehend Aidid — Moroccan,
Pakistani, Italian, and US UNOSOM troops undertook a well-rehearsed (thus well-
observed) cordon and search operation in an SNA enclave. The Moroccan troops
came under attack during the operation — an attack in which Somalis used women
and children as human shields. The resulting battles lasted several hours. Five
Moroccan soldiers died, including the battalion commander, and 40 were wounded.
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available to support UNOSOM II activities but remained solely under the com-
mand of Montgomery and was, therefore, not responsible to Gen. Bir, the overall
commander of UNOSOM II.46 Three thousand US logistics personnel also sup-
ported UNOSOM II, operating under its command.

UNOSOM II was also beset by more than the usual problems associated with a
multinational command.47 In spite of the chapter VII authorization of the opera-
tion, some national contingents participated only to the extent of being involved
in implementing the assistance tasks. In addition, a number of contingents would
not carry out orders from Gen. Bir before checking them through their own na-
tional commands at home. This had a negative effect on the “unity of effort”
aspect of the operation, and created serious time-constraint problems in situa-
tions where decisions had to be made quickly. In particular, the Italian contingent’s
disagreement with the forceful approach of UNOSOM II led to a deliberate re-
fusal to carry out Bir’s orders, prompting the UN command to ask that the Italian
commander be sent home. Though the dispute was eventually cleared up without
the Italian commander returning home, it revealed some serious, and embarrass-
ing, internal strains in the operation.48

Turning Points

On 12 July, QRF troops attacked Abdi House, considered a SNA command and
control centre, where it was believed a number of militia leaders were meeting.
The raid was carried out without consultation with UNOSOM headquarters and
other UNOSOM troop contributors and, in contrast to previous military activi-
ties, without prior warnings to the local population. UNOSOM estimates are that
20 adult Somali males were killed; the ICRC put the number at 54. Four journal-
ists reporting on the raid were also killed, by Somalis.

Prior to the raid the heavy UN emphasis on military tactics had been generat-
ing criticism from within and without the operation, not just because of the use of
force but also because the military raids required large numbers of personnel,
leaving fewer available for humanitarian and other tasks.49 In addition, the dis-
tinction between activities carried out by the UN as opposed to those carried out
by the US was often obscured in press coverage, leaving the impression that if
UNOSOM II was not actually being run by the US it was certainly dominated by
it. The 12 July raid brought some of these brewing tensions to the surface, strain-
ing an already tenuous sense of unity at precisely the moment when UNOSOM
was experiencing its highest level of military activity.50

Following the 12 July raid the impetus for action switched to the SNA militias,
who engaged in a variety of attacks against UN and US forces. The July raid
pushed the SNA from a diffuse anti-UN/US posture to a very determined one.
Attitudes among the general Somali population also hardened.
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The change in the atmosphere was evident; the effect of the raid irrevocable. Any
question of SNA accommodation with the United States or United Nations was
overtaken by the impact of the carefully planned attack, which affected Somali atti-
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resulted in 24 arrests. As it was ending, a Black Hawk helicopter was shot down.
American troops, by helicopter and on foot, attempted to rescue those in the downed
helicopter, only to find themselves coming under heavy attack. The resulting bat-
tle between Somalia militia and US and then UN troops lasted through the night.
Since no prior notification had been given of the raid, no reinforcements had been
readied in advance. Reinforcements from UNOSOM troops, therefore, took time
to arrive and were not as prepared as they might have been.56

In total, 18 US soldiers and one Malaysian soldier were killed, and 73 US
soldiers were wounded. Estimates of Somali dead and injured vary widely from
300 to 500 killed, and 700 wounded. The body of one US soldier was dragged
through the streets of Mogadishu by triumphant crowds. This event, filmed by
television crews, was broadcast widely by the international media. Another Ameri-
can soldier was taken hostage and pictures of him in captivity became a feature of
international media attention in the days that followed.

The battle had the most profound effect on UNOSOM II. The immediate im-
pact was President Clinton’s announcement, a few days later, that he would be
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positions above the UNOSOM/US Forces compounds. Snipers began to engage tar-
gets, whether or not they demonstrated a hostile act or showed hostile intent.60

The Security Council’s authorization of a change in mandate was simply a
reflection of what had become UNOSOM policy since October. The mandate
remained a chapter VII undertaking, but this was primarily to allow for a strong
self-defence capability.

When UNOSOM left Somalia on 31 March 1995, its original mandate was far
from fulfilled: Somalia had no effective government and a bitter conflict contin-
ued between the Mogadishu factions. Considerable progress had been made,
however, in dealing with the humanitarian situation, although as Boutros-Ghali
pointed out, without a functioning government Somalia would be vulnerable to
even minor emergencies.61

Aidid died, apparently of a heart attack on 1 August 1996. Leadership of his
faction has been taken over by his son, Hussein Aidid, a former American soldier.
As of this writing, Somalia remains without an effective government.

Conclusions

UNOSOM II’s command and control arrangements provide a good example of
how not to design an efficient and useful command structure for peace enforce-
ment. The traditional problems associated with conducting a multinational
operation were exacerbated by the separation of certain US forces, with fatal con-
sequences during the raid on the Olympia Hotel. Because no prior notification
had been given by the US forces, there was no ability to prepare for support and
reinforcement from other troops. These problems were symptomatic of the UN
decision to subcontract the UNITAF operation, and then to accept heavy US in-
volvement and control in UNOSOM II in order to keep American assets involved.

In the wake of the mission, the US used the UN as a scapegoat. President
Clinton and other policymakers did not make it clear that the ranger operation
was solely an American one, thereby insinuating that the UN was somehow to
blame for putting US soldiers in harm’s way. While it may have been politically
expedient to do so at the time, administration officials reinforced an already deep-
seated mistrust of the UN among the American public and political class, with
considerable short-term implications for future UN operations.62

Because of the UN resistance to the end of UNITAF and the US insistence on
leaving, the planning for the transition from UNITAF to UNOSOM II was hap-
hazard. The sudden, and (to some) surprising, withdrawal of the remaining UNITAF
forces on 4 May 1993 left the UNOSOM II command scrambling. A formal trans-
fer of command had not been organized and only a small proportion of the
personnel and equipment required for the mission had arrived. UNOSOM II be-
gan, therefore, in a state of disarray at precisely the time that it most needed to
resemble a united, coherent initiative.
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One of the effects of the ending of the cold war has been that the US has taken
on the role of leading major power in the Security Council; in simple resource
terms, this was a fact of life for the UN. It has had the consequence, however, of
creating a kind of overdependence on the US for major operations. Such was the
case with respect to the UN in Somalia. In particular, a heavy reliance on the state
that has taken on the bulk of the operation creates two tracks of thinking when it
comes to planning and implementation, so that the UN finds itself having to con-
cede on issues such as command and control, and timing decisions (e.g., the
UNITAF-UNOSOM II transition) — all because of an overwhelming need to
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creation of conditions “of peace, stability, law and order”63 indicates clearly the
drift in UN thinking.

A consequence of this mixing of military and political goals was the creation
of problems regarding impartiality. The latter, as I have argued earlier in this
monograph, is critical to a peace- enforcement operation. Even before the 5 June
attacks, the impartiality of UNOSOM II vis-à-vis Aidid and the SNA had already
come into question. But any lingering trace of UNOSOM II impartiality, to those
on the ground, disappeared when the Security Council passed the mandate to
arrest “those responsible,” followed by Aidid’s being named as the target. The
commission that investigated the attacks against UNOSOM determined that the
arrest mandate had “resulted in a virtual war situation between UNOSOM II and
the SNA.”64

Come July, when the SNA began to take the military initiative, UNOSOM II
orders referred to “enemy forces,” a change from the previous term, “hostile forces.”
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5. Bosnia

Introduction

A product of World War I, Yugoslavia was formed in 1918 as the Kingdom of
Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs, ruled by a monarchy. In 1944, upon Yugoslavia’s
liberation from the Germans, the monarchy was deposed in favour of Marshal
Tito, the man who had successfully led the partisans against the Germans during
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UNPROFOR: From Croatia to Bosnia

Security Council resolution 713 was the first UN action on the conflict. Noting its
concern that the “continuation of this situation constitutes a threat to international
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After the recognition of Slovenia and Croatia the situation in Bosnia-
Herzegovina deteriorated quickly as both Yugoslavia and Croatia turned their
attention to the status of their “people” and their land in Bosnia. With most Bosnian
Serbs boycotting it, a referendum on Bosnia’s independence of 29 February 1992
easily carried, with 99.4 percent voting in favour of independence. On 2 March
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phase, one that witnessed a more formal partnership and coordination between
EC and UN efforts. The two organizations undertook joint sponsorship of a sec-
ond peace process, which became the International Conference on the Former
Yugoslavia (ICFY).

Delivering Humanitarian Aid

Throughout that summer, the conflict worsened, allegations of ethnic cleansing
increased, and humanitarian aid shipments were consistently blocked. The inter-
national community, under pressure from the public to do something, began to
debate the use of force to deliver humanitarian aid.7 This prospect had already
been raised by the secretary-general in his reports to the Security Council. In May
1992, Boutros-Ghali had concluded that the Bosnian conflict was not “suscepti-
ble to the United Nations peace-keeping treatment.”8 He dismissed sending a UN
“intervention” force without the consent of all the parties involved, fearing among
other things that member states would be unwilling to contribute the necessary
forces and equipment to the operation. He did raise the possibility of using UN
forces to protect humanitarian aid deliveries, but concluded that doing that would
jeopardize the consent required for the ongoing peacekeeping operation in Croatia.9

Nonetheless, public pressure for intervention continued to mount.
On 13 August 1992, Security Council resolution 770 authorized the use of

force to ensure the delivery of humanitarian aid. The Council specifically linked
the delivery of humanitarian aid to international peace and security, and it di-
rected members

to take nationally or through regional agencies or arrangements all measures neces-
sary to facilitate in coordination with the United Nations the delivery by relevant
United Nations humanitarian organizations and others of humanitarian assistance to
Sarajevo and wherever needed in other parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina.10

This was the first authorization of the use of force to deliver humanitarian aid,
and marked the first time the Council would link humanitarian aid to interna-
tional peace and security. It was a significant step. Invoking chapter VII and
approving the use of force through “all measures necessary” demonstrated the
Council’s resolve, at least on paper.

On the ground, there was little change. The major European powers and the
United States remained reluctant to provide the necessary troops. The resolution
had been passed without any articulated military or political plan for its imple-
mentation. This represented a break from usual Security Council practice. Usually,
approval of a new operation comes after a secretary-general report outlining mili-
tary and political options. As a result, implementing the resolution had to await
development of a plan, which Boutros-Ghali unveiled a month later. He called for
a much narrower mission than might have been anticipated from the wording of
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resolution 770, suggesting that UNPROFOR “support” the delivery efforts of the
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Bosnia and Herzegovina, in the event of further violations, to ensure compliance
with the ban.”14 NATO, which had offered, back in December, to take on the job
of enforcing the ban, was entrusted with carrying out the Council’s wishes, which
it sought to do through Operation Deny Flight, commencing 12 April 1993.15

A combination of events on the ground and at the peace negotiations prompted
two interim extensions of the UNPROFOR mandate in early 1993. At this time
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Yugoslavia was required to stop supplying arms and services to Bosnian Serb
units in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The Council further requested that the secretary-
general increase UNPROFOR’s presence in Srebrenica.

Though strongly worded, the resolution did not represent much of a change: no
further troops or resources were being authorized for UNPROFOR, nor were any
specific enforcement measures outlined. The effectiveness of the resolution and
the safe area concept depended entirely on the voluntary compliance of the par-
ties involved — precisely the kind of “compliance” whose absence had led to the
Srebrenica mess in the first place. Predictably, the resolution had little overall
impact beyond bringing a brief halt to the shelling as the Serbs temporarily shifted
their focus elsewhere.17

A Security Council mission visited Bosnia-Herzegovina in late April 1993. Its
report described Srebrenica as the “equivalent of an open jail in which its people
can wander around but are controlled and terrorized by the increasing presence of
Serb tanks and other heavy weapons in its immediate surroundings.”18 Despite
this pessimism, the members did recommend the Council give serious considera-
tion to creating further safe areas. The recommendation was very clearly
conditioned, however.

The Mission recognizes that such a decision would require a larger UNPROFOR
presence, a revised mandate to encompass cease-fire/safe area monitoring and dif-
ferent rules of engagement; but it would be a step that stops short of the sort of
military strike enforcement measures that are now being so openly debated. It would
not rule out eventual consideration of such measures — but at a next stage, if the
Serbs simply ignored the integrity of Security Council safe areas; nor would it, on
the other hand, automatically predetermine a move to military strikes.... The Mis-
sion reckons with the fact that these actions would represent a significant
strengthening of the UNPROFOR role. Designation of Security Council safe areas
would have to be done with the clear intent that they would, once established, be
enforced or defended if need be.19

In line with this recommendation, the Council, on 6 May, passed resolution
824, declaring Sarajevo, Tuzla, Zepa, Gorazde, and Bihac to be safe areas, along
with Srebrenica. This time the Council authorized an increase in UNPROFOR
strength, but of only 50 military observers for the purposes of monitoring the
humanitarian situation in the safe areas. So while it may have followed the letter
of the mission’s recommendations it hardly adhered to their spirit. Its timidity
could have resulted from its counting on the success of the ongoing peace nego-
tiations to help ease the pressure. At the beginning of May, Bosnian Serb leader
Radovan Karadzic, under heavy pressure from Milosevic, and in the midst of talk
from the US of air strikes, signed the Vance-Owen peace plan. But a referendum
held in mid-May among Bosnian Serbs, resulted in a rejection of the plan, effec-
tively ending its viability.20

The rejection of the peace plan was a particularly low point in the peace nego-
tiations. The fighting was intensifying between Bosnian Croats and Bosnian
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Muslims, and a serious rift between the United States and several European allies
over the proper response to the turmoil was beginning. The new Clinton adminis-
tration evinced a willingness to have some impact on the conflict, albeit from a
distance, through a so-called “lift and strike” strategy. The “lift” involved remov-
ing the arms embargo on the Bosnian Muslims; the “strike” meant bombing the
Serbian heavy weapons being used to shell Sarajevo and other Bosnian towns.
European allies with troops on the ground, as well as Canada, disapproved this
strategy, fearing it would inevitably result in serious repercussions against their
vulnerable UNPROFOR personnel.21

It was in this context that the Security Council took its next action on the safe
areas. On 4 June 1993, resolution 836 expanded the safe area mandate. Now
UNPROFOR would be tasked

to deter attacks against the safe areas, to monitor the ceasefire, to promote the with-
drawal of military or paramilitary units other than those of [Bosnia-Herzegovina]
and to occupy some key points on the ground, in addition to participating in the
delivery of humanitarian relief to the population.

The resolution invoked chapter VII but, in contrast to the previous resolutions
on safe areas, the invocation this time was made unreservedly. To implement the
new functions the resolution authorized UNPROFOR,

acting in self-defence, to take the necessary measures, including the use of force, in
reply to bombardments against the safe areas by any of the parties or to armed
incursion into them or in the event of any deliberate obstruction in or around those
areas to the freedom of movement of UNPROFOR or of protected humanitarian
convoys.

The Council authorized member states to take “all necessary measures, through
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The Mandate and Its Enforcement: An Interim Analysis

The UN’s response to Bosnia differed from that of the Congo. Neither the secre-
tary-general nor the Security Council seemed inclined to link mandate decisions
to specific articles in the UN charter, or to define more closely the basis for deci-
sions relating to force beyond the general invocation of chapter VII. The focus
was on crossing the perceived line between peacekeeping and enforcement. As
discussed above, although the situation on the ground did not meet peacekeeping
criteria, the UNPROFOR operation was launched under that rubric. Over time,
the absence of a cease-fire and consent posed increasingly significant problems
for the operation. This eventually prompted the shift to a peace- enforcement role
for the operation although only for specific aspects of the mandate.

The interesting choice the Security Council made was to “enforce” the hu-
manitarian aid delivery provisions of their previous resolutions rather than to
enforce the cease-fires, especially those made under formal signed agreements,
which were routinely broken. The enforcement of cease-fires was the kind of
action envisaged in the secretary-general’s An Agenda for Peace proposal; had it
been implemented, it would have established the conditions the Council was seek-
ing when it chose to use force to protect the delivery of humanitarian aid.

The rules of engagement for UNPROFOR reflected the peace-keeping nature
of the operation even when a more forceful approach was authorizeddlo7(y tlosel) peace-keeping natulure
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a second set of NATO fighters.25 This was not only the first enforcement of the
no-fly zone; it was also the first use of force since NATO’s creation. In general,
the enforcement of the no-fly zone was fairly successful, although there did con-
tinued to be numerous violations of the zone by noncombat aircraft.

Overall, the actual use of force in providing “protective support” to humanitar-
ian aid convoys was fairly minimal, in part due to a lack of resources. Although
reinforcements were approved along with the new mission they were slow to ar-
rive and never achieved numbers really required. In addition, the relationship
between UNPROFOR and UNHCR — which, to recall, had been given the lead
role in deciding when military protection was needed and when and where hu-
manitarian aid would be delivered — generated, on occasion, a certain level of
frustration for the military.26

By far the most significant impediment to the delivery of humanitarian aid
remained the unwillingness of the fighting groups to allow aid convoys through
to besieged areas unless it suited their overall goals. The downgrading of the
original authorization of the use of force in resolution 770, at the secretary-general’s
suggestion and with the Security Council’s agreement, meant that UNPROFOR
troops continued to be dependent on the consent and cooperation of the fighting
factions to permit the delivery of aid. As the war spread, humanitarian aid deliver-
ies grew more dangerous. Although the humanitarian aid mission became
somewhat subsumed by the safe areas focus, UNPROFOR continued to provide
convoy protection for humanitarian aid delivery, with varying success, until the
end of the mission.27

Whatever else the safe area concept may have achieved, the decision to create
six of these protected entities concentrated the attention of the international me-
dia, and, therefore, Western public opinion. As they suffered through the cycles of
the war, these enclaves, most especially Srebrenica and Sarajevo, became sym-
bols of the worst aspects of the conflict. In that respect they became the focal
point for public pressure on policymakers.

The decision to “enforce” the safe areas, contained in resolution 836, was made
as the conflict was deepening, especially as relations between the Bosniacs and
the Croats were souring to the point of fighting. At the international level, the rift
between the US and Europe was becoming increasingly public and damaging. In
this context, resolution 836 provided a way of giving the appearance of action.
But there was little in the way of initial physical support for the change in man-
date; the expansion was decreed before any military estimates could be made as
to the requirements. After the passage of 836, Boutros-Ghali reported on those
requirements, as developed by UNPROFOR military personnel.28 In order to en-
sure “full respect for the safe areas,” some 34,000 additional troops would be
necessary. As an alternative, the secretary-general proposed a “light option” with
a minimal troop requirement of 7,600.

While this option cannot, in itself, completely guarantee the defence of the safe
areas, it relies on the threat of air action against any belligerents. Its principal
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advantage is that it presents an approach that is most likely to correspond to the
volume of troops and material resources which can realistically be expected from
Member States and which meets the imperative need for rapid deployment.29

The light option was a reflection, not of minimum military requirements, but
of the minimum willingness of states to support, in real terms, the new tasks. The
Council approved the light option increases to UNPROFOR in resolution 844, of
18 June 1993. By 16 March 1994, the secretary-general would report that “even
this minimum requirement [was] not met immediately by Member States. Efforts
by the Secretariat to find creative solutions to the lack of equipped troops proved
unavailing.”30

The response was less tepid when it came to using air power to back up the safe
area mission. On 10 June, in response to an official UN request, NATO agreed to
undertake “air cover” tasks for the UN, as a means of remedying the shortfall on
the ground.31 In order to preserve a UN role in deciding when to resort to air
power, a “dual-key” system was established, under which approval was required
from both NATO military authorities and the UN secretary-general.

The shift to using air power constituted a very high-profile aspect of mandate
implementation. The use of air power also came to be easily and sometimes de-
liberately confused with the use of air strikes. An internal UNPROFOR memo,
intended to clarify the distinction, outlined of the role of air power with respect to
the safe area mandate.

In [Bosnia and Herzegovina], Close Air Support is clearly the use of air power in
self-defense, not offensively. The authority to employ Close Air Support equals the
authority to protect UNPROFOR and associate forces. The Force Commander’s idea
is that in BIH, airpower has two aspects: that of deterrence ... and that of actual use
to save lives.32

Air Strikes and the Exclusion Zones

Through the summer of 1993 the Bosnian Serbs increased their pressure on
Sarajevo, moving in on Mount Igman near Sarajevo. As the Serb pressure on
Sarajevo increased so did the US pressure to use air strikes. As part of a broad
policy shift on the situation in the Balkans and in response to their failure to get
the arms embargo lifted for the Bosnian Muslims, the Clinton administration had
moved on from its previous “lift and strike” proposal to straightforward advoca-
cies of a punitive policy of strike.33

The debate came to a head at a special NAC meeting on 2 August 1993 in
Brussels. After considerable discussion, NATO decided in favour of a shift to-
wards a wider use of air power. The communiqué issued after the meeting indicated
NATO’s decision

to make immediate preparations for undertaking, in the event that the strangulation
of Sarajevo and other areas continues, including wide-scale interference with
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siege, and place under UNPROFOR control, within ten days, all their heavy weap-
ons within 20 kilometres of the city centre.39
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shields” at possible air-target locations — and attacking other safe areas (includ-
ing a strike in Tuzla that killed 71 people at a café). They also shut down access to
Sarajevo and overran UN weapons-collection points. The hostage situation cre-
ated a highly charged crisis atmosphere, while the thought that Sarajevo could be
considered a “safe” area vanished with the seizure of the weapons-collection fa-
cilities. As expected, tensions between the US and troop-contributing countries
were exacerbated.
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The changes in the territorial status quo since the end of the four month cease-
fire were significant. They came with a staggeringly high price in precisely the
level of population displacement, human suffering, and death that the United
Nations had set out to stop. Along the way the contradictions and vulnerabilities
of the United Nations operation had been exposed and used by the combatants,
and the credibility of the mission was severely damaged.

Operation Deliberate Force

Earlier in the summer, the Clinton administration, having promised a contribu-
tion of US troops to assist in a UN pullout if necessary, faced the prospect of
having troops on the ground in Bosnia during an election year, involved in a tricky
and possibly costly ground war to extract UN forces. This prospect, along with
public pressure and the seriousness of the rifts within NATO caused by its previ-
ous policies on the use of air strikes, prompted a major policy shift.48 The American
determination to get deeply involved in finding a solution to the crisis, one way or
the other, brought new momentum to the whole process. Most importantly, the
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taken on the job, agreed with the US proposal for a bombing campaign and in-
formed his colleagues of his decision, rather than calling a meeting to get their
approval of his decision. Thus the decision-making on military action was left in
the hands of two US officers, Gen. George Joulwan, Supreme Commander of
NATO, and Adm. Leighton Smith, head of NATO’s Southern Command.

The Bosnian Serbs were given a set of now familiar conditions to meet involv-
ing a cease-fire, freedom of movement for UNPROFOR troops, the opening of
the Sarajevo airport and withdrawal of heavy weapons from the Sarajevo exclu-
sion zone. The air strikes were suspended from 1 to 4 September, in order to
provide some time for diplomatic solutions and for the Bosnian Serbs to move
their heavy weapons. When neither occurred, the NATO bombing campaign re-
sumed on 5 September.

Operation Deliberate Force involved two weeks of bombing coordinated with
ground action involving the RRF. A total of 3,515 sorties were flown over 11
days, with 1,026 bombs dropped against military targets.51 While the bombing
was going on, the US negotiating team, led by Richard Holbrooke, was involved
in intensive negotiations with the various parties to the conflict. On 8 September
1995, in the midst of the air campaign, the basic outlines of a settlement were
reached. Under the terms of the agreed principles the parties agreed that Bosnia-
Herzegovina would exist with its currently recognized boundaries, and that as an
entity Bosnia-Herzegovina would consist of two units: a Bosniac/Croat federa-
tion and the Republic of Srpska. The division of territory, yet to be determined,
was to be based on the ratio of 51/49 as between the federation and the Republic
of Srpska.

Shortly thereafter, on 5 October, the US negotiating team announced that a full
cease-fire agreement had been reached, set to begin on 10 October; it would last
60 days or until the completion of peace negotiations. A full-scale peace confer-
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most vocal advocate of stronger action; on the other, it criticized Europe’s han-
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A fourth issue concerned contradictions within the mandate. Having estab-
lished the criteria for recognition with respect to Croatia and Slovenia, the EC
had little choice but to recognize Bosnia-Herzegovina when it met the same crite-
ria. The acceptance of Bosnia-Herzegovina as an independent state created a
contradiction in the UN approach. With recognition and UN membership, Bosnia-
Herzegovina was entitled to all of the protections provided by the UN charter, and
yet the UN followed an approach to the conflict that required it to maintain im-
partiality in its dealings with the various combatants, some of which were clearly
external. Full-scale enforcement, with no obligation of impartiality, was always a
theoretical option after Bosnia-Herzegovina received international recognition and
became a UN member, but the Security Council never contemplated it.
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clear of actually addressing their basic cause — the conflict itself. Rather than
acting as a forum for mobilizing the international response to a threat to interna-
tional peace and security, the Council became a kind of caretaker of the civilian
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Flowing directly from the complex and controversial nature of peace enforce-
ment is another common characteristic: all three of the cases reveal the potential
for damage that can be done to the UN. The experience in the Congo and in
Somalia prompted major crises, as we have seen. In the former case, a major
political rift with the Soviet Union was created, as well as a financial crisis. More-
over, the death of the secretary-general shook the organization to its core. The
result was a lengthy pause in the willingness of the organization to authorize any
more peace enforcement operations. UNOSOM II may have ended Somalia’s
immediate humanitarian crisis, but it otherwise left the country pretty much as
the UN had found it. Again, the result was to foster a general hesitation to con-
sider new operations. As for UNPROFOR in Bosnia, media images of helpless
peacekeepers — both as hostages and as bystanders in the face of the events in
Srebrenica and Sarajevo — did little to bolster the UN’s public credibility, espe-
cially in the US. Given that country’s importance to the UN, this was a serious
problem.

Lessons Learned Regarding the Use of Force?

Among the principal lessons would seem to be the following: 1) unless there is an
overwhelming cause, such as the humanitarian disaster in Somalia, there will be a
limit to the material commitment member states will wish to make to peace en-
forcement operations; 2) authorizing the use of force in Security Council
resolutions and not following through on the ground undermines UN credibility;
3) the real or apprehended absence of consent to intervention from the warring
parties implies a likelihood that someone will attack UN personnel, meaning that
their is a high probability of the latter having to use force in self-defence; 4) the
UN effectively becomes a participant in the conflict.

All of the above suggest that rather than calling these operations “peace en-
forcement,” it would be more accurate to label them “mandate enforcement,”
operations. Why should this be so? Because peace enforcement implies that en-
forcement is being used in aid of peace; and while this term might suit one case
(the Congo) I discuss in this paper, it is hardly germane for the other two. In the
cases of Somalia and Bosnia the mission really was not to enforce a “peace” that
had not been arranged; it was something else, namely the provision of humanitar-
ian assistance in the midst of a nonexistent peace.

The Agenda for Peace proposal, with its later qualifications, focused on the
idea of cease-fire enforcement. The concept had its roots in the provisions of
article 40, which gives the Security Council, under chapter VII, the power to take
“provisional measures” that are without prejudice to the parties involved. Article
40 is broad in scope and does not specify what those measures might be. The
three experiences examined here suggest that a broader concept (beyond cease-
fire enforcement) has been put into practice, without being specifically identified
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strong international response to an unusual and devastating humanitarian crisis.
But it was very much an exception to the rule.

Related to the problem of undercommitment is the general reluctance of the
Council to follow through with its mandate authorization. This was especially
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when the Security Council makes a decision to become involved in a conflict it
does become a participant, pursuing the political goals of maintaining interna-
tional peace and security established in the Charter. Its active participation,
however, is a separate issue from the question of its impartiality in designing and
implementing the mandate — in the article 40 sense of being “without prejudice”
to the positions of the parties.

Can the UN act “without prejudice” in situations in which there is less than full
consent? This, it will be recalled, was the dilemma with which Hammarskjöld
grappled. My examination of the three cases leads me to answer the question in
the affirmative, although acting without prejudice is always a delicate balancing
act. Though it sounds counterintuitive (if not provocative), it might even be claimed
that, on a very general scale of success and failure, UNOSOM II might be classi-
fied as a failure, while both UNPROFOR and ONUC could be regarded as
successes; for in the case of the latter pair, there was — eventually — a mandate
fulfillment of sorts, while UNOSOM II departed Somalia having achieved little
of its mandate. The reason for the difference inheres in the language and the im-
plementation of the mandates for Bosnia and the Congo: there were clear goals in
the mandate upon which the use of military force could be and was focused; and
those goals were not themselves directed against any one of the parties.

As discussed previously, it is the political ends of Security Council mandates
that should determine the military means. UNOSOM II demonstrates that when
the military means come to create the political ends, impartiality quickly van-
ishes. For UNOSOM II the drift towards military solutions both in the mandate
and in the implementation of the mandate had a negative impact on the impartial-
ity of the mission, and, in turn, upon its credibility. To be sure, in compelling
compliance there must always be some risk of diminished impartiality, hence of
credibility. But, if the mandate remains clear and if the military measures used in
its implementation are clearly directed to those ends, it is possible to maintain
that delicate balancing act.
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