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4 %\ ccording to scholars of global conflict, the incidence and magni-

" “Wtude of warfare, especially “societal” warfare—that which is pri-
marily internal to states—climbed more or less steadily from the mid-
1960s through the early 1990s, until the end of the Cold War, when it
began to decline. The curve continued downward through the end of
the 1990s and into the new century, to apparent levels of relative peace
not enjoyed by humankind for forty years.! A rising proportion of these
conflicts ended, however, not in victory for one side but in stalemate
or outside intervention.

This book is about the international tools developed, largely since
that curve turned downward, to deal with the aftermath of stalemated
wars, especially internal/societal wars, the ones that halted with outcomes
that were to no one participant’s complete satisfaction or that were
stopped by outside military force. It is thus about high-risk environ-
ments with imperfect deals (or deals sought after the fact), devastated
economies, and governments that, in the past, likely provided little in
the way of public services and listened very little to the voices of the gov-
erned. It is about international efforts to support (or guide, or control)
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the difficult tasks of rebuilding and restructuring both governments
and economies, almost always with the stated goal of leaving behind
some semblance of functioning and sustainable market democracy.
These tasks are usually undertaken with imperfect knowledge, limited
resources, and uncertain prospects of success, because not to undertake
them would be acquiescing in something worse—the creation of a ter-
rorist haven or a drug transit zone, or the abandonment of the human-
itarian and democratic principles that the West has been pressing upon
the rest of the world for the past half-century. It is intellectually easy to
write off a “failed or failing” state as a bad investment but, like a neg-
lected and decaying neighborhood, dystopias have a way of spreading.’

In particular, this book is about the ongoing development of peace
support operations (PSQOs). These have evolved from largely UN-led
military monitoring teams on disputed borders in the Middle East and
South Asia, to enterprises that also engage the attention and resources
of regional organizations such as the European Union and the African
Union, of military alliances such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO), and of powerful if temporary “coalitions of the will-
ing.”? The book is the third in a sequence of edited volumes growing
out of work on peacekeeping and postconflict security undertaken at
the Henry L. Stimson Center. Like its predecessors, it uses the method
of focused, structured comparison of detailed cases, in the firm belief
that broadly valid lessons about the complex problems of restoring
peace in war-damaged lands can best be drawn out by using a com-
mon analytic structure applied to different sets of experiences.

Each of the six cases in the book briefly describes the geography
and contemporary conflict history of the country (or other territory)
of interest and then

m describes the process of negotiating the peace accord, if there was
one, and summarizes what that accord called for in terms of out-
side implementation

® assesses support for that accord within the host country, among
the country’s immediate neighbors, and among the great powers

® summarizes the peace operation’s mandate, how it may have
changed over time, and what such changes meant for the opera-
tion and the country
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8 describes how the operation was funded, planned, and carried out

m assesses how well the operation accomplished its tasks and whether
its mandate made sense in the circumstances

s offers broader conclusions about the operation’s lessons or im-
plications for efforts to implement peace elsewhere

Following the case studies, the final chapter summarizes lessons from
them for future operations and offers some thoughts on how peace
support operations, their objectives, and their participants may change
over the next few years.

The remainder of this chapter briefly summarizes the history of
peace operations through the late 1990s; examines the ongoing debate
about how to define exactly what PSOs are and do; positions PSOs in
the wider context of conflict and global assistance; reviews studies since
the second volume in this series appeared that offer analytical frame-
works for peace operations or structured lessons learned; and then
provides an introduction to the “third surge” in PSOs that the cases in
this volume address. The chapter annex offers details on an element of
peace operations that governments always care about, namely, how
much they cost and who pays for them.

Peacekeeping at the End of the Cold War

The first book in this sequence examined how UN operations through
1991 were planned and funded and offered twenty structured cases of
UN peacekeeping from 1948 through mid-1991.% The last four years of
that period saw the first surge in demand for peacekeepers, as the Cold
War came to an end and external patrons and intervenors withdrew
from some long-running struggles. UN observers watched the Soviet
army leave Afghanistan and both Cuban and South African forces leave
Angola. UN observers also patrolled the 870-mile border between Iran
and Iraq at the end of those countries’ bloody eight-year war. In 1989,
the United Nations returned to complex peace operations—those having
civil/political as well as military components—for the first time since
leaving the chaotic ex—Belgian Congo in 1964, with a mission to sup-
port Namibia’s transition to independence. This operation was widely
considered successful, despite a somewhat rocky start, as UN officials
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monitored and promoted the vote for a constituent assembly and
dogged the movements of the colonial government’s special police units
to reduce their harassment of would-be voters. In Central America,
UN peacekeepers provided security for the disarming and disbandment
of the Nicaraguan Contras, the insurgent force trained and equipped
by the Reagan administration to undermine that country’s leftist San-
dinista government.

Back in Africa, a UN force prepared to repatriate thousands of
refugees from Western Sahara as soon as a referendum determined
whether that region would be independent from or merge into Morocco.
When neither the government nor its Sahrawi adversaries would risk a
vote whose outcome was uncertain, the referendum was postponed
and as of this writing still has not been held, despite more than a de-
cade of diplomatic effort. A UN observer mission still watches the sand
berm that separates the two sides and runs through 2,000 miles of
trackless desert. Finally, the United Nations became deeply involved in
attempting to settle the civil war in Angola, a country that had known
mostly war both before and after independence from Portugal in 1974.
A modest UN observer mission could neither guarantee preelection
disarmament of the opposing forces nor adequately monitor the fair-
ness of the fall 1992 national elections, and the loser regrouped his forces
and took them back to war. These results in Angola were a harbinger
of disasters to come as the United Nations became involved in increas-
ingly unstable conflict situations not only in Africa but also in Europe,
where the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY) was coming
apart at the seams.

The second book in this sequence continued the story with the
relatively brief but deadly “second surge” of operations in El Salvador,
Angola, Mozambique, Cambodia, the SFRY (soon to be known as “the
former Yugoslavia®), Somalia, and Rwanda from 1993 through 1995.°
These were generally tougher cases than the earlier ones. The latter four
involved either ongoing civil wars or wars that peace accords had inter-
rupted but not solved, whose belligerent parties were committed only
tenuously to peace or not committed at all. Although the United Nations
had chalked up some successes in these cases by the mid-1990s—in El
Salvador and Mozambique, and to some degree in Cambodia—its fail-
ures are better remembered. UN peacekeepers could not prevent the
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1994 genocide in Rwanda or the 1995 Srebrenica massacre in Bosnia
and Herzegovina; could not prevent the resumption of civil war {again)
in Angola; and, not two months into their deployment in Somalia,
found themselves at war with a powerful Somali faction, which led to
intervention by U.S. special operations forces and thence to the firefight
in Mogadishu chronicled in Black Hawk Down.® Frustrated by these
failures, UN member states largely turned away from the organization
as a manager of major peacekeeping initiatives. Thus, between 1995 and
1999, the United Nations launched just two robust peace operations,
in eastern Croatia and in Haiti. Both were relatively short-lived, with
the former viewed as a success, the latter ultimately not.” Meanwhile,
most troop contributions, especially from developed states, went to
operations run by NATO.

The Struggle to Define the Enterprise

“Peacekeeping” was the term coined to describe the tasks of UN-
mandated troops deployed after the Suez Crisis of 1956. It gained offi-
cial status of sorts when the UN General Assembly set up the Special
Committee on Peacekeeping Operations in February 1965, just after
UN forces finished their first operation in the former Belgian Congo.*
It was not defined in any UN document, however, until An Agenda for
Peace appeared in 1992.° In the meantime, scholars put forward their
own definitions of UN practice.'

Evolving Typologies: Practice Meets Theory
Conceptual discord has grown as PSOs have added dimensions beyond
military security. The discord reflects the elusive nature and bound-
aries of this field and the many disagreements about where to draw
those boundaries. The number of moving parts in PSOs, their change-
ability over time and place, and these operations’ susceptibility to the
political whims of many different decision makers mean that analysts
of PSOs deal with an open and changing set of variables, actors, and
objectives (see table 1.1).

In 1992, John Mackinlay and Jarat Chopra recognized that peace-
keeping was pushing beyond its traditional bounds. Their work on
“second-generation multinational operations” incorporated many forms
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of military action that went beyond peacekeeping, particularly in the
use of force. Their informal scale of operations bears a close family
resemblance to what the U.S. military would later incorporate into
“peace enforcement” under the rubric of “operations other than war.”
When Mackinlay and Chopra used the term “enforcement,” however,
they meant it in the original sense of Article 42 of the UN Charter,
namely, the collective use of force to resist aggression and thereby
maintain or restore international peace and security.''

William Durch parsed peace operations into four general cate-
gories but warned that the amount of force entailed by “humanitarian
intervention” in particular can vary a great deal, ranging upward to
become peace enforcement for humanitarian purposes. He also ob-
served that the amount or intensity of force needed by an operation
can vary significantly over time.'” Dantel Byman and his coauthors
reached a similar conclusion, stressing that military assistance to hu-
manitarian aid providers may involve restoring order first, a potentially
“unlimited, open-ended responsibility, which may be difficult to relin-
quish safely.” Because the operational environment for humanitarian
interventions can be so difficult, they argued, forces should both plan
and be equipped to enforce their mandate and mission objectives,
if necessary.'”

Paul DJiehl, Daniel Druckman, and James Wall developed a long
taxonomy of “actual and potential” peacekeeping missions that they
parsed into four “mission clusters” using quantitative methods. Diehl
later summarized these clusters as “monitoring,” “limiting damage,” “re-
storing civil societies,” and “coercive” He warned against giving multi-
ple missions to one force, using Somalia as an example of a disastrous
admixture of pacification and humanitarian assistance. “Divergent mis-
sions,” he argued, “are best handled by different sets of personnel or
separate operations.”'*

Trevor Findlay used a fairly standard mission typology in his work
except for the term “expanded peacekeeping,” by which he meant a
“multifunctional operation linked to and integrated with an entire peace
process.” A multtfunctional operation combines military force with non-
military elements and objectives—human rights, elections, support
for humanitarian relief—under a single chain of authority."> Charlotte
Ku and the late Harold Jacobson developed a five-part classification
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schemne in their study of democratic accountability and the use of force.!®
What Durch called multidimensional peace operations, and Diehl
called restoring civil society and Findlay called expanded peacekeeping,
Ku and Jacobson called “peacekeeping plus state-building.” Their term
“force to ensure compliance with international mandates” encompasses
all coercive uses of force short of war, while war, in their taxonomy, as
in Mackinlay and Chopra’s, is represented by “enforcement.”

Finally, Bellamy, Williams, and Griffin oftered a mission typology
whose first step up from traditional peacekeeping is “managing transi-
tions,” complex but consent-based operations to implement intrastate
peace agreements in situations of relative calm. The next step, “wider
peacekeeping,” involves situations of relative chaos, with military forces
deployed in situations of ongoing violence but still bound by the rules
of traditional peacekeeping (consent, impartiality, and nonuse of force);
indeed, the category conveys a sense of “bridging” missions asked to
do too much with too little. In contrast, the authors defined “peace sup-
port operations” as enforcing a political agreement, “the substance of
which has been dictated by the interveners and supports the establish-
ment of liberal democracy” (emphasis added). This definition leans
more heavily on the imposition of outcomes than, say, NATO’s defini-
tion of the same term. Finally, the authors used the term “peace enforce-
ment” in the same way that Mackinlay and Chopra, Findlay, and Ku and
Jacobson used the single word “enforcement.” Their usage comports
closely, however, with the most recent evolution of British doctrine."

This debate notwithstanding, a consensus has emerged regarding
the need for competent and effective security forces to stabilize the
local situation. Peacekeepers provide interim security and stability in a
situation that is formally postwar (where there is agreement on peace)
but actually still in transition from war to peace; not all factions’ be-
havior may as yet be compliant with the agreement, and splinter fac-
tions may deny its validity. The peacekeepers protect the peacebuilders,
who work for institutional, political, and economic changes that will
prevent the recurrence of conflict. The August 2000 Report of the Panel
on United Nations Peace Operations (also known as the Brahimi Report)
emphasized that without successful peacebuilding, the outside security
providers could be stuck in that role indefinitely.'® The Brahimi Re-
port defined peacebuilding as
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activities undertaken on the far side of conflict to reassemble the
foundations of peace and provide the tools for building on those
foundations something that is more than just the absence of war.
Thus, peacebuilding includes but is not limited to reintegrating
former combatants into the civilian economy; strengthening the
rule of law (for exampile, through training and restructuring of
local police, and judicial and penal reform); and improving respect
for human rights through monitoring, education, and investiga-
tiont of past and present abuse; providing technical assistance for
democratic development {including electoral assistance and sup-
port for free media); and promoting conflict resolution and rec-
onciliation techniques.!?

When peacebuilding accomplishes such ends, and promotes
within local institutions the capacity to sustain them, the peacekeepers
can go home. But if the Brahimi Report’s authors hoped to add final
definitional clarity to the concept of peacebuilding, their effort failed.
Nearly five vears later, a study commissioned by the UN Department
of Political Affairs concluded that “peacebuilding” continued to lack
consensus definition both inside and outside the UN system.?® Some
countries, agencies, and organizations prefer different terms entirely,
eschewing “peacemaking,” “-keeping,” “-building,” or “-enforcing” in
favor of such terms as “nation building,” “state building,” “stabiliza-
tion,” “reconstruction,” “conflict transition,” or “conflict transtorma-
tion.” Indeed, in some leading U.S. government circles at mid-decade,
“peace” seemed to have become, somewhat ironically, a fighting word.

PSOs and the Larger International Environment
PSQOs can be readily situated within a much larger environment of
international relations and programs to prevent and mitigate conflict
(long-term, via political, economic, and human development; and
short-term, via diplomatic and other interventions intended to keep
crises in check, plus efforts to control terrorist organizations and activ-
ities). Figure 1.1 locates the components of peace operations within this
larger environment.

The hortzontal axis is 2 nominal timeline running from peace-
time {(“preconflict”) through wartime to the difficult period of recovery
from war. The vertical axis situates activities according to their level of
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Figure 1.1. Peace Operations and the Larger International Environment
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focus and effect: on international security (top of the chart), state
security (middle), and human/personal security (bottom).

All of the activities on the left-hand side of the chart can be
considered conflict preventive in some broad sense, from controlling
armaments and the trade in them to building more responsive and
democratic government, public order, and the rule of law (“political
development”); strengthening economies and promoting equitable
growth (“economic development”); and promoting civil society, edu-
cation, health, and human rights (“human development”).

Peace operations map onto this chart from the center rightward.
Some, characterized in figure 1.1 as “humanitarian intervention,’
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attempt to suppress conflict (as did NATO in Kosovo, 1999) or provide
palliative aid while fighting continues (as did the United Nations in
Bosnia, 1992-95). The security elements of peace operations (military
forces and police contingents) may take over responsibility from an
intervention force and support peacebuilding across a broad spectrum
of activities. Elements of PSOs may monitor, advise, restructure, or
temporarily replace the local law enforcement sector and/or other sec-
tors of government, depending on the mission mandate.

Many of the boxes within the larger environment of peacebuild-
ing overlap on the chart, and do so even more in reality. Thus, reform of
the local security sector (military, police, courts, prisons) may be essen-
tial to fighting corruption, and fighting corruption may be essential to
effective and lasting reform. Organized crime also feeds corruption,
while effective border and export controls can be key tools in fighting
such crime, especially those gangs that specialize in regional or even
global commodities smuggling and human trafficking.

Some of the elements of peacebuilding that usually lie outside the
ambit of PSOs are mapped onto figure 1.1 for illustrative purposes as
they may occur contemporaneously. These include attracting outside
investment, rebuilding educational and public health systems, and con-
ducting internationally managed campaigns to vaccinate infants and
children against infectious diseases. Not indicated on the chart are the
many private actors (both commercial contractors and nonprofit or-
ganizations) that are almost always simultaneously engaged in parallel
with PSOs, sometimes following their own agendas and sometimes ex-
ecuting the policies and programs of national or international aid and
development agencies.

Framing the Problem, Seeking Success:
The Recent Literature

The realization that restoring durable peace required much more than
just ending overt fighting generated a growing literature on complex
PSOs. Since contemporary PSOs aspire to be problem-solving ventures,
the literature has tended to illuminate and seek solutions to the most
recent and vexing problems encountered in the field. Through the mid-
1990s, these included the new and sensitive problem of protecting
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humanitarian relief, which begged the further question of what, if any-
thing, to do for those who received it. Both fighting {Somalia) and not
fighting (Bosnia) on behalf of recipients seemed to produce less than
desirable outcomes.

Much discussion and debate also was devoted to the problem of
civil-military coordination in complex PSOs; to the problem of tardy
deployments of military and police contingents for such operations; to
problems of troop and police quality, especially among forces provided
to UN operations; and to strategies for dealing with would-be “spoilers™
of peace processes.”’ Over time it became clear that any PSO facing pos-
sible violent spoiler actions needed to be able to deter or, if necessary,
defeat such actions. Indeed, as the veto-wielding Western members
of the Security Council (the United States, the United Kingdom, and
France) became more involved in peace operations in the 1990s, they
reconceptualized the endeavor as, essentially, very low intensity con-
flict with a “hearts-and-minds™ annex.

French doctrine evolved first, in the mid-1990s, but all three
powers now see peacekeeping and peace enforcement as waypeints on
a single continuum that runs from non-use to maximum use of force.
Although U.S. and British doctrine retain an emphasis on winning
hearts and minds, only British doctrine seems to value UN mandates
as furthering the international legitimacy of peace operations.?? These
three states, which possess most of the world’s military expedi-
tionary capabilities, heavily influence NATO PSO doctrine, Two are
key contributors to Furopean Union (EU) doctrine, and all are likely
to have a hand in shaping African Union (AU) doctrine, via their re-
spective bilateral aid programs and through the Global Peace Opera-
tions Initiative approved at the 2004 Sea Island Summit of the Group
of Eight (G8).

Astute military analysts, meanwhile, recognized that military
forces could not avoid at least initial involvement in the politics and
public security dilemmas of the places where they deployed, because
the military almost always deploys faster than international police or
civilian PSO personnel.* As interim security forces, however, mili-
taries face a number of choices they would prefer to avoid, such as
whether to protect threatened civilians and, if so, under what circum-
stances; whether to prepare for and engage in riot and crowd control;
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and whether to seek out indicted war criminals, fight smugglers, or
confront organized crime.

In the rest of this section we focus on works that attempted to
shape lessons from “peace implementation” into evaluative or predictive
frameworks intended to give guidance to future policymakers contem-
plating involvement in other peoples’ war zones. We emphasize materi-
als published since the appearance of the previous volume in this series.

Searching for the Sources of “Situational Difficulty”

Civil wars Jast longer, on average, than wars between states. While ack-
nowledging the contributions of “contested values and identities that
underlie many protracted conflicts,” Charles King (1997) argued that
the structure of internal conflicts also contributes substantially to their
duration.?® Structural variables include: faction leaders’ personal com-
mitments to the struggle; the difficulty of assessing the true battlefield
situation and whether victory really 1s unattainable; the relatively weak
command and control structures of many belligerent groups, which
make leaders’ commitments hard to enforce upon the rank and file;
fears that compromises made to reach an accord may splinter the group
and leave the weaker shards more vulnerable to individual defeat; lead-
ers’ and groups’ reluctance to forgo the economic spoils of war; the de-
sire to avenge the dead and make good other sunk costs of conflict;
and the security dilemma, whereby giving up the fight without guar-
antees that opponents will do likewise exposes the peace-minded to
the risk of ambush and encourages hedging behavior.?®

External powers, King argued, can influence many of these factors
in ways that favor an end to fighting, by providing services that the
local belligerent parties cannot provide for themselves or that peace
requires but that they would not voluntarily seek. The latter “services”
include the curtailing of direct outside aid to the belligerents and/or
curtailing their ability to sell war-financing commodities {such as gems,
precious metals, or drugs} in collusion with neighboring states and
smuggling networks. The former sorts of services include breaking the
security dilemma by providing credible and reliable information about
all sides’ implementation of their commitments under the peace accord;
provision of personal security guarantees to specific elites; and provi-
sion of impartial security at disarmament and demobilization sites,
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where groups are most vulnerable to attack. If equipped and man-
dated to do so, they may enforce the peace against a party that reneges
on its commitments.*®

Michael Doyle (2001}, like King, focused on characteristics of the
belligerent parties as key to understanding the dynamics of conflict
and its termination. Dovle treated three characteristics—the number of
parties, their relative mutual hostility, and their in-group coherence or
ability to control their adherents—as the dimensions of five “conflict
ecologies” of starkly varying difficulty. The ecology most conducive to
peace implementation, Dovyle argued, would be one with just a few
factions, all of whom were coherent and largely reconciled. The least
peace-conducive and most difficult environment would be one with
many factions, all mutually hostile, and all incoherent and thus prone
to freelance action or to splintering.?’

Stephen Stedman (1997) emphasized that outsiders may need to
enforce peace agreements against the activities of “spoilers” (his coin-
age), signatories who violate the terms of a peace accord for any of
three purposes.’® A total spoiler sees his struggle as zero-sum and, like
Jonas Savimbi, the leader of the National Union for the Total Indepen-
dence of Angola (UNITA), may take his forces back to war if he cannot
achieve his aims by political means (and still has forces to call upon). A
greedy spoiler like Foday Sankoh, the leader of the Revolutionary United
Front {RUF) in Sierra Leone, will do what he can to maintain his
wartime resource flows cven after the fighting formally ends, and he
may return to violence if it looks as though the flow will be turned off.
A limited spoiler like Alphonse Dhlakama, the leader of the so-called
Mozambican National Resistance (RENAMO), may stake out an osten-
sibly hard-line position but relent in return for the right payotf. Sted-
man proposed political-operational strategies to deal with each.?

A 1997 study by DFI International for the Pentagon’s Office of
Peacekeeping and Humanitarian Affairs, in which the author partici-
pated, adopted Stedman’s terminology and also looked at structural
issues and internal conflict. It stressed, however, that “the situations
into which peace forces typically are sent are . . . unfinished wars. Mil-
itarily exhausted or not, local leaders often are dissatisfied politically.
Short of an opposed entry into hostile territory, interventions in civil
conflicts can be the most dangerous situations that the military forces
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of most countries, let alone their civil servants, will ever encounter.”*

The study, “Effective Transitions from Peace Operations to Sustainable
Peace,” therefore emphasized the importance of correctly gauging the
situational difficulty that a new peace force could expect to encounter.*!

Of the eight factors the study used to measure situational diffi-
culty, the two most important to sustainable peace appeared to be the
willingness of neighboring states to support the peace process, and the
willingness of all faction leaders to compromise in the interest of peace,
at the risk of losing power, The two variables correlated highly with
one another as well as with sustainable peace. This made intuitive sense
(shifty neighbors frequently aid and abet the war-sustaining contra-
band trade of recalcitrant warlords*?), but would have packed more
punch if the study team had been better able to measure faction leaders’
attitudes in the absence of knowing how peace was progressing on the
ground and those leaders’ role in it. Intentionally or not, such knowl-
edge may have shaped judgments about leaders’ attitudes and thus pro-
moted a higher than warranted correlation between that variable and
the study’s measure of sustainable peace.

The chapter by Downs and Stedman (2002) in the Stanford-
International Peace Academy (IPA) study, Ending Civil Wars, also as-
sessed factors thought to render peace implementation more difficult:
many warring parties; a missing or coerced peace accord; likelthood of
spoilers; collapsed state; more than 50,000 soldiers involved in the war;
availability of disposable natural resources; presence of hostile neigh-
bors; and secession demands on the part of one or more belligerent par-
ties. The more factors present in a given situation, the authors argued,
the more difficult the situation for peace implementation. Analysis
indicated that three of the eight variables—spoilers, disposable natural
resources, and hostile neighbors—were particularly important in de-
fining situational difficulty. Paralleling the problems encountered by the
DFI team, Downs and Stedman acknowledged the difficulty of meas-
uring spoiler likelihood, as opposed to behavior, so as to better predict
and plan for trouble.

The Correlates of Success

Effective Transitions measured several dozen variables drawn from
practitioner interviews and the relevant literature that were thought
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important to a PSO's success. These included variables related to local
military forces, public security, governance, the economy, human rights,
and freedom of speech, movement, and press. Fifteen of these variables,
designed to be measured at the time a PSO ended its mission, corre-
lated well with the study’s dependent variable and, of these, five ap-
peared key to an effective transition: demobilizing fighters, cantoning
heavy weapons, restarting the economy, working for open and honestly-
elected government, and developing a nonpolitical police force.** The
dependent variable, intended to measure a country’s degree of success
in transitioning from conflict to sustainable peace, was an average of
three measures: residual military conflict, quality of public security, and
integrity of the political system. These were to be measured at the end
of the first political ¢ycle (that is, the first national election) after the
PSQ’s departure,* This composite variable gave Effective Transitions a
more sensitive outcome measure than the binary war/no war measure
used by many recent quantitative studies of the duration of war and
peace.’® Because the passage of time dilutes the causal impact of any
action on subsequent events, the project chose to mit the period for
measuring relative success to that one political cycle; beyond that, it is
increasingly difficult to sort out the impact of a peace operation from
the effects of any number of other variables that continue to operate
long after the PSO has shut down.*

Downs and Stedman evaluated international support for peace
implementation as a key to successful peace implementation, finding
great-power interests to be stronger drivers of their engagement than
either costs of implementation or estimated risks to their troops (al-
though how these latter variables were scored was not well-defined in
text). The cases studied in Ending Civil Wars were cross-plotted by mis-
sion difficulty and great-power support. Failed cases, those in which
peace collapsed either while a PSO was deployed or within two years of
its departure, tended to cluster toward the “harder case, less support”
quadrant of the plot. Successtul cases clustered mostly in the “easier
case, more support” corner, while “hard cases with high support” were
either partially successful or failed. The authors concluded that, while
great-power support for peace implementation might not be enough
to guarantee success, its absence in hard cases virtually guaranteed the
failure of implementation.”®
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The Importance of Government Legitimacy, Competence . ..
and Democracy?

Better known in the practitioner community than to academic re-
searchers, Max Manwaring and his colleagues at the U.S. Army War
College and the National Defense University have been building a
body of literature on the requirements of effective peace operations
that grows out of their work on limited war, and specifically the Small
Wars Operations Research Directorate (SWORD) model, developed
for the U.S. Southern Command in the 1980s as a counterinsurgency
tool. Possibly due to these origins, this work is cited infrequently in the
academic literature. In this review, we focus on summative chapters
from two books that follow the Manwaring paradigm, which is, by pres-
ent standards of public policy and strategy in particular, refreshingly
astute, humanistic, and lacking in hubris.

The first of these chapters, written by Manwaring and Kimbra
Fishel (1998), argued that postconflict military security and economic
development cannot be sustained once peacekeepers depart unless there
is left behind in national institutions the basic “political competence”
needed to deliver continuing security, growth, and other essential pub-
lic services. They portrayed this requirement in what they acknowl-
edged to be an overly simplified equation: Stability equals Military
Security plus Economic Development times Political Competence
[S = (M + E)PC]. The equation says that low political competence will
undermine whatever one tries to build up in security and the econ-
omy.*? Nothing that outsiders build—whether armies, police forces,
or structures of investment and taxation—will long survive their de-
parture unless the host government is competent to maintain them.
Haiti exemplifies a situation where such competence was lacking. The
Congo is a case that risks replicating the Haitian example on a much
larger scale unless the government develops serious political compe-
tence quickly.

Manwaring and Fishel were inclined to be pessimistic about how
much change outsiders can actually induce: “Probably the best an out-
side power or coalition of powers can do is to help establish a temporary
level of security that might allow the carefully guided and monitored
development of the ethical and professional political competence
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underpinnings necessary for long-term success.”" This sentiment is
worth keeping in mind when pondering other authors’ requirements
for building a complete latticework of modern democratic governance
and a well-regulated market economy betfore the international com-
munity lets go of a war-torn state.*

In the second chapter of interest, Manwaring and Edwin Corr
(2000) placed greater stress on the need for legitimacy, or moral au-
thority, in a host government, both to protect against conflict and to
speed postconilict recovery. They observed that insurgencies have
been “nourished by the alienation of the governed from the govern-
ment,” and argued that the Batista and Somoza regimes in Cuba and
Nicaragua, respectively, collapsed in the face of insurgent pressure in
part because their regimes continued to focus, despite budding insur-
gencies, on their “personal enemies and legitimate internal political
opposition.” They did so, moreover, with a “lack of concern for any
kind of human rights for detainees—innocent or not. . .. Conse-
quently, the sacrifices necessary to press a fight against insurgents who
promised reform were not readily forthcoming from either citizen or
soldier. .. ™

The actors of concern to Manwaring and Corr included the host
government and its internal foes, the external powers that support the
host government, and the external actors (governments or not) that
support the host government's foes. In their conflict model, these play-
ers interact in seven distinct but simultaneous and interdependent
“wars,” or continuing, organized struggles. Only one of these is a shoot-
g war. The others are a “legitimacy war” to “attack or defend the
moral right of the incumbent regime to exist™; a war “to isolate bel-
ligerents from their internal and external support”; a war “to stay the
course,” or maintain the political, policy, and public backing needed
for “consistent and long-term support to a supported host govern-
ment’; “Information and intelligence wars,” which involve intense
public diplomacy, on the one hand, and efforts to “locate, isolate, and
neutralize” those who “lead, plan, execute, and support a given con-
flict,” on the other. The final war is for “unity of effort™ overcoming
bureaucratic interests, cultural factors, and other obstacles to ensure
common focus and the conduct of operations “in a manner acceptable

to the populace. And that equates back to legitimacy.™*
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In the environment of peace operations, the real enemy in the
Manwaring-Corr model becomes violence itself, and the objective of
struggle, the equivalent of victory, is a sustainable peace.** The notion
of seven interfocking struggles emphasizes that while robust fighting
capability may always be useful, no peace support force (or govern-
ment), however powerful, can expect to just shoot its way to sustain-
able peace.

Like Manwaring and Fishel, Elizabeth Cousens (2001) warned that
committing to seemingly desirable objectives that prove unreachable
can leave both donors and recipients worse off than if they had com-
mitted to lesser objectives that were more readily achievable.

Peacebuilding . . . should not be equated to the entire basket of
pustwar needs. . . . Rather, it should be seen as a strategic focus on
conflict resolution and opening political space, to which these
other needs may or may not contribute. What are frequently con-
ceived as peacebuilding activities—demobilization, economic
reconstruction, refugee repatriation, human rights monitoring,
community reconciliation—are not inherently equivalent to
peacebuilding unless they design themselves to be.*?

Cousens argued that in selecting its peacebuilding objectives, the inter-
national community should be “ruthlessly modest about its ambitions”
and seek only to leave behind a self-enforcing peace with governmen-
tal institutions that offer “authoritative and, eventually, legitimate mech-
anisms to resolve internal conflict without violence.” To attempt much
more, for example, attempting to inculcate democracy or work out a
society’s problems in the realms of justice or equity, would be to invite
frustration and failure.*

In the introduction to Ending Civil Wars, Stephen Stedman argued
that the goal of peace implementation should be “the ending of vio-
lence and the conclusion of the war on a self-enforcing basis: when the
outsiders leave, the former warring parties refrain from returning to
war.”” These are very similar to the goals for peacekeeping set out by
Paul Diehl in his 1993 book.* Most analysts agree that peace is pre-
requisite to all other elements of conflict transformation but by seeking
no more than a self-enforcing peace, Stedman and Cousens imply that
reinforcing a thuggish prewar government may be as good as reforming
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or changing it.” During the Cold War, autocratic outcomes were rou-
tinely hailed (indeed, engineered} as stabilizing but, when they failed,
they tended to fail violently.

Jack Goldstone and Jay Ulfelder (2005}, drawing on the results of a
multi-year, multi-author, government-funded study of state failure and
political risk, concluded that stability is “overwhelmingly determined
by a country’s patterns of political competition and political authority,”
but also that “the key to maintaining stability appears to lie in the de-
velopment of democratic institutions” that promote fair and open
competition, deter factionalism, and constrain the power of the chief
executive.” A subscquent paper from the same authors and their col-
leagues on the Political Instability Task Force reaffirmed that, “It is these
conditions, not clections as such, and certainly not a mythic and utopian
notion of ‘democracy, that should guide policymakers secking greater
stability in the world.”' Peace and stability, in their view, require more
than just efficient or even honest authoritarians, but more than a sim-
ple winner-take-all election, as well.

These studies both clarify and re-complicate the peacebuilding
problem, which they define as political power and how it is exercised.
If, according to one camp, outsiders cannot and should not expect to
build a fully-institutionalized democracy but, according to the other,
they cannot expect stability to last without it, what is to be done? It
may turn out that, while democracy must indeed be built from within,
it can be reinforced from without; that training, capacity-building,
monitoring, verifying and other characteristically western liberal im-
pulses can be tied to penalties in aid and trade, targeted sanctions, and
other tunable gateways to global access, to help ensure that democracy
is not hijacked, even if the result is occasionally bruised nationalist feel-
ings. As the Task Force team argues, “The risks of such a slide from full
to factionalized democracy are not merely a matter of the loss of some
democratic character. Instead, they are more realistically viewed as a
massive increase in the risks of political catastrophe, including civil
war, genocide, and ethnic slaughter.”*

The twin requirements to monitor peace deal signatories” behav-
101 over some years and to trigger penalties for poor compliance raise
the question of who or what should perform these functions. As of late
2005, UN member states were groping toward a mutually acceptable
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structure and job description for a new UN Peacebuilding Commis-
sion, to be a “subsidiary body” of the Security Council. Early feedback
suggested an institution too weak to meet the need for commitment
monitoring, let alone consistent implementation or enforcement, but
neither could one rule out its potential for growing into these tasks.

The Management {(and Limitations) of State
and Nation Building
Whatever their ultimate objectives, international efforts to support
war-to-peace transitions need to be competently run and effectively
funded, with some notion of strategic direction (what to do when, with
what priority, linked how to other issues). Jarat Chopra (1998-99)
anticipated the legal and political requirements of transitional civil
administration (the UN’s term for temporary governance) in several
articles and a book published just in time to be tested in the field.
(Chopra was one of the earlier members of the civil administration
team of the UN Transitional Administration in East Timor.)}** The
sort of international administration that Chopra had in mind in his
writings involved an even more thoroughgoing program of political
change than the missions in Timor and Kosovo were geared to pro-
duce. For Chopra, the main task of such missions is not state building
per se but human security and human development; hence sovereignty
loomed not so much as a quality of the state to be restored but as an
obstacle to be surmounted en route to rebuilding human dignity.
Chopra delinecated three phases of transitional tasks: immediate,
medium-term, and long-term. Immediate tasks were about getting set
up, imposing order as necessary, disarming factions, clearing land-
mines, and establishing law enforcement mechanisms. Medium-term
tasks included direct public administration, training and structuring of
local security forces, rebuilding basic infrastructure, and otherwise
facilitating the transition back to local control. Long-term tasks included
national reconciliation, “empowering civil society,” and other actions to
consolidate peace. Chopra was one of the first authors to advocate a
“UN ‘off the shelf” criminal law and procedure” code as “essential in any
peace-maintenance arsenal” to enable it to deal quickly with the most
serious of violent criminal offenses. This issue was taken up the follow-
ing year by the United Nations’ Brahimi Report. In late 2001, Chopra,
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James McCallum, and Alexander Thier applied Chopra’s peace main-
tenance framework to post-Taliban Afghanistan.>

Among the few authors to assign priorities to the major elements
of postconflict reconstruction was Graham Day (2001), at the time a
senior fellow at the United States Institute of Peace between postings
as a UN civil administrator.™ In “Policekeeping: Law and Order in
Failed and Emerging States,” Day agreed with most analysts that inter-
venors should stop wartighting first, with military commanders lead-
ing the international effort and other components supporting. He
went on to argue that establishing law and order was the next priority,
with the civilian elements of the administering PSO in the lead and the
military supporting. Only when a reasonable semblance of governance
had been restored, including judicial enforcement of contracts, could
one expect to restore the economy and attract outside investment. The
economic development phase should be led by the international de-
velopment banks and funds, with the PSQO’s civil component “regulat-
ing” the effort and other components in support. Finally, with the war
stopped, basic government functioning, the economy coming back,
and jobs appearing, the international community could and should
turn to implementing transitional justice and nurturing civil society
(the latter effort led by NGQOs). Day did not arrange these priorities
linearly but in a kind of overlapping cascade, the next beginning once
the preceding one was well under way.>

No sectoral specialist wants to be the one whose sector is con-
signed to the second, third, or fourth tier in the national recovery plan;
all will argue that their sector must be active at the earliest possible
moment, and they all will have valid arguments to make. But in inter-
nal wars, what matters to peace is power on the ground and who holds
it. As military stability ebbs and flows, so will government services and
any semblance of law enforcement. Local-area markets will function,
in turn, based on buyers’ and sellers” assessments of their personal
security. Day’s logic is, in short, basically sound: war can destroy all
efforts to rebuild; a semblance of law and order over a fairly wide area
15 necessary if longer-range markets and trade are to function; and rec-
onciliation is easier if people have work.

Simon Chesterman (2003) took a highly critical look at transi-
tional administration, building on the proceedings of a conference of
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practitioners convened by the IPA in October 2002. He focused on oft-
repeated mismatches between the stated ends of transitional adminis-
tration and the means applied to achieve them, which he found to be,
in various ways, inconsistent, inadequate, and inappropriate.”’

Means were inconsistent insofar as outsiders talked “local owner-
ship” going into a mission but would not be doing the mission if local
capacity were up to the tasks of governing; hence talk of local owner-
ship is, in his view, at best a mollifying smokescreen.

Means were inadeguate because international resources tended
to be supply- rather than demand-driven, reflecting donors’ domestic
politics or whatever happened to be popular with donors at the mo-
ment, which may not be what the society in question needed most.
Funding and other resource shortfalls hampered the fulfillment of am-
bitious mandates. A paucity of UN police and related rule-of-law per-
sonnel, for example, meant that public security needs could be only
partially met, leaving wide gaps for criminal elements or local political
actors to exploit.

Means were inappropriate insofar as interventions created locally
unsustainable institutions or imported technologies that could not be
maintained once internationals left, due to either lack of skills or lack
of funds. Conversely, standards of restored governance and institu-
tional development that met external actors’ needs and interests might
fall well short of local parties’ expectations of the government they were
to inherit.

International administrators, Chesterman argued, shouid invite
and embrace rather than avoid or dismiss local criticism, and see it as
representative of the sort of open political environment that the United
Nations hopes to foster in a war-torn state. Similarly, administrators
should encourage local consultation but should not pretend that power
sharing is happening if it really is not.

The author-editors of Quest for Viable Peace (2005) dug deeper
into the management of transitional administration but drew their
lessons and recommendations primarily from years of personal expe-
rience with various aspects of operations in Kosovo.”® The volume de-
veloped a distinctive framework for peacebuilding that focused on
requirements for rebuilding local capacity in public security, gover-
nance, and economics se that the international community might
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withdraw and leave behind a sustainable peace. The volume was co-
edited by the author of the Kosovo chapter in this volume; readers can
refer to that chapter’s conclusions for a set of lessons and recommen-
dations that parallel those in Quest.

Until September 11, 2001, the Bush administration ranged from
indifferent to hostile toward what Washington tends to call “nation
building.” After 9/11, the administration reengaged the question through
the lens of the “war on terrorism” and Washington became a more
receptive market for lessons learned in this field. U.S. troops had been
helping keep the peace in Bosnia since 1995 and in Kosovo since 1999
but their post-9/11 engagements placed much greater emphasis on war-
fighting and counterinsurgency. In neither Afghanistan nor Iraq was
organized resistance to U.S. intervention completely eliminated, how-
ever, necessitating simultaneous build-fight strategies. Subsequent les-
sons learned compendia aimed at U.S. policymakers tended therefore
to address situations in which outsiders have responsibilities that are
all but overwhelming, requiring power and resources far beyond those
called for in even the most vigorous implementation of voluntary
peace agreements.

The first post-9/11 report to reach policymakers was “Play to
Win: Report of the Bipartisan Commission on Post-Conflict Recon-
struction” (2003), co-sponsored by the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies (CSIS) and the Association of the U.S. Army. It defined
what would become the canonical “pillars” of post-conflict recon-
struction (PCR) for the Washington community: security, justice and
recongiliation, social and economic well-being, and governance and
participation. A companion “task framework” defined the operational
elements of each pillar and, like Chopra, described tasks for each of
three phases of intervention: the initial response, transformation, and
fostering sustainability. Transformation, for CSIS, meant rebuilding or
reforming local and national institutions and sustainability meant
national authorities capable of shouldering all responsibility for run-
ning the government.*® A book-length follow-up report, Winning the
Peace (2004}, fleshed out recommendations for the U.S. government
initially sketched in “Play to Win™:%

® Operations need coherent military leadership and good core
troops (most easily provided by a single lead nation).
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® The international community must have a coherent PCR strat-
egy that addresses problems “holistically,” prioritizes and se-
quences assistance; timing and phasing of operations must be
driven by events and conditions on the ground.

m PCR is a fundamentally political process and intervention there-
fore must be designed with the interests of all key actors in mind,
including the local parties, who must “own” the PCR process and
eventually be its prime movers. Qutsiders should therefore “avoid
undermining” local leaders, institutions, and processes.

® Only a small team of external actors, working in-country, can
leverage international resources and create change; resources,
power, and authority should devolve to them.,

® The international community needs mechanisms for mobilizing
resources rapidly, and for maintaining accountability once
deployed.

Robert Orr, editor and coauthor of Winning the Peace, noted that
outsiders’ approaches to rebuilding government may be guided ini-
tially by expatriates who have long-standing personal agendas, as will
all local actors, and outsiders’ failure to learn and account for those
interests “may empower spoilers and disempower legitimate actors.!
Advice from the more competent members of the old regime, Orr
argued, should not therefore be automatically rejected.

As both U.S. and UN experiences in the field have repeatedly
demonstrated, any devolution of authority and resources to the ficld
must be joined at the hip to smart, strict, and well-enforced measures
of accountability for both use of funds and personal behavior. And
while rapid deployment can be and often is key to postconflict stabil-
ity, haste opens windows for corruption if most of the necessary sup-
porting contracts are not let well in advance, when competitive vetting
can be done in the absence of extreme time pressure.

Where international presence derives from clauses in a peace
accord, the templates for postwar leadership, institutions, and processes
may already have been drafted by negotiators. The internationals who
subsequently deploy will be the implementers, not the engineers or
architects, of peace. Winning the Peace does not address this scenario,
which is the standard one for most UN-led peace operations.
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A RAND Corporation study published in 2005 focused on select
UN operations. The UN's Role in Nation-Building, from the Congo to
Iraq, was the second in a two-volume series that used case studies to
review and, ultimately, compare the United States and the United Na-
tions as nation builders.®* Both volumes defined nation building as “the
use of armed force in the aftermath of a conflict to promote a transition
to democracy.”®* Cases not built around the use of force were therefore
to be excluded. In addition, cases where U.S. troops deployed in any
number at any time and any sequence were classified as “U.S. led.”

The lessons learned chapter in UN’s Role speaks with the voice of
experience (perhaps that of lead author, former U.S. ambassador and
diplomatic troubleshooter James Dobbins} in an engaging historical
narrative. It highlights some of the known problems with UN opera-
tions at or before the turn of the century, including lengthy deploy-
ment delays, under-resourcing and difficulty managing violent chal-
lenges, but also notes some of the UN’s achievements. This chapter is
more or less divorced from the remaining thematic chapters of the
study, however, whose conclusions depend heavily on the study’s selec-
tion of cases, which is itself problematic.

RAND analyzed nine countries for UN’s Role: the Congo (for
operations 1960-64), Namibia, El Salvador, Cambodia, Mozambique,
Croatia (Eastern Slavonia), Sierra Leone, East Timor, and Iraq. Of the
nine, UN operations had forceful mandates in just four; in two other
cases the United Nations released focal forces to contest violations of
peace accords. These were South African troops in Namibia and Cam-
bodian factions other than the Khmer Rouge, which opted out of the
peace process. There were no such episodes in Mozambique, no armed
UN troops at all in El Salvador, and while the Security Council may
have blessed the presence of coalition forces in Iraq from September
2003 onward, the relative handful of non-Iraqi UN personnel on the
ground there were decidedly not using force to promote democracy.

RAND did not include on its UN case list either the UN Protec-
tion Force (UNPROFCOR) in Croatia and Bosnia (1992-95) or the UN’s
operations in Angola, Somalia, Rwanda, or Haiti. Where the selected
cases (even Congo) were comparatively successful, these latter cases
are generally considered failures (Haiti not so much operationally as
strategically). No case chapter in either volume mentions UNPROFOR,
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although it was the United Nations’ largest operation and one of
its most troubling, operationally and ethically. Together with Somalia
(treated as a U.S. case), it was pivotal to the decisions of most Western
states to forego future UN troop contributions.* The UN’s major
Somalia operation replaced U.S. coalition forces in May 1993 and was
specifically mandated to promote a transition to democracy and au-
thorized to use force if necessary. That summer, 110 troops from coun-
tries other than the United States lost their lives in combat in an ulti-
mately futile effort to enforce that mandate. Before fighting ended, U.S,
forces under U.S. command also suffered 25 dead, a trauma sufficient
to help dissuade U.S. political leaders from making any military effort
to halt the genocide in Rwanda the following spring.®®> The UN oper-
ation in Rwanda at that time, with a mandate and force comparable to
the UN operation in Mozambique, dissolved as the genocide mounted.
These issues of case selection and assignment in turn skew the conclu-
sions drawn in the volume’s final two chapters with regard to U.S. ver-
sus UN mission duration, success rate, combat deaths, and so forth.

In suggesting that the United Nations can do nation building as
RAND defines it, albeit on a scale smaller than the United States, the
RAND studies suggest that the organization can be a reliable junior
partner able to hold together failing states that don’t quite qualify for
extreme political makeovers. This is a dangerous position for the United
Nations to be in, not least because the corollary is that UN operations go
where great power attention is least focused, yet great power attention
has proven to be an essential ingredient for successful peacebuilding.
Without that attention, the United Nations’ many chaos-straddling
missions are condemned at best to stalemate, yet the institution itself,
not those who have given it these missions without the requisite polit-
ical support, will be called to account for the lack of success.

This review has shown that there is considerable disagreement in
the literature on peacebuilding and postconflict reconstruction, about
how much democracy is needed or desirable for sustainable peace
and, within that desirable fevel, about how much can be induced from
the outside. There is disagreement regarding how much emphasis to
place on economics and whether growth should be nurtured or just
allowed to happen; disagreement on how much to press human rights
concerns, accountability for wartime behavior, and formal mechanisms
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of reconciliation; and disagreement on how much transparency is nec-
essary to promote accountability in postwar government.

There is agreement, however, on the need to get the difficulty of
the implementation environment right; agreement that local actors will
maneuver for advantage within the peace process after implementa-
tion begins; agreement that local actors’ access to supporting resources
gives them greater incentive and ability to resist and even to bolt the
peace process; and agreement that, the longer it takes to get a transition
started, the greater the prospect that the process will go awry. Finally,
there is agreement that tangible support for implementation on the
part of neighboring states and at least one great power is essential if
difficult transitions are to have any hope of succeeding. Unfortunately,
there is also agreement that, in most instances, great-power attention
and money will be difficult to sustain long enough to create sustain-
able peace.

Complex Peace Support Operations
in the Twenty-first Century

Except for the long-running effort in Bosnia, all of the operations de-
tailed in this volume were launched between 1999 and 2001 and con-
stituted the third surge in peace operations since the end of the Cold
War. Four of these operations are ongoing as of this writing, so their
stories, although updated for the most part to mid-2003, are by defini-
tion incomplete.

The third surge scems predictable in hindsight, but in early spring
1999 no one would have guessed that the Security Council would soon
give the UN Secretariat another go at managing complex civil-military
operations in dangerous and volatile, not-quite-postconflict settings.
The growing crisis over Kosovo through most of 1998 and the winter
of 1999 drew NATO ever closer to launching air strikes against the
Serb-dominated Yugoslav army and its associated paramilitary police,
These forces, pursuing the self-styled Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA),
increasingly visited violence upon Kosovo’s largely ethnic Albanian
population, whose aspirations for independence the KLA themselves
advanced by violent means. When the NATO bombing campaign began
in March 1999, betting persons would have wagered that postwar
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security and administration tasks would be assigned to Europe’s re-
gional institutions. They would have been partly right: NATO got the
military tasks, the European Union got the job of rebuilding Kosovo’s
economy, and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe got the job of building democracy. The overall job of civil ad-
ministration, however—providing police, power, water, and schools—
went to the United Nations, whose personnel were roughly as surprised
and alarmed as anyone else at their having gotten the job.

The Kosovo bundle-on-the-doorstep was not the United Nations’
only new responsibility, however. In May 1999, the organization was
invited by the president of Indonesia to manage a plebiscite in East
Timor, the former Portuguese colony seized by Indonesia in 1975 and
held for twenty-four years without recognition from the United Nations
or from any country save Australia. East Timorese voters were ex-
pected to favor political independence and, despite months of violent
harassment by Indenesian army-sponsored private militias, they did
so—only to watch as the militias were unleashed to pillage, burn, and
kill. Frantic diplomatic initiatives and serious international arm twist-
ing led the Indonesian government to agree to the rapid dispatch of an
Australian-led intervention force, which restored order quickly, but
not before most of East Timor had been stripped and burned to the
ground. In October 1999, the Security Council created a UN operation
to replace the Australian force and, as in the case of Kosovo, gave it gov-
erning authority. At about the same time, the council also dispatched
a UN force to Sierra Leone to help that beleaguered government im-
plement a peace accord signed, under international pressure, with a
rebel group best known for its diamond smuggling and atrocities
against civilians.

The DRC was, to a great degree, the mission that the system
feared the most, because of its patential to expand. The DRC is huge,
the United Nations had been mired there before, and four decades of
political decay, economic stagnation, and population growth made it
an even more daunting venue in which to keep the peace or even mo-
nitor it. The Security Council decided, in February 2000, that the UN
military observers already deployed there needed protection, and so
voted for a guard force of 5,000 troops. The war in the DRC involved a
hall-dozen African armies, their local proxies, and assorted militias,
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which engaged in a kind of desultory war that did not kill so many sol-
diers but generated piles of precious gems and metals for officers to
cart home. The war also contributed to the deaths of nearly four million
ordinary Congolese.*® Driven from their homes and fields by the many
marauding bands, they starved or succumbed to disease in the bush.

As the UN Secretariat struggled to plan, staff, and deploy these
new operations in November—December 1999, Secretary-General Kofi
Annan released two reports, one on the Srebrenica massacre that had
been requested by the General Assembly in November 1998, and the
other on the UN role in Rwanda during the 1994 genocide, which
Annan himself had commissioned in March 1999. Both reports were
highly critical of the United Nations, reopening old wounds and cre-
ating new doubts about its ability to carry cut the missions it had just
been given.%

[t was against this background in March 2000 that Kofi Annan
took the initiative to appoint the Panel on United Nations Peace Oper-
ations, instructing it to “present a clear set of specific, concrete and
practical recommendations to assist the United Nations in conducting
[peace and security] activities.” The panel, chaired by Undersecretary-
General Lakhdar Brahimi, issued its report the following August, in
time for submission to the Millennium Summit. The UN Secretariat
subsequently engaged member states for three years to implement key
elements of the panel’s recommendations. The impacts of that process
of change and renewal on the United Nations’ ability to support and
conduct peace operations are still being felt at UN headquarters and in
the field.®® Readers should bear in mind, however, that the operations
chronicled in the chapters of this volume began before the Brahimi
Report was commissioned and, in their early years, were themselves
elements of the crisis that caused it to be commissioned. Most of these
operations benefited from the post-Brahimi reforms, but not until the
fourth surge in UN operations, in 20034, could the effects of reform on
new missions be assessed. Those operations brought UN peacekeepers
into Liberia, Cote d'Ivoire, Burundi, Haiti, and southern Sudan. Their
stories are still unfolding.
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Annex I: Paying for Peace Operations

Although peace support operations (PSOs) are cheaper than war,
they are still not cheap. Developed states fund about 92 percent of
assessed UN peacekeeping costs, pay most of their own real costs of
participating in UN operations, and may subsidize other states’ par-
ticipation in non-UN operations. Except for operations led by the
United Nations, the costs of PSOs are not easy to calculate, as there is
no standardized cost reporting (some states may report the total cost
of troops deployed, while others report just the marginal, or added,
costs of deploying troops) or central repository of such data. Only the
United Nations has a functioning system for reimbursing operational
costs based on assessments levied on its member states. The Economic
Community of West African States (ECOWAS) has a nominal system
of member state taxation to support peace operations but has not
managed to collect much toward that end. The lack of effective fund-
ing mechanisms led to the transfer of several African operations (in-
cluding those in Sierra Leone, Liberia, Cote d'Ivoire, and Burundi) to
UN management.

In a major departure, the report of the UN secretary-general’s
High-Level Panel on Threats, Challenges, and Change recommended
that UN funding and equipment procurement channels be opened to
regionally managed African peace operations on a case-by-case basis,
in parallel with other, state-to-state programs to build up the region’s
peacekeeping and peacebuilding capacity.®® Not mentioned, but nec-
essary to ensure both transparency in expenditures and the upholding
of global human rights standards by regional forces, would be manda-
tory measures to monitor field performance, for example, by using
UN military observers with troop contingents and civilian counterparts
in such operations” headquarters. The UN Department of Peacekeep-
ing Operations might welcome being spared the hassle of mission
management, but if UN financial norms and rules applied, UN-funded
regional operations would be no less costly than those managed by the
United Nations itself. If different, cost-saving norms and rules applied,
however, the United Nations would risk charges of discrimination and
perhaps racism. Thus, the advantage of the proposal would rest largely
in its shifting of the operational management burden to the region, a
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burden that the African Union, ECOWAS, and other institutions are
several years away from assuming effectively. As they become more
capable, however, such a shift might well be in order.

NATO and the European Union cover some “common” costs, such
as support for headquarters, infrastructure, identification marking, and
medical support for the forces as a whole, “negotiated on an operation-
by-operation basis.””® Both organizations require their member states
to cover their own operational costs {the rather mordant phrase being
“costs lie where they fall”). Coalition operations also function on a pay-
as-you-go basis unless the lead nation or some generous third party
offers to defray a troop contributor’s costs (as the United States did in
support of Turkey’s leadership of peacekeepers in Kabul in 2002), For
all of these reasons, it is not easy to create global annual spending totals
for peace operations. Thus the numbers discussed here should be
treated as rough estimates.

The Costs of Non-UN Peace Operations
Non-UN mission costs are the hardest to calculate. Table 1.A.1 pres-
ents the results of a late-1999 cost survey, undertaken by the U.S. Con-
gressional Research Service (CRS), of countries that were contributing
troops to NATO'’s Kosovo Force. Tt also contains CRS data for American
operating costs in Bosnia, Kosovo, and Macedonia, and British costs
for Kosovo. When these data are combined with troop deployment
numbers drawn from the International Institute for Strategic Studies’
annual Military Balance, annual per capita troop costs for each con-
tributor can be estimated. These costs averaged $128,600 (give or take
$60,000) for members of the Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment. DAC membership is used here to define the developed states,
that is, states with sufficient economic surplus that they can and do offer
development aid to others. As Table 1.A.1 notes, the reported averages
exclude the highest- and lowest-cost entries in each category, on the
assumption that the extremes reflect less reliable or less consistently
reported data.

Costs averaged $80,000 for non-DAC European troop contribu-
tors (give or take $20,000, again excluding the extremes). Assuming an
overall inflation rate of 3 percent per vear in Europe, these numbers
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Table 1.A.1. Estimated Annual per-Soldier Costs of Non-UN Peace
Operations in the Balkans, in Current Dollars

Average annual cost per soldier, NATO allies, Kosovo, 1999°

$128.,600 OECD/DAC" members
$79,300 Non-DAC members
£11L1,800 Baoth

Average annual cost per soldier, United States, 1996-2002

$212,800 Bosnia and Kosove only
$168,600 Bosnia, Kosovo, and FYROM (Macedonia)
$51,600 FYROM (Macedonia) only

*Averages exclude “outliers,” or the most and least costly entries in each category.
POrganization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Development Assistance
Committee.

Sources: Carl Ek, “NATO Burdensharing and Kosovo: A Preliminary Report.” no. RL30398
(Washington, DC: Congressional Research Service, January 3, 2000}, 14-15. International
Institute for Strategic Studies (I1SS), The Military Balance (Oxford: Oxford University
Press for 1185, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002). Nina M, Serafino, “Peacekeeping; Issues of U5,
Military Involvement,” ne. I1B94040 (Washington, DC: Congressional Rescarch Service,
August 6, 2003), 16. Kenneth Bacon, “[YOL I'ress Briefing, March 16, 1999” { Washington,
DC: Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs), UK Ministry of De-
fence, “Kosovo: The Financial Management of Military Operations,” report by the Comp-
troller and Auditor General (London: The Stationery Office, June 2000).

would be closer to $145,000 and $89,000 in 2003.7! {Unless otherwise
noted, all dollar figures given in this book are in U.S. dollars.)

Reported U.S. operational costs are equally variable, especially if
one includes the U.S. contribution to the UN Preventive Deployment
in Macedonia, where reported annual U.S. costs averaged $50,000 per
soldier, in current dollars, from 1996 to 1999, Even if this number re-
tlects prior deductions of the reimbursements the U.S. government
would have received from the United Nations for participating in a
UN operation, reported U.S. operating costs in Macedonia would still
be less than a third of reported U.S. costs for Bosnia and Kosovo, which
averaged about $213,000 from 1996 through 2002, in current dollars
(excluding the highest- and lowest-cost mission years).”?
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The Costs of UN Peace Operations

The United Nations reports publicly on the costs of its PSOs in far
greater detail than does any other entity, national or multinational.
Since 1973, the orgamization has paid a fixed rate of reimbursement
per soldier, in part to avoid the kind of wildly varying claims for com-
pensation that arose from its 1960-64 operation in the Congo.”* Not
finalized then and still subject to ongoing haggling among the United
Nations’ member states are the reimbursement rates for wear and tear
on vehicles and other “contingent-owned equipment” that troop con-
tributors bring with them to a UN operation. The standard troop
reimbursement, initially $500 to $650 per month (the latter for spe-
cialties such as communications and engineering), was $1,100 to
$1,400 by 2002. Periodic surveys of UN troop contributors, to deter-
mine actual operational costs, have confirmed that UN member states’
actual costs vary widely but in many cases exceed reimbursernent
rates. An early 1989 survey, with responses from eleven of the thirteen
states {all but four of them developed states) then contributing troops
to UN operations, showed average monthly per capita costs of $2,300,
with a high of $4,400 and a low of $280. A late 1996 survey generated
responses from twenty-six of forty-three troop contributors (still a
broad mix of developed and developing states), showing average
monthly costs of $3,806, with a high of $10,778 and a low of $774. A
new survey presently languishes in the 259-member working group of
member states that ponders reimbursement issues. The group has not
been able to reach consensus on changing the reimbursement for-
mula, so the new survey should not be expected to see the light of day
until arcund 2008.™ Table 1.A.2 shows average per capita UN costs for
troops in formed units in two of its peace operations: on the Ethiopia-
Eritrea border and in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC).
The DRC operation was more expensive because most of its transport
was by air,

In 2003, UN and non-UN peacekeeping combined—not includ-
ing the cost of the occupation and counterinsurgency operations in
Irag—probably totaled between $9.4 and $9.6 billion (see table 1.A.3).
While a substantial amount of money, this sum is still equivalent to
just 1 percent of global military expenditure in 2003.7
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Table 1.A.2. UN Troop Costs

Democratic
Ethiopia- Republic of
Eritrea® the Congo®
Total UN cost per troop-year for troops
in units, 2003—4: $38,011 $50,335
U5, share of UN peacekeeping costs,
2003-4: 26.9% $10,208 $13,518

Note: All UN costs are inclusive of operations, transport, and other support.

*Border- and cease-fire-monitoring mission, largely ground-maobile.
"Complex operation with enforcement mandate in eastern provinces: large country, poor
roads, airborne logistics.

Seuices: Compiled from United Nations, Perforsmance Report on the Budget of the United
Natiens Mission in Ethiopia and Eritrea for the Period from 1 July 2003 10 30 Jurte 2004—
Report of the Secretary-General, AI59/616, December 16, 2004. United Nations, Perfor-
marice Report on the Budget of the United Nations Mission in the Democratic Republic of the
Congo for the Period from 1 July 2003 to 30 juite 2004—Report of the Secretary-General,
AS391657, March 4, 2005, United Nations, Implementation of General Assembly Resolutions
55/235 and 55/236, A/58/157, July 15, 2003.

The UN Peacekeeping Scale of Assessments
UN peace operations are funded primarily through the “peacekeeping
scale of assessments,” a system first informally adapted in 1973 that
puts most of the burden of peacekeeping finance on those states with
the greatest ability to pay. It places a special burden on the five perma-
nent members of the Security Council (or P5: China, France, Great
Britain, Russia, and the United States), reflecting their special responsi-
bility under the charter for the maintenance of international peace and
security, The added burden also reflects the desire of developing coun-
tries, who were relieved of an equivalent financial burden, to avoid hav-
ing to pay for operations whose costs were unpredictable and poten-
tially quite high {in the 1960s, for example, the first Congo operation
cost several times more per vear than the entire UN regular budget),
and which mostly served Western Cold War interests in stability.

The P5 therefore pay roughly a 22 percent higher share of UN
peacekeeping costs than they pay in regular UN dues, while developing
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states receive a peacekeeping discount. The original peacekeeping scale
had just four contributing categories: P5 {Group A); developed states
{Group B); developing states (Group C, with an 80 percent dues dis-
count); and least developed states (Group D, discounted 90 percent).
Under this arrangement, the P5 and the twenty-six members of Group B
funded 98 percent of peacekeeping-related costs from 1973 through
2000. The 157 members of Groups C and D funded 2 percent.

In 2000, however, U.S. ambassador to the United Nations Richard
Holbrooke led a successful campaign to formalize the peacekeeping
scale (it had, up unti! then, simply been applied to each new mission
budget by custom). Holbrooke not only managed to increase the pay-
ments made by wealthier developing states but also won agreement to
peg states’ membership in an expanded number of payment groups to
national per capita income. As states grow richer or poorer, their share
of UN peacekeeping will rise or fall. Moreover, Holbrooke managed to
get the U.S. contribution to the regular UN budget cut from 25 to 22 per-
cent, and the nominal U.S. share of UN peacekeeping cut from 30-31
percent to about 26.5 percent, a combined savings to U.S. taxpayers, at
the 2004 tempo of UN peacekeeping, of roughly $169 million per year.
In turn, the U.S. Congress temporarily lifted a 25 percent ceiling on all
U.S. contributions to the United Nations that it had imposed in the
mid-1990s (reinstating it in mid-2005). Table 1.A.4 compares the old
systemn with the new one, under which the wealthier among the devel-
oping states now pay for almost 5 percent of UN peacekeeping.

The forty-nine members of Group J—the poorest countries in the
world—still receive a 90 percent discount on their peacekeeping dues
and paid, on average, about $6,700 apiece toward UN peacekeeping
costs in 2003. The eighty-one members of Group I, with an 80 percent
discount, paid an average of $488,000 apiece. Were UN peacekeeping
costs apportioned like the regular UN budget, those numbers would
have been $67,000 and $2.4 million apiece, respectively. Whether such
higher payments would be affordable is a matter of legitimate debate,
but it is worth noting that in 2003, countries in Group ] spent, on aver-
age, 12,000 times as much for their national militaries as they dropped
in the United Nations™ peacekeeping cup, while countries in Group 1
spent nearly 7,000 times as much.”® (See table 1.A.5 for the average
spending ratios of the other peacekeeping payment groups.) Some
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Table 1.A.5. Dollars of Defense Spending in 2003 per Dollar of
UN Peacekeeping Dues in 2004

Standard

Average Median Deviation
P5 $642 $423 $525
Developed States $178 $150 $110
Groups C through H $902 $832 $689
Group 1 $6,907 $3,461 $8,766
Group | 512,365 $9,580 $9,358

Sources: 11SS, The Military Balance, 2004-2005. United Nations, Implementation of General
Assembly Resolutions 55/235 and 55/236, Report of the Secretary-General, A/58/157/Add. 1,
December 17, 2003.

countries with very high ratios of military spending to peacekeeping dues
(such as Pakistan, India, Bangladesh, Ethiopia, and Jordan) are also top
troop contributors to UN operations, but many high spenders are not.
Moreover, five of the top ten troop contributors in mid-2004 (Ghana,
Nigeria, Kenya, South Africa, and Uruguay) managed to contribute
brigade-sized units to UN operations despite below-average military
spending ratios. The UN reimbursements system makes that possible.
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