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Preface

Under the heading of Collective Security, UNIDIR is conducting a mgjor
project on Disarmament and Conflict Resolution (DCR). The project examines
the utility and modalities of disarming warring parties as an element of efforts
to resolve intra-state conflicts. It collects field experiences regarding the
demobilization and disarmament of warring factions; reviews 11 collective
security actionswhere disarmament has been attempted; and examinestherole
that disarmament of belligerents can play in the management and resolution of
internal conflicts. The 11 casesare UNPROFOR (Y ugoslavia), UNOSOM and
UNITAF (Somalia), UNAVEM (Angola), UNTAC (Cambodia), ONUSAL (El
Salvador), ONUCA (Central America), UNTAG (Namibia), ONUMOZ
(Mozambique), UNOMIL (Liberia), UNMIH (Haiti), and the 1979
Commonwealth operation in Rhodesia. In addition to the case studies, there
will be four volumes of papers that independently address certain issues that
emerged from the case studies. The issue papers deal with training in
peacekeeping, small armsand peacekeeping in Southern Africa, broader issues
that are critically important for the success or failure of disarmament and
conflict resolution, and finally, psychological operationsand intelligence. The
last of which pertains to this particular volume.

Being an autonomous institute charged with the task of undertaking
independent, applied research, UNIDIR keeps a certain distance from political
actors of all kinds. The impact of our publications is predicated on the
independence with which we are seen to conduct our research. At the same
time, being a research ingtitute within the framework of the United Nations,
UNIDIR naturally relatesitswork to the needs of the Organization. Inspired by
the Secretary-General’ s report on “New Dimensions of Arms Regulation and
Disarmament in the Post-Cold War Era’,' the DCR Project aso relates to a
great many governmentsinvolvedin peace operationsthrough the UN or under
regional auspices. Last but not least, comprehensive networks of
communication and cooperation have been developed with UN personnel
having field experience.

Weapons-wise, the disarmament of warring parties is mostly a matter of
light weapons. These weapons account for as much as 90% of the casualtiesin

! Document A/C.1/47/7, No. 31, 23 October 1992.
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viii Managing Arms in Peace Processes

many armed conflicts. UNIDIR recently published a paper on this subject
(Small Arms and Intra-Sate Conflicts, UNIDIR Paper No. 34, 1995). The
Secretary-General's appeal for stronger efforts to control small arms - to
promote “micro disarmament”? - is one which UNIDIR will continue to attend
to in the framework of the DCR Project.

This report focuses upon particular aspects of peace operations, namely,
psychological operations(PSY OPs) andintelligenceactivities. Althoughmuch
has been written about peace operations, psychological operations and
intelligence have been largely ignored. This report addresses the importance
of PSYOPs and intelligence activities as an essential component of peace
operations. Mr. Raevsky, who served as a researcher on the DCR Project
emphasizes that the local population should be informed about the aims of the
peacekeeping force; that intelligence is an inherent part of any military
operation, peace operations included; and that the skillful use of intelligence
and PSY OPsfor the preparation and execution of peace operations reducesthe
risk of “mission creep”.

| would like to thank the staff at UNIDIR who assisted in the publication
process: Virginia Gamba, for leading the DCR project until the end of March
1996; our Editor, Lara Bernini, and two Interns, Mike MacKinnon and
AlessandraFabrello, for editing this volume; and our Specialized Publications
Secretary, Anita Blétry, for designing and producing the camera-ready copy.

UNIDIR takes no position on the views or conclusions expressed in this
report. They are Mr. Raevsky’'s. | am grateful to him for his contribution:
UNIDIR has been happy to have such aresourceful and dedicated collaborator.

Sverre Lodgaard
Director, UNIDIR

2 Document 50/60-5/1995/1, 3 January 1995.
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Project Introduction

Disar mament and Conflict Resolution

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

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

Intra-state conflict occurs at immense humanitarian cost. The massive
movement of people, their desperate condition, and the direct and indirect tolls
on human life have, in turn, generated pressure for international action, most
notably from the UN.

The reputation of the United Nations as being representative of al states
and thus as being objective and trustworthy has been especially valued, as
indicated by the greater number of peace operations in which it is currently
engaged. Before 1991, the UN peace operations' presence enhanced not only
peace but also the strengthening of democratic processes, conciliation among
population groups, the encouragement of respect for human rights, and the
aleviation of humanitarian problems. These achievements are exemplified by
the role of the UN in Congo, southern Lebanon, Nicaragua, Namibia, El
Salvador, and to alesser extent in Haiti.

Nevertheless, since 1991 the United Nations has been engaged in anumber
of simultaneous, larger, and more ambitious peace operations in Africa, such
as those in Angola, Cambodia, Somalia, Mozambique, and the former
Yugoslavia. It has been increasingly pressured to act on quick-flaring and

xi



Xii Managing Armsin Peace Processes

horrendously costly explosions of violence such as that in Rwanda. The
financial, personnel, and timing pressure on the United Nations to undertake
these massive short-term stabilizing actions has seriously impaired the UN's
ability to ensure long-term national and regiona stability. The UN has
necessarily shifted its focus from a supporting role, in which it could ensure
long-term national andinternational stability, toarolewhichinvolvesobtaining
quick peace and easing humanitarian pressures immediately. But without a
focus on peace defined in terms of longer-term stability, the overall success of
efforts to mediate and resolve intra-state conflict will remain in question.

This problem has gained some recognition and resulted in belated action
by theinternational community. M oreand more organizationsand governments
are linking success to the ability to offer non-violent aternatives to a post-
conflict society. These alternatives are mostly of a socio-political/economic
nature, and are national rather than regional in character. Asimportant asthese
linkages are to the final resolution of conflict, they tend to overlook a mgjor
source of instability: the existence of vast amounts of weapons widely
distributed among combatant and non-combatant elements in societies which
are emerging from long periods of internal conflict.

Thereason why weaponsthemselves are not the primary focus of attention
in the reconstruction of post-conflict societiesis because they are viewed from
a political perspective. Action which does not award importance to
disarmament processesisjustified by invoking the political value of aweapon
aswell as the way the weapon is used by awarring party, rather than its mere
existenceand availability. Proponentsof thisaction arguethat peacetakesaway
thereason for using the weapon and, therefore, rendersit harmlessfor the post-
conflict reconstruction process. And yet, easy availability of weapons can, and
does, militarize societiesin general. It also destabilizesregionsthat are affected
by unrestricted trade of light weapons between borders.

There are two problems with the international community's approach to
post-conflict reconstruction processes. on the one hand, the international
community, under pressureto react toincreasingly violent internal conflict, has
put ahigher value on peacein the short-term than on devel opment and stability
in the long-term; and, on the other hand, those who do focus on long-term
stability have put a higher value on the social and economic elements of
development than on the management of the primary tools of violence, i.e.,
weapons and munitions.

Given these considerations, the DCR Project believes that the way to
implement peace, defined in terms of long-term stability, isto focusnot just on
the sources of violence (such as social and political development issues) but
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also on the material vehicles for violence (such as weapons and munitions).
Likewise, the implementation of peace must take into account both the future
needs of a society and the elimination of its excess weapons, and also the
broader international and regional context inwhich the society issituated. This
is because weapons that are not managed and controlled in the field will
invariably flow over into neighboring countries, becoming a problem in
themselves. Thus, the establishment of viable stability requires that three
primary aspects be included in every approach to intra-state conflict
resolution: (1) theimplementation of a comprehensive, systematic disarmament
program as soon as a peace operation is set-up; (2) the establishment of an
arms management program that continues into national post-conflict
reconstruction processes; and (3) the encouragement of close cooperation on
weapons control and management programs between countries in the region
where the peace operation is being implemented.

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

Between September 1995 and May 1996, the Project foresees four sets of
publications. Thefirst of thesewill involve eleven case studies, covering peace
operationsin Somalia, Rhodesia/Zimbabwe, Bosnia/Croatia, Central America
(ONUCA and ONUSAL), Cambodia, Angola, Namibia, Mozambique, Liberia
and Haiti. The second set of publications will involve one volume of three
papers on the relationship between arms and conflict in the region of Southern
Africa Thethird set of publicationswill include nine policy papers, addressing
topics such as Security Council Procedures, Mandate Specificity, Doctrine,
Rules of Engagement, Coercive versus Consensua Arms Control and
Demobilization Processes, Consensus, Intelligence and Media, and Training.
These policy papers will appear in three different volumes, as follows:
Disarmament Training for Peacekeepers: A Status Report; Managing Arms
during Peace Processes. Information Gathering for Disarmament
Operations; and The Management of Arms during Peace Processes:
Disarmament and Peace.
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I n order to manage armsduring peace missions, military commandersneed
to be able to detect the movement of belligerent forces, determine the location
of hidden arms cashes, and anticipate the plans and tactics of those who intend
to violate agreements and threaten the execution of the mission mandate. This
boils down to a need for a sound information gathering, assessment and
distribution system in the theater of operations. Nearly all respondents to the
UNIDIR questionnaire, for exampl e, mention the need for aproper intelligence
system during peace operations. The importance of this capability cannot be
over emphasized. Related to good intelligenceis the need to be a step ahead of
the opposition and to anticipate their moves. When confronted with periodic
violations, deliberate breaches of agreements and even sporadic attacks, it is
important to haveinformation to anticipate and preparein apreemptive manner
to counter or lessen the effect thereof on the overall success of the mission.
Accurate warning will allow more effective counter measures and provide an
opportunity to disrupt threatening behavior beforeit islaunched. Thisrequires
goaod intelligence, the ability to evaluate and disseminate information, and the
ability to react rapidly.

Despite the importance of this element in many aspects of the successful
implementation of a peace operation, information gathering in the field (even
though it relates to the enforcement of consensual disarmament) has been
neglected, at best, or shunned, at worst. To addressthis problem the Project has
undertaken a study on information gathering and peacekeeping, presented in
this volume by Andrei Raevsky.

Virginia Gamba
Project Director
Geneva, March 1996



Definitions

For the purposes of this paper, anumber of concepts have been used with

ameaning which does not necessarily correspond to their usein other contexts:

Peacekeeping: the term “ peacekeeping” includes all Chapter VI and the
so-called “ Chapter VI and ahalf” operations (with enforcement aspects),
but not operations designed from the outset as Chapter VI operations.

Psychological Operations (PSYOPS): used hereto mean “ effortsaimed at
inducing or reinforcing attitudesfavorableto the (peacekeeping) operation
in the population of the host country”. Sometimes also referred to as
“publicinformation”. Thisdefinition isatransposition of the US concept
of Psychological Operations (PSY OPs) to a peacekeeping mission. As
used here, PSY OPs are designed as local efforts limited to the mission
area.

Intelligence: activities aimed at collecting, analyzing and disseminating
information among the peacekeeping force and within the national
authorities which have dispatched it to the mission area or formulated its
mandate. While the scope of such activities can range from tactical
battlefield intelligence to strategic intelligence, in the context of a
peacekeeping mission it is usually limited to the area of intelligence
responsibility: this includes the mission area and the areas adjacent to it
which can influence the mission area.

Civil Affairs(CA): activitiesthat establish, maintain, influence, or exploit
relations between military forces, civil authorities (both governmental and
non-governmental), and the civilian populace in a friendly, neutral, or
hostile area, before, during, after or in lieu of other military operations.
Civil affairs may include the performance by military forces or UN civil
organizations of activities and functions that are normaly the
responsibility of local governments.

Force Multipliers: capabilities which boost the overall effectiveness and
optimal alocation of resources of aforce or part of aforce.

XV
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Mission Creep: occurs when the original scope and aims of amission are
gradually expanding or changing in nature and in a manner clearly not
foreseen when the mission was planned.

Mandate Creep: successive redefinitions of a mandate in reaction to a
changing situation in the field (this usually implies an expansion of the
mandate and/or an escalationin the use, or threat of use, of force); mandate
creep isapolitical reaction to a situation of mission creep.



I. Introduction

Hewho winstheintelligence and PSY OP battles may not have to wage a subsequent
combat arms battle (or may wage it at lower intensity) and will have afar greater chance
of operational and strategic victory than his adversary.

Major William H. Burgess11*

Whilemuch has been recently written about peacekeeping operations, two of
their aspects have been largely overlooked: information/psychological operations
and intelligence. Information/psychological operations deal with the deliberate
dissemination of information to the publicin any country including the onehosting
the peacekeeping operation with the aim of obtaining support and acceptance of
the peacekeeping force and its mission. Intelligence consists of the collection,
analysisand ddivery of information to official swithin the peacekeeping forceand
to the authorities mandating the force (United Nations, regional, or other) for the
purpose of assisting the decision-making processes and policy formulations.
Although information and intelligence are crucial for the success of any military
operation, they have been largely ignored for peacekeeping operationsand officia
UN documents carefully avoid this subject.

Thereasonsfor thisreticenceto discussissuesof information andintel ligence
are numerous. Intelligence activities, and particularly intelligence gathering, are
often perceived as hogtile, most aggressive, activities; as something “improper”
which decent “ soldiers of peace” would not do. Asfor information activities, they
areall too often perceived as being either thejob of the mass-mediaor the activity
of manipulative governments or interest groups. These are dangerous
misconceptions. Simply put, intelligence condtitutesthe“eyes’, the* ears’ and part
of the“brain” of any military force; without asolid and well-adapted intelligence
capability any military force becomes blind, deaf and disoriented. As for
information capabilities, they represent the“voice” of theforce, which can enable
theforceto “talk rather than shoot”; in this sense, information isacrucial asset for
any force trying to minimize combat and casualties.

! Major William H. Burgessl|I1, “ Towards aMore Complete Doctrine - SOF in Air and
Battle Future”, Military Review, February 1991, p. 36.

1



2 Managing Arms in Peace Processes

The peacekeeping operations in the former Yugodavia and Somalia have
shown that peacekeeping operations can be very difficult and dangerous. Thisis
particularly true for the so-called “ chapter six and ahalf” operationswhich arein
the grey zone between peacekeeping and peacemaking. Because such operations
imply a limited and carefully-directed use of force, intelligence is crucia for
discrimination and targeting purposes, while information is important for the
explanation of the reasons which justify the use of force. Failureto carefully and
skillfully useintelligence and psychol ogical operations (PSY OPs) inthe course of
the preparation and execution of any peacekeeping operation, but particularly in
a “chapter six and a hadf” -type of operation, yields a great risk of so-called
“missioncreep” (i.e., escalation, mandate enlargement, increaseinthecommitment
of forces and means, €tc.).

All peacekeeping operations are primarily political in nature. Hence, their
success or falure is essentially a result of political factors, or perceptions.
Furthermore, the generd public of the states hosting peacekeeping operations do
not, usualy, have aclear understanding of the task, mission, scope, mandate, etc.
of the peacekeeping force. Thisoften leadsto disillusionment, mistrust, suspicion
or even outright hodtility towards the peacekeeping forces. The examples of
Somaliaand Y ugodaviahave shownthat the popul ation of the host country cannot
be ignored in the planning and execution of amission. Thisis not only a matter
of “doingtheright thing”, but also amatter of “explaining what isbeingaimed at” .
Simply put, unlessthelocal population knows the aims of the peacekeeping force,
tensons will arise no matter how well intentioned the peacekeepers are.
Furthermore, Somalia and Y ugodavia have dso clearly shown that a lack of
understanding of the local culture can lead a peacekeeping mission into an
impasse: no amount of threats or force will ever be an acceptable substitute for
consent. It should be accepted that PSY OPs are a prerequisite component of the
preparation of the mission deployment area.

All too often, intelligence, in both the gathering and analysis components, is
perceived as a hogtile action. A peacekeeping operation being, amost by
definition, a peaceful mission, is perceived asincompatible with any intelligence
effort. Theinevitableimplication of such alogicisthat peacekeeping forces must
be blind, deaf (without intelligence collection) and brainless (without intelligence
anaysis). If future peacekeeping operations are ever to become an endeavor
meeting their gods, intelligence activities will have to be made acceptable for all
partiesinvolved: the countries sending peacekeeping forces, thehost countriesand
all thewarring factions. A number of argumentscan bemadein favor of thethesis
that intelligence activities, in support of peacekeeping operations, should be
acceptable to al parties:
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If intelligence effortsare not officially undertaken by the peacekeeping force,
they will rely primarily oninformal or covert national or coalition resources.
It is dubious whether such a situation is preferable for the parties to the
conflict due to the inevitably high degree of secrecy behind the resulting
decision-making processes and subsequent actions aswell asto the high risk
of intelligence “sanitization” and outright manipulation;

All partiesto a conflict have, again by definition, interests which they want
to protect from intelligence efforts. In many cases such adesireis perfectly
legitimate. Intelligence activities include al the activities in the broad
spectrum between “spying” and “verification activities’. It isin the direct
interest of the warring parties to steer the peacekeeping forces intelligence
effortsaway from “spying” and towards “verification activities’. The mgjor
intelligence needs of a peacekeeping force should be addressable by
verification-type of activities. For thisreason, itisdesirablefor the partiesto
the conflict to participate in negotiations demarcating the “ legitimate” and
“prohibited” intelligence missions and means;

If a peacekeeping force is prohibited from gathering its own intelligence, it
becomes susceptible to manipulation and pressure by active disinformation
efforts, media, staged actions, etc. Hence, it can be stated that the parties
which benefit most from an intelligence deprived peacekeeping force are
those with a hidden agenda and those most interested in manipulating the

peacekeeping force.

Unless one considers a peacekeeping operation as a hostile action, the

intelligence efforts in support of a peacekeeping operation should not be
considered as hostile either. PSY OPs and intelligence activities in support of a
peacekeeping operation should be viewed not only as acceptable, but as an
essential component of any peacekeeping operation.
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[1. Information: Summary and Analysis
of the DCR Project Questionnaires’

Information, the role of the media, information efforts and psychologica
operationshave played animportant rolein recent peacekeeping operations. When
asked whether communications and public relations effortswere of importanceto
their mission, the vast mgjority of peacekeegpers answered, “yes’ (79: yes; 8: no).>
When asked to explain their answer, they replied that these efforts:

- Demongtrate our will and commitment to achieving the mission;

- Build confidence in the neutrality of the UN force;

- Helpto correct the biases often present in the international media;

- Hep to convince the loca authorities to provide their support for the
demilitarization process;

- Counter the warring parties own psychologica efforts, including loca
propaganda againgt the UN;

- Gan the confidence of the local population in our operations. This
confidence is essential for maintaining the momentum of the operation;

- Keepthe population informed of our goals and prevent incorrect perceptions
about our presence and purposes from arising;

- Stimulate the incoming flow of information from the population;

- Gainthe confidence of the members of the warring parties, particularly those
lower in the chain of command;

- Heptoexplainto membersof afaction themutual disarmament occurring on
the other side;

- Build up trust between the parties in order to assist in the exchange of
prisoners of war and the bringing of humanitarian relief for refugees.

2 Analysis of UNIDIR's Practitioners Questionnaire on Weapons Control,
Disarmament, and Demobilization during Peacekeeping Operations, Geneva, January 1995,
section 3, questions 10.1-10.24, across all case studies.

3 The reader should keep in mind that due to the nature of the Practitioners
Questionnaire and the manner in which it was distributed, too much importance should not be
attached to any sort of statistica analysis of the data. The data obtained through the
questionnaires is primarily substantive, and therefore, best suited for qualitative, rather than
quantitative analysis. The reader is advised to focus - as this study does - on the substantive
products of the questionnaires rather than on the occassional numerical ratio.
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Whiletheinformation component of peacekeeping operationswasrecognized
by a mgjority of respondents, only a minority responded positively when asked
whether “awell-funded and planned communication effort to support and explain
their mission and activities to the local population” was undertaken (36: yes; 52:
no). When asked who wasin charge of briefing the general publicin the mission
areg, the answers included:

Organized:

- thebattaion HQ

- theForce HQ

- local commanders

- civil affars

- thesector HQ

“on our own initiative”

Carried out:

- inteligence staff officer
- civil affars

- PSYOP units

- commandersin thefied
- thebattaion HQ

- the UN command

- “dl units’

- “onour own initiative’

What isplainly obviousfrom these answersisthat when apublic information
or PSYOP effort was undertaken, it was almost always “at the initiative’ of
different people or commands. These efforts, conducted largely by untrained
personnel, were improvised, un-coordinated and were not directed towards the
dissemination of a command message or in support of a common mission goal.
With the exception of the efforts of certain countries participating in the
peacekeeping operation (most notably the US PSY OPs), no systermatic public
information effort wasincluded in the planning of most peacekeeping operations.

Findly, it isinteresting to note that according to the UNIDIR questionnaire,
when efforts were undertaken, they centered around radio or TV broadcasts and
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the dropping of leaflets* These means can, however, be ineffective in certain
regions because of the very low literacy rate or because only few people have
accesstoradiosor TV.

I11. Psychological Operations and Civil Affairs

PSY OP should be viewed as any other weapon system in acommander's arsena - a
nonlethal, yet psychologica causality-producing weapon system that is an extraordinary
force multiplier.

Major Robert B. Adolph J5

Efforts aimed at influencing enemy behavior are not a new phenomenon in
contemporary warfare. For example, 65,000,000,000 |eaflets were dropped by
Allied Forces on Axisterritory during the Second World War.® During DESERT
STORM, 29,000,000 | eafletsweredistributed by USforces between 30 December
1990 and 28 February 1991.” Morerecently, 960,000 |eafletsweredropped by US
forces over Bosnia-Herzegovina during the night preceding the beginning of the
PROVIDE PROMISE operation? Psychological operations are not new to
warfare. Infact, the Chinese strategist Sun Tsu already had stated 2,400 years ago
that the best way to win awar isto get your enemy to surrender without fighting:
“for to win one hundred victoriesin one hundred battles is not the acme of skill.
To subdue the enemy without fighting isthe acme of skill”.® What israther new,
however, is the creation of special units dedicated to the actions aimed at the
enemy's mind.

4 Ibid.

® Major Robert B. Adolph Jr. “PSY OP: Gulf War Force Multiplier”, Army, December
1992, p. 16.

6 South African Defence Force Manual, Techniques of Propaganda and Counter
Propaganda, Annex A-1.

 Ibid., p. 18.

8 H. Allen Holmes (Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low-
Intensity Conflicts), and General Wayne A. Downing (Commander in Chief of the US Special
Operations Command), United States Special Operations Forces: Posture Statement, 1994, p.
24,

® Sun Tzu, The Art of War, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1963, p. 77.
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The United States Special Operations Forces (SOF) probably represent the
best known force with a dedicated PSY OP component: the US Army Specid
Operations Command's Civil Affairs/Psychol ogical Operations Commandin Fort
Bragg, North Carolinawhich controlsanumber of PSY OP groups. Each PSY OP
group consists of five active and eight reserve battalions. They can be supported
by the US Air Force Special Operations Command at Hurlburt Field, Florida,
which controls 4 squadrons of MC-130 COMBAT TALON aircraft which can be
used for leaflet drops and with one Air Nationa Guard Group equipped with EC-
130 COMMANDO SOLO aircraft which are used for televison and radio
broadcasts. Other, non-speciadized aircraft can be equipped with specialy
configured M-129E1 | eafl et-di spensing bombs or powerful loudspeakers. Ledflets
can dso be digtributed by 155-mm artillery shells.

The motto of the US PSY OPs - Verbum Vincet/\Win the Mind, Win the Day -
demongtrates the importance given by the US Armed Forces to the conduct of
indirect actions aimed at supporting regular forces. Thisawareness stemsin part
from the experience of the Vietnam War during which the military defeat of the
United States was greatly assisted by the US defeat in the propaganda war.
Furthermore, even a party which does not possess a dedicated PSY OP capability
can use the media, or even simple rumors, in a manner which can affect the
outcome of combat operations in a decisve way. During the Russian military
operation in Chechnya, the “Minister of Information” of Chechen separatists
reportedly claimed that the he had obtained a copy of a Russian government plan
signed on 1 December 1994 by Russian Prime Minister Chernomyrdin which
ordered all Chechensto be deported from the Chechen Republic to other Russian
regions.’® Had this disinformation been largely circulated in the conflict area, it
could have had avery strong impact on the Chechen's population. Interestingly,
the Russians later admitted that “one of the fundamental failures of the operation
wasthe poor organi sation of theinformational-explanatory effortsamongthelocal
population”

What is true of a military operation is often also true for a peacekeeping
operation. Whatever the mandate and intentions of the peacekeeping forces are,
itiscrucid first to explain them to the population in the mission areaand, second,
to counter-act hogtile PSY OP activities. The peacekeeping force can be accused
of being biased and supplying weapons to one party to the conflict, of intending
to body-search women (which in many countriesis a grave offense), of arresting

10 Timothy L. Thomas, “Chechnya: The Russian Armed Forces Confront Chechnya”,
Journal of Savic Military Sudies, vol. 8, no. 2, June 1995, p. 283.
1 Chechenskaia Tragedia. Kto Vinovat. Moscow: RIA Novosti, 1995, p. 86.
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faction leaders, etc. Such accusationswill be denied, of course, but much damage
will dready bedone. One senior US Specid Forces officer told the author that, as
far as he was concerned, he would not even consider initiating an operation
without a PSY OP preparation of the mission area or without PSY OP support.*?

If the advantages of PSY OPs are such, one could wonder why peacekeeping
operationsarenot routingly planned with an aggressive PSY OP component? Two
possible explanations for this are the beliefs that 1) peacekeeping forces must
remain neutral and cannot engage in propaganda and 2) that PSY OPs are aform
of propaganda which use misrepresentation and lies. These concerns are not
necessarily justified because, in the words of a US specidist, “PSY OP is most
effectivewhenit tellsthetruth” ™ because when PSY OPs midlead their target they
rapidly losein credibility. Thisis particularly true for a peacekeeping operation
because, while deceptive PSY OPs can be very effectively usedin order totrick an
enemy in order to achieve surprise, apeacekeeping operation cannot be “won” in
one single action. For the same reason, PSY OPs in support of a peacekeeping
operation should not be approached as propagandasimply because over time, such
an approach will be detrimental to the credibility of the peacekeeping forces and
their mission. In a peacekeeping operation, PSY OPs can be seen as a capability
which provide three services to the peacekeeping forces:

1. Information: asisfrequently said, truth isoften thefirst causdity of war. An
independent and accessible source of information which over time becomes
credible can be very appreciated by the population of a conflict zone;

2. Explanation: PSY OPs can be used smply to explain the aims and means of
a peacekeeping force. It is disturbing to see that in many peacekeeping
operations far more efforts were directed at informing the press corps than at
informing thelocal population; such an approach leavesthe responsibility for
informing the population to the local media. The very well known fact that
the local press was often completely controlled by the warring factions did
little to change this approach;

3. Didogue: PSY OPs must not be seen asa“ one-way street” in which leaflets
are dropped and loudspeakers are directed at a passive populaion. Thisis
particularly true for a peacekeeping operation whose outcome very often
depends on the goodwill of the local populaion. The establishment of a

2 Interview with General Richard W. Potter at UNIDIR.
3 Adolph, “PSY OP: the Gulf War Force Multiplier”, p. 16.
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dialogue between the local population and the peacekeepers can dso be
viewed as a PSYOPs effort aimed at “inducing or reinforcing attitudes
favorable to the peacekeeping operation”.

A good example of such adidogue effort can be found in the organi zation of
cal-inradio showshby the UN civil affairsin UN Sector West in Western Siavonia
during thefirst yearsof the United Nations (UNPROFOR) operation. Theideafor
such aradio tak show came from the UN officer responsible for civil affairsin
Sector West, Gerald Fisher, who realized upon his arrival that almost nobody in
the Sector had heard about the Vance Plan and its modalities. Furthermore, both
the Croat and Serb sides viewed UNPROFOR with hostility and suspicion. In
view of these circumstances, the Sector Commander and the civil affairs officia
decided to organize weekly cdll-in radio talk shows during which they answered
any questionsthe listeners might have. These shows, which were never recorded
and were aired only “live’, were centered around two weekly shows, one in the
Croatian-held town of Daruvar and onein Serb-held Okucani. Each show lasted
for an hour or two and typically had about ten listeners calling to ask questions;
between questions, music was played.

These UN call-in talk shows had a difficult start: initially, most callers were
very hostileto the UN presence and used the opportunity to accuse UNPROFOR
of corruption, trafficking, bias, etc. What was particularly difficult for the UN
representatives was the fact that not al such accusations were completely
unfounded; nevertheless, with diplomacy and forthrightnesseventhemoredifficult
guestionswere answered. Soon, however, the nature of the questions asked began
to change. New questions included requests for practical information on many
matters such aswithdrawing money from bank accountsin banksunder the control
of the other faction, information on refugees, pleas for assistance for persecuted
relatives, inquiries on the possibility to correspond with relatives, or to visit them,
or to attend a funeral in “enemy territory”. The UN began providing a very
valuable assistance and information service to the local population on both sides
while thereby achieving an important public relations success: UNPROFOR was
now gradually seen by many not as an enemy or an invading force, but asavery
real help. Inthe opinion of Gerald Fisher, impartiaity and objectivity werethe key
to this success. both sides were getting a balanced assistance deal from
UNPROFOR.

Clearly, these efforts went beyond “regular” PSYOPs. For example, a
number of calersexpressed thedesiretotravel inthe enemy controlled zonewhile
others requested the assistance of UNPROFOR to free their relaives. Such
requests were answered not only on-air, but also by extensive follow-up which
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included escorting civiliansin theenemy-controlled zones or night tripsto prisons
in order to free civilians before they would disappear or simply be shot.

Whileit is beyond the scope of this paper to examine in detail the history of
UN Sector West,* it is stressed by many UNPROFOR personnel, which served
there, that the psychologica operations effort was crucia for the relative success
of the UN operation in the sector, at least during itsinitial phase.

In the context of apeacekeeping operation, PSY OPs should not be limited to
“positive’ efforts, but should also include counter-PSYOP efforts. Indeed, dueto
the very politica nature of peacekeeping operations, “information warfare”,
conducted through the mediaor otherwise, representsan always present danger for
the peacekeeping force. It is thus essential for the peacekeepers not only to be
aware of therisks posed by hostile PSY OP efforts, but alsoto be ableto forcefully
react to them. According to aRussian specidist, such counter-PSY OPs measures
could include, among others, activities such as:

1. Definition and preservation of clearly defined and understandable

political positionsand objectives(i.e. aclarity inthemandateand goals);

Prompt responsesto eventsand transmission of anticipatory information;

Systematic collection and analysis of information on the morale, mental

attitudes, rumors, etc.;

4. Effortsaimed at unmasking hostile PSY OPeffortsand creating mind sets
permitting their critical perception;

5. Coallection and dissemination of factswith theaim of discrediting enemy
PSY OP efforts as smple propaganda;

6. Scouting and destroying hostile PSY OP subunits and equipment;

7. Predicting and preempting hostile PSY OP effortsin order to neutraize
them.™®

2.
3.

The key factor remains, however, the nature of the objectives of the
peacekeeping mission and the actions of the forces participating in it. In other
words, the best defense against hostile PSYOPs is a praise-worthy mission
objective executed with competence:

4 Thiswasdonein UNIDIR'sDCR Project Case Study Paper, BarbaraEkwall-Uebel hart
and Andrei Raevsky, Managing Arms in Peace Processes. Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Geneva: United Nations, 1996.

Bt Col K. Ployakov, “War for Minds (Psychological Operations and
Countermeasures)”, Morskoi Sbornik, no. 4, April 1993, pp. 58-63.
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The greater the measure of justice, humanitarianism and of military and social competency in the
actionsof thecommand, thefewer possibilitiesthe PSY OP organsof theenemy havefor exploiting
thereal problems of our troops (forces) in hisown interest.'®

In the words of Colond Jeffrey Jones, former commander of a US PSY OP
group, “truth isour best weapon”.*” Thisfact should be put at the very core of the
argument infavor of PSY OP activitiesin peacekeeping operations. Whilenobody
disputesthefact that propaganda, lies, manipulations, deception, etc. can be used
for PSY OP purposes, they usually have a limited value and can, if unveiled or
poorly executed, become very counter-productive.

The Gulf War was the scene of a memorable example of doppy PSYOP
efforts when an Iraqgi radio broadcast aimed at US forces suggested to them that
their wives and girlfriends were at home “deeping” with actor Tom Selleck and
the television cartoon character Bart Simpson. Thisreduced the Iragi PSY OPsto
alaughingstock.’® Competently designed and delivered PSY OP efforts aimed at
deceiving the opposition were considered by USforces on anumber of occasions
and, reportedly, included morphing theimage of Saddam Hussein sipping whisky
and eating ham, both forbidden by Idam, or synthesizing the voice of the late
Haitian dictator Francgois “Papa Doc” Duvalier to urge supertitious soldiers to
surrender to the US forces.™ In both cases US PSY OPs commanders reportedly
claimed that “ethics and strategy” argued againgt such tactics. Whether ethics
realy had anything to do with the decision to abandon such tactics is unclear.
What is, however, obvious, is that such tactics would have been inevitably
uncovered and that such adisclosurewould have undermined the credibility of US
PSYOPsfor along time.

PSY OPsin generd, and PSY OPsin support of a peacekegping operation in
particular, cannot be reduced to a*“con game”. In the context of a peacekeeping
operation, “success’ can only be defined as “peace’ and “peace’, contrary to
“victory”, cannot be achieved by lies or manipulation. It is precisdy for this
reason that a peacekeeping force engaging in deception and manipulation will
inevitably be perceived as a party to the conflict and, hence, asacombatant and a
legitimate target. While some tactical advantages might result from a carefully
orchestrated deception effort, the inevitable long-term negative consequences of
such actions will dwarf their short-term benefits.

8 | bid.

Y Douglas Waller, “Onward Cyber Soldiers’, Time, 21 August 1995, p. 31.
8 Adolph, “PSY OP: the Gulf War Multiplier”, p. 16.

®waller, “Onward Cyber Soldiers’, p. 31.
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In many operations, particularly peacekeeping operations, PSY OP activities
are carefully coordinated with civil affairs (CA) efforts. CA speciadists aretasked
with responsibilities ranging from establishing a good relationship between the
military and the civilian authorities in the mission area, to re-building destroyed
facilities, to securing basic sanitation, re-establishing communications, etc. As
such, CA must work in close cooperation with the intelligence and PSY OP gtaff
officersand subunitsof apeacekeepingforce: jointly, they will establish theneeds,
design aresponse, interact with the local population and undertake measures to
respond to the situation. Three examples taken from the US CA operations in
Haiti after the US occupation illustrate the nature of CA missions:

1. “Operation Light Switch”:
This operation aimed at restoring public lighting and restoring the water
supply in Port-au-Prince. These effortswereundertakenin coordinationwith
the UN Children's Emergency Fund (UNICEF) and the US Agency for
International Development (USAID).

2. “Operation Police Call”:
Thisoperation, designed jointly between USPSY OP and CA plannersaimed
at improving the appearance of Haitian cities and was initiated in Port-au-
Prince. USAID provided cleaning supplies while US military personnel
directed 23,000 Haitian civiliansin their efforts to clean their cities.

3. The*“ Adopt-a-School Program”:
US CA proposed that individual US military units“adopt” aschool and take
responsibility for providing it with supplies needed to begin classes. Asa
result of thisaction 45 % of Haitian schoolchildren were able to start school
on schedule.®

CA activities on the idand also included the re-opening of Haitian gas
stations, the restoration of Haitian customsin order to improve the flow of goods
into theidand, the re-opening of the Fort Liberté Central Market, aweapons buy-
back program, etc. Thiswasavast and successful effort to establish good relations
between the USforcesand thelocal civilian population. Infact, US planners now
view such efforts as essential to the overall success of the mission:

2] t Col Stephen R Browers, “Restoring Normalcy: Army Civil Affairs Specialists
Played a Critical Role in Haiti”, Armed Forces Journal, March 1995, p. 18.
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Wenow recognizethat “ non-military” activitieshaveaclear and direct military purpose.21

Recent experiences show that the planning of “non-military” activities must
be integrated from the very beginning of the planning of any military operation,
including a peacekeeping operation. These experiences also show that PSY OPs,
CA and intelligence are all essentid force multipliersin any military operation.
However, while they are digtinct in their methods and goals, they need to work
together and in close coordination with the rest of the force and its staffs.
According to US Rear Admiral Dennis Blair, Associate Director of Central
Intelligence for Military Support, “unless you have very precise, very good
intelligence information, warfare is not worth doing”.?? Unless “non-military”
force multipliers are made avail able to peacekeeping forces, peacekeeping might
turn out not to be worth doing.

Findly, it should also be remembered that even once a peacekeeping mission
is successfully completed, CA and psychological operations are an essential
component of nation-building and other reconstruction activities. Inthewords of
a US gpecidigt of international security and intelligence issues, “postconflict
activitiesrequire the ability to communicate and inform; to exclude psychol ogical
operations does not make sense” ?

V. Intelligence: Summary and Analysis
of the DCR Project Questionnaires*

Of all the issues addressed by UNIDIR's questionnaire, the importance of
intelligence in a peacekeeping operation was the only issue on which all
respondentswere unanimous. when asked the question, “ Do you think that normal
information collection assets (i.e. intelligence) could and should be used for

peacekeeping and disarming purposes?”’ all respondentsreplied positively (88: yes,

2 |bid.

2 Barbara Starr, “ Interview with US Rear Admiral Dennis Blair, Associate Director of
Central Intelligence for Military Support”, Jane's Defence Weekly, 28 October 1995, p. 32.

Z Richard H. Shultz, Jr., In the Aftermath of War: US Support for Reconstruction and
Nation-Building in Panama Following JUST CAUSE, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air
University Press, August 1993, p. 73.

2 Analysis of UNIDIR' s Practitioners’ Questionnaire, section 3, questions 10.1-10.24,
across all case studies.
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0: no).® Inthe words of Lt Col Potgieter, one of UNIDIR's military specidists
tasked withthe analysisof the questionnaires, “theimportance of [theintelligence]
capability cannot be over-emphasized” and “thisis dso the first line of defence
againg any threat and isacritical factor in determining mission success. It must
be developed to its full potential during every military peace operation” %

Theanswersprovided by the questionnaire respondentsto the question “Was
information always available and reliable?’ are not unanimous. For example, for
the United Nations Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM), 8 answers were negative
and 3 positive; for UNPROFOR, the answers were 30 “no” and 19 “yes’; for
United Nations Observer Group in Centrd America (ONUCA), 4 “no” and 7
“yes’; for United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia(UNTAC), 8 “no”
and 6 “yes’. Clearly, opinions were split on this matter. While the respondents
were not provided with the systematic opportunity to justify or explain their
answers, direct interviews were conducted with many of them and it is clear from
these conversations that the main reason behind these seemingly contradictory
answersistwo-fold: thevery differentintelligencerequirementsof therespondents
during their peacekeeping operation (depending on their mission, unit type, etc.);
and the fact that many intelligence efforts were organized and improvised at all
levels of the peacekeeping forces simply because they were essential to the
accomplishment of their tasks, hence the diverging appreciation of their
effectiveness.

Whilethere was adegree of divergence on how intelligence efforts had been
undertaken, the respondents were usudly in agreement as to why such activities
are important:

- Béligerent parties may perceive information-gathering as a hodtile act.
Intelligence operations may therefore destroy the trust that the parties may
have in the peacekeeping force. However, it isreasonable to assumethat the
parties will purse their divergent aims by exploiting the presence of the
peacekeeping force (as had indeed been the case during UNOSOM). They
may also attempt to deceiveit from timeto time. Circumstances may place
theforce under direct attack. Such attacks may come from one of the parties
to the agreement, or from extremist elements acting independently. This
poses a serious problem, but whatever the circumstances, the peacekeepers

% |bid., section 3, question 10.8.

ZUNIDIR, “Andysis Report of Practitioners Questionnaire on Weapons Control,
Disarmament, and Demobilization during Peacekeeping Operations: Somalid’, in Clement Adibe,
Managing Armsin Peace Processes: Somalia, Geneva: United Nations, 1995, pp. 193 and 195.
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need information and must have the ability to collectit. Theway inwhich it
iscollected isimportant, and it should, asfar as possible, not create stonesfor
the belligerent parties to throw back at the peacekeeping force;

- Threat capabilities are usually the first consideration in determining
information requirements. Itisdifficult for acommander to make adecision
when the picture is not reasonably clear;

- The intelligence community must define intelligence requirements for
supporting the military commitment as early as possible. This is crucia
because the re-deployment and planning phases of the operation require
optimum support. Once deployed, a unit or formation should develop its
requirements and information-gathering plan in conjunction with the
operationa plan, and submit it along the proper channels of command for
approval. Intelligence support must aways focus on operational planning
considerations;

- To ensure the safety of assigned forces, the commander must have the
capability to disseminate critica indications and warnings to al echelons
quickly. A robust theater architecture must be in place to provide accurate
andtimely al-sourceinformation. Thisinformation must beformatted clearly
and be at the disposal of the entire force;

- Mission success and the security of the force depends amost entirely on the
observationa skills of the personnel and Ieadership of the smal unit. Inthe
absence of other systems, human intelligence may be the primary source of
timely information. Thisisalsothefirst lineof defenseagainst any threat and
isacritical factor in determining mission success. It must be developed toits
full potential during every military peace operation;

- Themilitary isnot the only component that depends on timely information to
execute their task. There may aso be requirements for production of
economic, palitical, sociological, medical and other information. Itistherefore
unthinkable that an operation can be successful without proper and shared
information gathering capabilities.?’

7 1bid.
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In spite of the importance of a solid intelligence capability, the results of the
guestionnaire survey show that in the mgjority of peacekeeping operations no
force-level intelligencedirectives/policiesweredefined and that whileinformation
was provided to and exchanged with the battalions, no systematic intelligence
policy was implemented.

V. Inteligence

Unofficialy, of course, anumber of RPVswith camerasfly every night over the country in
support of the force HQ in Zagreb. But officidly, blue helmets “have never and will never
engagein intelligence activities’ in Bosnia Herzegovina.

Commander Franchet, UNPROFOR®®

As we have dready indicated, in UNIDIR's Disarmament and Conflict
Resolution Project Questionnaire, to the question, “Do you think that normal
information collection assets (i.e. intelligence) could and should be used for
peacekeeping and disarming purposes?’ al respondentsreplied positively (88: yes;
0: n0).® Thisis probably the only issue pertaining to peacekeeping operations
which generates such a unanimity among peacekeepers. Why is it then that,
officidly, “blue hemets have never and will never engage in inteligence
activities’? Why isit that in such an intelligence-intensive environment, as any
peacekeeping operation is, such a critical capability is officialy rejected and
covertly appreciated? A number of reasons can explain this contradiction. For
example, intdligence activities, including their aims, means, methods, goals,
capahilities, etc. are largely misunderstood outside the intelligence community.
Furthermore, due to the often very secretive nature of intelligence activities, they
are often viewed with suspicion as hostile or aggressive and as incompatible with
the neutral stance of a peacekeeping force. This mixture of apprehension and
dislike sometimes can turn into such an outright phobia of intelligence effortsthat
they become officially proscribed.

% Commandant Franchet, Casque Bleu Pour Rien - Ce quej'ai vraiment vu en Bosnie,
Paris: JC Lates, 1995, p. 27.

® Analysis of UNIDIR' s Practitioners' Questionnaire, section 3, question 10.8, across
all case studies.
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Intelligence has been, so far, largely forgotten in the debates surrounding the
future of peacekeeping, particularly within the United Nations. As recently as
1994 even the Secretary-General's Report on the work of the Organization listed
deficiencies in the areas of “communications, health services, supply, engineers
andtransportation” .* Theissueof intelligencewas conspicuoudy absent fromthis
report. Thereare many reasonsfor this, including the reluctance of member states
to support the creation of aseparate UN intelligence capability. Intelligence, and
its contral, yields tremendous power and, naturally, the most powerful members
of the UN do not want to loose this power. Furthermore, theissue of intelligence-
sharing is a politicaly very sensitive one. Currently, most of the intelligence-
sharing within the contingents of a peacekeeping forceisdone on abilateral level
and only little intelligence is made available to the force® If one could have a
complete picture of who shares what intelligence with whom in the internationa
community, amore accurate picture of aliances and antagonisms would emerge;
such apicture could possibly look very different than the one somebody could get
from numerous declarations of friendship, cooperation, mutual assistance and
partnership. Findly, thereisadefinite degree of suspicion among many statesthat
others could use intelligence capabilitiesin support of a peacekeeping operation
to acquireintelligence not about the conflict, but about the methods and means of
the other codlition partners.

Many states, particularly the most powerful ones, would strenuously object
to any proposals aiming at creating a UN intelligence capability, at ensuring
completeintelligence sharing among all contingents of apeacekeeping operation.
It may be precisaly for this reason that the smaller, less powerful states, should
serioudly consider thisissue. The UN, as an organization, cannot be expected to
reform its methods and operations without being tasked to do so by its member
States.

Obvioudy, some nationa contingents did, and will, receive intelligence
provided to them by their countries and their national intelligence collection
means. The problem is, however, that it is the entire force which should benefit
from such capabilities, not just certain contingents, and this has not been the case
inthepast. For example, according to the British American Security Information
Council:

% B. Boutros-Ghali, 1994 Report of the Secretary-General on the Work of the
Organization, p. 57.

3 General C.A. Carlo Jean (President of the Centro Alti Studi per la Difensa, Rome), Il
Controlle Degli Stati Sulla Partecipazione Delle Loro Forze Armate Alla Operazioni Di Pace.
Intervention made on 25 November 1995 at the Istituto Affari Internazionali, Rome.
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The international mediators in former Y ugoslavia were not in receipt of North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO) intelligence. Nevertheless, asindividuass, each had informal
accessto national channels of information, through low level diplomatic traffic fromtheir
own national governments. Thus their level of private knowledge was quite high. UN
Commanders in the field fared similarly, relying on their unofficial access to national
intelligence. Only the UN in New York was not informed at all (emphasjsadded).32

Canadian General Mackenzie once said that UNPROFOR “ had absolutely no
intelligence” (emphasis added) and that he “hoped that Genera Rose now had
satellite imagery and signals intelligence from the international community to do
hisjob” .3 After the United States decided not to enforcethe armsembargo against
the Bosnian-Mudims and stopped sharing its intelligence on the embargo
violations with its NATO dlies, certain US officials were put in a truly absurd
situation: according to UN and British sources, US admiral Smith, senior NATO
commander intheAdriatic, whilehaving full accessto USintelligencereports, had
to pretend during meetings with NATO colleagues that “he did not have this
information” .3

Even more disturbing eventsalegedly took placeinthe dayswhich preceded
thefall of Srebrenicato the Bosnian-Serb forces (5-11 July 1995). According to
arecently published report, US intelligence services obtained information about
the Bosnian-Serb preparations for the attack against Srebrenica several weeks
before it took place. According to sources within the German military, this
information was dlegedly shared with the German intelligence service, the BND,
but presumably not with the British and French intelligence servicesbecause Paris
and London had accused the CIA of “interference in Bosnia in support of the
Sargjevo government”. This information was, at least officialy, not passed to
UNPROFOR or to the Security Council. Furthermore, the French intelligence
services aso intercepted a telephone conversation between two Bosnian-Serb
generals in the week before the attack on Srebrenica. According to the same
report, based on sourcesfromthe Frenchintel ligence services, thisinformationwas

% patricia Chilton, Otfried Nassauer, Dan Plesch and Jamie Patten (Whitaker), NATO,
Peacekeeping, and the United Nations, L ondon: British American Security Information Council,
September 1994, p. 53.

3 General LewisMackenzie, former UN Commander in BosniaspeakinginaBBC Radio
interview on 11 February 1994, quoted in Chilton et al., NATO, Peacekeeping and the United
Nations, pp. 51-52.

% De Vulliamy, “US Spells Out Ban on Intelligence Sharing With NATO", The
Observer, 13 November 1994.
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given to General Janvier but “only in his capacity as French military officer and
not in hisrole as supreme commander of the UN forcesintheformer Y ugodavia'.
Subsequently, UNPROFOR headquartersin Zagreb maintained that they had no
indi cationsof Bosnian-Serb forcesplanning an attack againgt Srebrenica.® Again,
neither UNPROFOR, nor the Security Council, nor the Dutch contingent of
UNPROFOR (deployed in Srebrenica) seemto have been given any warning about
theimpending Bosnian-Serb attack. Finaly, it appearsthat when theloca Dutch
UNPROFOR commander, Ton Karremans, requested from the French and British
supreme commanders in Sargjevo and Zagreb that they cdl in NATO close air
support to stop the assaullt, both General Smith and General Janvier turned down
the request without even passing it onto UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-
Ghali, or his Specia Envoy, Yasushi Akashi. Genera Janvier personally turned
down five such requests. Only at noon on July 11, just hours before the city fell
to the attackers, was such a request passed to Mr Akashi, who approved it and
caled in NATO aircraft.® Interestingly, NATO later demanded that the “UN
civilians’ be taken out of the decision-making for any future air strikes as a
condition for further NATO air action in support of UNPROFOR, due to their
alleged “indecision”.

Theissue of intelligence sharing is clearly one of the most controversia and
difficult dilemmas which will have to be tackled by the United Nations or any
other organization before it mandates a peacekeeping operation.® It should be
recognized that sinced| contingentsof apeacekeeping forceareequally put at risk
in the course of a peacekeeping operation, they should enjoy the same degree of
protection too. Thereforeit isreasonable to state that every nation who givesits
consent to the creation of a peacekeeping force and which sends a contingent in
support of this force should be entitled to a full access to all the information
available to its coalition partners which can influence the events in the mission
area.

The need to change Cold War eraintelligence sharing practicesis gradualy
being recognized by anincreasing number of security speciadists. For example, in

% Andreas Zumach, “Intelligence Agencies Fail to Supply Information to War Crimes
Tribunal”, BAS C Reports: Newsl etter on International Security Policy, 20 November 1995, no.
48.

% | bid. and Andreas Zumach, “Western Policy in Bosnia’, BASC Reports. Newsletter
on International Security Policy, 20 July 1994, no. 46.

% For a discussion on this problem see, Andrei Raevsky, “Peacekeeping Operations:
Problems of Command and Control”, UN Peacekeeping in the 1990s, Ramesh Thakur and
Carlyle A. Thayer ed., Boulder, CO: Westview Press, August 1995.
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a recent paper of the British American Security Council reviewing the Dayton
Accords, the following recommendation was included:

NATO must changeits current doctrine which forbids any intelligence sharing with non-
NATO bodies or countries.®

If acountry isnot willing to commit itself to such intelligence-sharing with all its
partners, it should either withdraw from the operation or, a a minimum, openly
state itsrefusal to play by these rules which would then put the responsibility for
withdrawing or remai ning i n the peacekeeping force upon the countrieswhich will

be excluded from forthright information sharing.®* Theissue of the intelligence-
sharing mechanism should, idedly, be decided before the decision to send
peacekeepersinismade. This does not mean that any country participating in a
peacekeeping force must commit itself to sharing al theintelligenceit might have
with al its codition partners; thisonly meansthat it commitsitself to shareall the
information it givesits own contingent with all the other contingents of the Force.

Clearly, certain countrieswill be uncomfortable with such views (which are only
submitted here as abasis for discussion). It must be kept in mind, however, that
if a peacekeeping operation is dependent upon capabilities which it does not
directly contral, it facestherisk of being “hijacked” by whomever controls these
capabilities: “mission cregp” and, subsequently, “mandate creep” will result ina
completely different kind of operation and will eventualy result in inevitable
tensions between different coalition partners.

It is sometimes assumed that peacekeeping intelligence needs are primarily
centered around such matters as identifying arms caches, locating movements of
forces, keeping track of weapon movements, etc., whilein fact intelligence needs
can bemuchwider. For example, Colonel Bendini, one of the commanders of the
Argentinean battalion in UN Sector West, described in an interview at UNIDIR
how one morning alarge number of refugees from Bosnia crossed the Savariver
and entered Sector West. Neither the battalion commanders nor the Sector
commander had received any advance notice of this movement; they were,
however, somehow expected to provide assistance and security for the refugees.
Typicaly, the Sector forceswereaready stretched intermsof manpower, logistics
and tasks and no preparations had been madein preparation for such an additiona

% Marin Gerskovic and Daniel Plesh, “ Review of the Dayton Accords’, Basic Papers:
Occasional Paperson International Security Issues, 11 December 1995, p.2.

% See, for example, Richard A Serrano, “USA: Halt Secret-Sharing with U.N., GOP
Urges’, Los Angeles Times, 18 March 1995.
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burden. This is precisaly the type of situation which prompted the following
assessment by UNIDIR's questionnaire analyst:

The military is not the only component that depends on timely information to execute its task.
Theremay aso be requirementsfor production of economic, political, social, medical and other
information. It is therefore unthinkabl e that an operation can be successful without proper and
shared information-gathering capabi lities.*°

There is, of course, also a military requirement for a solid intelligence
capability during apeacekeeping operation. Idedly, avigorousintelligenceeffort
should beviewed asaprerequisitefirst action beforethe decision ismadeto even
initiate a peacekeeping operation: a responsible authority cannot smply assume
that a peacekeeping operation is necessarily a“good thing”. Furthermore, in the
case of an operation supposedly enjoying the consensus of the warring parties, it
is essentid to determine first whether this support is red or only a facade and
secondly, to make an estimate as to how the positions of the parties might evolve
after the operation is initiated. As UNOSOM and UNPROFOR have
demongtrated, relying solely on the haf-hearted declarations of support of the
different partiesin conflict isnot enough to ensurethat the partieswill not obstruct
or oppose, sometimes violently, the actions of the peacekeeping force. Beforea
decision hasbeen madetoinitiate apeacekeeping operation, theintelligence efforts
should, a aminimum, be directed to establish the following:

1. Geography: terrain features, physical characteristics of the main axis of
communications, suitableareasof deployment, availableresources, key nodes
and choke points, weather conditions, natural and man-made hazards, etc.
Secure the availability of suitable maps.;

2. Partiestotheconflict: leadership, outside supporters, cultural background and
specificity, religion, palitics, socia structures, etc.;

3. Military forces: manpower, equipment holdings, table of organization and
equipment of the different units, tactics, command and control, logistics and
support, €tc.;

4. Other armed forces: paramilitaries, foreign mercenaries, bandits, etc.;

“UNIDIR, “Analysis Report of Practitioners Questionnaire on Weapons Control,
Disarmament, and Demobilization during Peacekeeping Operations. Former Yugoslavid’, in
Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, Managing Arms in Peace Processes. Croatia and Bosnia-
Herzegovina, p. 335.
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5. Third parties. presence and activity of non-governmental organizations
(NGOs), humanitarian organizations, regiona or religiousorganizations, etc.;

6. Prospectiveentry and exit conditionsfor the peacekeeping force. Theworst-
case of a strong armed opposition should be planned for in both phases
including the availability of additional forces sufficiently available for an
emergency extraction of the peacekeeping force under hogtile fire. Such
contingency plans must be made before the peacekeeping force is sent in;

7. Findly, on the basis of this data, it should be verified whether objectives
which are clear, achievable within a limited time frame and which serve an
overall strategy can be defined. A strong intelligence capability is the best
prevention against mission-creep.

It should be noted that these efforts should not be limited to the deployment
areaand should also include all adjacent areas which can influencethe situationin
the immediate deployment area. For this reason, the area of intelligence
responsibility will always be larger than the mission area and the intelligence
community tasked with supporting the peacekeeping force should be appropriatel y
mandated to operate within the entire area of intelligence responsibility.

Oncean‘“intelligencepicture’ hasbeen established and if thedecisionto send
apeacekeeping force has been taken, the intelligence planning should, in addition
to continually updating the initial intelligence picture, be directed to focus on the
following topics:

1. Establishing the inteligence requirements of the peacekeeping force,
including an estimate of thelikely intelligence gapswhich could frustrate the
action of the peacekeepers or put them at risk. Anintelligence plan should be
formulated and executed;

2. Definition of the inteligence component on al levels of the peacekeeping
forceincluding staff, decentralized collection arrangements, staff procedures,
liaison officers, dedicated intelligence units, intelligence flow (exchange,
feedback, requirements, etc.) architecture between the various intelligence
agencies, forces, contingents both horizontdly and vertically; such a
dissemination must be adapted, accurate and timely. Particular attention
should be given to a smooth exchange of information between the different
joint and/or combined Headquarters (HQs). The creation of a joint
intelligence center might be advisable;

3. All theinformation collected should also be centralized, updated, analyzed,
and made available to the authorities (governments, UN, regional, etc.)
responsible for the definition of the mandate of the peacekeeping force.
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Every peacekeeping missionisdifferent, therefore, principlesmust be adapted
to every particular operation. This has, amazingly, not been the casein the past
whereeven obviousintel ligence requirementswere not addressed (as, for example,
in the case of the Itdian Air Force contingent of United Nations Transitional
Authority Group (UNTAG) which brought its own water from Italy to Rundu,
Namibia, only to redize that Rundu is one of the placesin Namibiawith the most
water).*t

Another question which will haveto be addressed in the futureisthe issue of
the openness of the peacekeeping forceto the scrutiny of the partiesto the conflict.
Although by their very nature, dl intelligence activities arouse suspicions, they
remain an absolutely essential component of any peacekeeping operation; in the
past such activities were either conducted covertly, or imposed upon the warring
factions, or left to the improvisational skills of the different contingents. For
example, in Bosnig, British SAS units conducted covert intelligence gathering
aroundthecitiesof Gorazdeand Maglgj: they provided Genera Rosewith detailed
assessments of Bosnian-Muslim and Bosnian-Serb capabilities and facilitated the
operations of other UN forces.* Such actions, while perfectly |egitimate from a
military point of view and not necessarily indicative of any hogtile intent, do
inevitably raise suspicionson al sides, including not only the warring parties, but
even codlition partners (as seen by the numerous accusations made, anonymously,
by UN and NATO officials, against the alleged US covert actions, and agenda, in
Bosnia and Croatia).”® It is, hence, imperative that all militarily essential and
legitimate activities conducted in support of a peacekeeping force be “de-
criminalized”. For this, they need to be explained to all the partiesinvolved and
presented as “ verification” activities rather than “ spying”.

Covert actions are, by essence, conducted without the consent of the party
being subjected to it. In that sense, they can be assmilated to the use of force.

“L Colone T. van Niiekerk, SSO Intelligence, South African Rapid Deployment Force,
written response to UNIDIR's Intelligence and Public Information Questionnaire.

42 Michael Evans, “SAS Plays Pivotal Role in Gorazde Pocket”, The Times, 12 April
1994.

“ See, for example, “UK: US *Has Joined War’ in Bosnia’, Reuters News Service, 16
November 1994; “Russia: Russian Intelligence Officer Says West Plotted Sargjevo Market
Attack”, ITAR-TASS, 7 September, 1995; Nicholas Doughty, “UK: Allies Believe US giving
Military Aid to Bosnia’, Reuters, 16 November 1994; George Jones and Suzanne Lowry,
“Bosnia: Allies suspect US Hawks of Increasing Risk of War”, Daily Telegraph, 2 June 1995;
Thierry Charlier, “Les Moudjahidins Americains en Bosni€”, Defense 2001, January 1995, pp.
8-10; Aleksandr Oliinik, “Khorvatskaia ‘Buria Provodilas'... Po Amerikanskim Planam”,
Krasnaia Zvezda, 9 September 1995, p.3.
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Regarding the use of force, the US and British army field manuals warn that the
use of forcein apeacekeeping mission, while having short-term benefits can have
dangerous consequences. They use exactly the same language:

Thelong term effects of force may prove substantially different from the short term ones-
atactical successresulting fromthe use of force may lead to along term strategic fail ure. ™

If it isaccepted that the main reason behind thisredlity isthefact that the use
of force represents what the British call “crossing of a Rubicon” without a way
back to wider peacekeeping® (i.e., without possibility to return to a situation of
consent from the parties). 1t would then seem reasonable to infer from this that
“covert actions’ conducted outside the peacekeeping mandate might in many
casesyield a substantial tactical advantage for the peacekeeping force, but only
at therisk of alarger strategic failure. Clearly, the covert action might never be
discovered, andif discovered, itislikely to appear lessprovocative, or hogtile, than
an overt use of force; nevertheless, it does represent an escalation which can lead
to along term gtrategic failure.

One possibleapproachto thisproblemwoul d bethe creation of a“ verification
and information cell” including representatives of the peacekeeping force and of
all thewarring partieswhich could betasked with discussing theinformation needs
of the peacekeeping force. The creation of such acell could also be presented as
an important confidence-building measure aimed at alleviating suspicions and
hostility among dl the parties involved. Parties which would oppose such an
arrangement could be told, “If your activities are in compliance with our
agreements, why would your party view our efforts at establishing their genuine
nature as illegitimate?’ If such intelligence gathering activities resulted the
obtainment of information which would embarrass a party confronted by it, this
party would have the possibility to explain its position and take appropriate
measuresto correct thesituati on beforetheinformation became public knowledge.
Furthermore, in such acase, rumorswould have much less credibility. Likewise,
such anarrangement could becomean effective means of pressureupontheparties.
Clearly, to be effective such an effort would need to be carefully coordinated with
the PSY OP component of the peacekeeping force. Speaking about theimportance

4 Lt Col CharlesDobbie, Army Field Manual “ Wider Peacekeeping” (Third Draft), UK
Doctrineand Training HQ, p. 4-4; USArmy Field Manual 100-23 (Peacekeeping), Draft version
6, Fort Monroe, VA: HQ TRADOC, pp. 1-15; 4-2.

“> Dobbie, Army Field Manual “ Wider Peacekeeping”, p. 2-15.
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of psychological-warfare campaigns in genera, and to their importance for
peacekeeping operations in particular, General Rose said that:

If you can tell people what is going on and what you are doing for them, what your
limitations are, then you won't have this business of disappointed expectations created by
propagandists. And therearealot of propagandistsin any war situation.®

This is dso true for intelligence activities: if they are ever to be “de-
criminalized”, then their “targets’ (i.e., the warring factions) need to be educated
about their nature and about their goals. Beyond the warring parties, it is the
international community at large, including the intelligence agencies themsealves,
which might need to be informed about new ways of looking at the intelligence
business. For example, the idea of negotiating “verification and information
activities” with potentially hostile forces might appear as hopelessdy senselessto
many in the intelligence establishment. However, it should be remembered that
if the United States and the Soviet Union succeeded in negotiating a number of
verification activities, albeit with great difficulty, itissurely not animpossibletask
elsawhere. At aminimum, such an idea should be discussed rather than simply
dismissed.

Another important truthwhichisregularly “ rediscovered” and whichmust be
remembered isthat no matter how much technol ogically sophisticated intelligence-
related hardware is made available to a peacekeeping force, human intelligence
(HUMINT) remains the best and most useful source of information for low-
intensity conflicts (LIC), Operations Other Than War, and peacekeeping
operations. In the words of an American intelligence specidist, during a low
intensity conflict “the enemy can be many groups or many things [and] that there
may be no order of battle for enemy forces’.* Because most peacekeeping
operations take place in LIC-type of conditions, this is aso true for the
peacekeeping intelligenceenvironment. Infact, theUSmilitary learned thislesson
from conflicts as early asthe US intervention in Cubain 1906-1909* and as late

“ Tim Ripley, “Peacekeeping With a War Machine: Interview With General Rose”,
International Defense Review, January 1995, p.11.

47 Captain Joseph K. Smith, “MIOAC: Preparations for the El Salvador Challenge”,
Military Intelligence, October-December 1993, p. 33.

4 Captain John E. Della-Gustina, “Intelligence in Peace Operations: the MID in Cuba
1906-1909”, Military Intelligence, October-December 1994, p. 22.
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as the UNPROFOR operation.”® As the analyst of the UNIDIR questionnaire
wrote:

Circumstances may place the (peacekeeping) force under direct attack. Such attacks may come
from one of the parties to the agreement or from bandit elements acting independently. These
attacks pose a serious problem to force security and the delivery of humanitarian aid. Whatever
the circumstances, the peacekeepers need information and must have the ability to collect it.>

Inaconventiona conflict, danger comeseither from clearly identified enemy
forcesor, al too often ill, from friendly fire. Most peacekeeping operationstake
place in an environment which, besides the “regular” warring factions, features
irregular units, armed civilians, mercenaries, foreign agents, or gangsof criminals
which use the conflict to prey upon the civilian population. Under such
circumstances, a peacekeeping force smply cannot “assume” that any one action
or attack can be attributed to some, alegedly “hogtile’, faction. A peacekeeping
forceacting onthebasi sof such non-corroborated suppositionswill inevitably end
up being manipulated by the other factions and, hence, will end up entering the
conflict on oneside™ Itisafact that major Security Council decisionsregarding
the situation in Bosnia were made on the basis of facts which were not well
established at the time these decisions were made.>

Itisthus crucia that the peacekeeping force, and the authority mandating it,
be made aware of the need for a solid HUMINT capability in support of the
operation. If such acapability isnot available, they should be made aware of the
implicationsandrisksthisentails, particularly inwhat regards“ mission creep” and
its face-saving ater-ego “ mandate creep”.

M odern technology al so providesahost of capabilitieswhich can be used for
intelligence purposes. satellite imagery, signd intelligence, sophidticated
reconnaissance aircraft, remotely piloted vehicles (drones) packed with sensors,

49 James Risen, “Experts Warn US Intelligence Help Has Limits’, Los Angeles Times,
7 June 1995.

% Ekwall-Uebelhart and Raevsky, Managing Arms in Peace Processes. Croatia and
Bosnia-Herzegovina, p.335.

I Analysisof UNIDIR’s Practitioners’ Questionnaire, section 3, questions 10.1-10.24,
across all case studies.

%2 For a detailed discussion and chronology of several such cases, see David Binder,
“Anatomy of a Massacre’, Foreign Policy, no. 97, winter 1994-1995, pp. 70-79; Hugh
McManners, “ Serbs‘ Not Guilty’ of Massacre- Bosnid’, Sunday Times, 1 October 1995; Thierry
Charlier, “Coulisses de la Bosnie”, Defense 2001, December 1994, p. 20; Michael Evans,
“Muslim Soldiers Failed to Defend Town from Serbs’, The Times, 14 July 1995.
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computers, databases, battlefield radars, infrared and thermal imagery day and
night-vision systems, etc® Most of this technology is well adapted for
peacekeeping missions™ and, hopefully, most of these systems will be made
available to peacekeeping forces although this has generally not been the casein
the pagt.

VI1I. Concluding Remarks

The successful execution of apeacekeeping operation should liein theart of applying
minimum force. On one hand, if aparty attacks the peacekeeping force with artillery, the
attack should be answered by artillery, and not with a six week high intensity combined
offensive. On the other hand, it must also be ensured that you don't enter agunfight with
aknife.

Colond T. van Niiekerk®

Although peacekeeping operations are essentidly political in nature, they
constitute an exceptionally challenging military environment, possibly even more
so than “regular” low-intensity conflicts. While in a regular conflict the goa
sought is victory over the enemy, in a peacekeeping operation it is peace rather
than victory whichissought: peacekeeping and pacification aredifferent concepts.
Thisessentially meansthat “ success’ canonly beachievedif middle-tolarge-scale
confrontationsareavoided and not smply won (small, tactical-level, clashes, while

%2 On the capabilities provided by these new systems see, for example: Captain James
R. Wolf, US Air Forces, “Implications of Space-Based Imagery”, Military Review, April 1994,
pp. 75-85; Mark Hewish and Rupert Pengelley, “ Peacekeepers and Counter-Punchers: Counter-
Battery Radars Hold Their Ground”, International Defense Review, 1/1995, pp. 46-50; Jagques
Marmain “The SU-24MR - 'Moscow's Eye€, Jane's I ntelligence Review, January 1993, pp. 6-10
and K. Schwarz, "Flugzeug-Report: SU-24 Aufklérungsversion der ‘Fencer’”, Flug Revue,
11/1992, pp. 74-79; Lt. Gen. IraC. Owens, “ Army intelligence Operations In Force XX1: A Key
Force Multiplier”, Army, October 1994, pp. 145-149.

4 Lt Col David J. Dean, USAF ed., Low-Intensity Conflict and Modern Technology,
Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama: Air University Press - Center for Aerospace Doctrine,
Research and Education, June 1986.

% Colonel T. van Niiekerk, SSO Intelligence, South African Rapid Deployment Force,
written response to UNIDIR's Intelligence and Public Information Questionnaire.
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being dangerousintheir escalatory potential, are not necessarily synonymouswith
afailure of the objectives of the peacekeeping mission). Accordingly, while the
objectives of a peacekeeping mission are more complex to achieve than the ones
of alow-intensity conflict, the peacekeeping environment remains militarily at
least as complex and dangerous, if only because of the inherent risk of escalation.
Furthermore, besides political constraints, difficult rules of engagement, often
imprecise or ill-adapted mandates, etc., most peacekeeping forces suffer from the
fact that they do not dispose of the support and force multipliers available to
“regular” national forces. Finally, peacekeeping forcesarelikely to beput together
from different contingents with vastly different levels of military expertise which
have no, or limited experience working together. Adding further to an aready
long list of difficulties, their command structures will be the result of difficult
political negotiations rather than of purely military considerations (while NATO
iscurrently devel oping anew doctrinefor combinedjoint task forces® which could
be used for NATO or Western European Union (WEU) peacekeeping and peace-
enforcement operations, the UN is till far from having devel oped a doctrine of
coalition operations).

It is unreasonable to expect that such problems might be solved by the
creation of a standing “UN Army”; the means and the political will to establish
such aforceissmply not available. Thisisunlikely to changein the foreseeable
future. If, however, a standing “UN Army” is not an achievable objective, the
establishment of permanent specialized UN subunits, such an intelligence
battalion/company or aPSY OP battalion/company should proveamoreachievable
objective. Short of havingitsown force, the UN would at |east dispose of itsown
force multipliers. Besidesintelligence and PSY OP subunits, other types, such as
engineers or signals for example, could also be envisioned.

Clearly, this proposition isladen with many problemsranging from financia
issues (who would pay for the costs), to administrative predicaments (career
management), to doctrinal difficulties (table of organization and equipment,
engagement doctrine, etc.), to political dilemmas (who controls and commands
these subunits). Neverthe ess, the development of such acapability could serve as
afirst step towards developing a UN Army.

Besides the creation of UN capabilities, other resources are available to the
international community. The civilian space-based remote sensing market offers
another interesting possibility for the United Nations, or any other force, to obtain
good, militarily useful, intelligence. Four main criteria are used to measure the

% CharlesL. Barry “NATO’s Bold New Concept - CITF", JFQ, Summer 1994, pp. 45-
54.
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usefulness of aremote sensor®”: resol ution, sensor type, coverage and timeliness.®
Currently, a number of countries are marketing sophisticated remote sensing
capabilities (Brazil, Canada, China, France, India, Japan, Russia, the USA and the
European Space Agency) which, while not as good as the superpower's military
systems, offer militarily useful resolution, sensors, coverage and timeliness. For
example, Russian and French systemsalready offer 10-meter resolution, andinthe
near future, 1-meter resolution systems will be offered on the market.* Clearly,
civilian systemsarerapidly closing the gap between civilian and military systems,
and they have dready reached a level of sophidtication where they become
militarily useful. If a peacekeeping force is not given access to the military
capabilities available to certain governments, it could turn to this civilian market
and simply contract a number of agencies to supply it with space-based remote
sensing support.

The same can be said of many other technologies with intelligence
applicationsand, again, whilethe sophisticated and complex capabilitiesavailable
to the mgjor powers cannot be ssimply purchased on the open market, anumber of
militarily useful ones can (such as, for example, eectronic intelligence systems,
GPSreceivers, etc.). Thereal problemisnot so much one of availability asmuch
as one of bureaucratic and administrative authority and control; the problem is
also, again, apolitical one.

For what regards psychol ogicd operations, the contracting of civilian agencies
by the United Nations is also a possibility which should at Ieast be considered.
The civilian market offers ahost of different companies which offer dl types of
services ranging from commercial advertisement, to public relations, to media
relations. Competent consultingfirmscould assistthe UN in determiningitsneeds
and the optimal ways to combine the capabilities of the market to address them.
The costs of such contracting might be considered astoo high for an organization
already going through difficult financia times. But in considering these costs, one

57 Captain James R. Wolf, US Air Force, “Implications of Space-Based Observation”,
Military Review, April 1994, pp. 75-85.

% Note: “resolution” refers to the size an object system can distinguish (also with the
useof image enhancement techniques); “sensor types’ fall in two main categories: optical
systems(including infrared spectrumsand microwavefrequencies), and radars; “ coverage’ refers
to the parts of a globe a system can observe and to the length of time between opportunities to
see a specific target - the “revisit time”; “timeliness’ refers to length of time between the
observation of atarget by a platform and the moment when it is made avail able to the ultimate
user.

% Captain James R. Wolf, US Air Force, “Implications of Space-Based Observation”,
Military Review, April 1994, pp. 75-85.
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should a so eva uatethe costs of mission and mandate creep, of military escalation
and confrontation, of combat actions or of drawn out interventions.

Lagtly, it issubmitted that the nature of a peacekeeping operation hasadirect
impact upon the intelligence and psychological operations support requirements
it places upon a force. The new, the so-cdled “six and a hdf”, type of
peacekeeping operations are in this regard the most demanding ones. Indeed,
because such mission are envisioned from the outset as somewhere in the “grey
zone” between traditional peacekeeping and peace enforcement, they place the
biggest possible strain on the capabilities of the peacekeeping force.

It is most difficult to convince the parties to a conflict that a force is, and
intends to stay, somewhere in the middie between peace enforcement and
peacekeeping; onceforceisused, the supposed neutraity or impartiality of aforce
isinevitably put under question. No matter how sophigticated and dynamic the
psychological operations support for a “six and a haf” -type of mission is, its
credibility will gradually be eroded by the very visible use of force of the
peacekeepers. Almost by definition amission designed asa“ six and ahaf” -type
will resort to thethreat, albeit and even if implicit only, of use of force. Oncethis
“Rubicon” iscrossed (to use the British expression), and thisRubiconisin redlity
already crossed even when the use of forceis only threatened, the acceptance and
consent of the warring parties is amost certain to fade, and the mission and
mandate creep leads the mission goals from peacekeeping to pacification. Under
such circumstances it is difficult to see by what mechanism de-escalation could
occur, and while the peacekeeping force might till subdue the “hostile faction”,
a least for a while, the initial goal of the mission, i.e. peacekeeping, is not
accomplished. Pacification, always a short-term solution, might give the
appearance of success but it only delays the inevitable defeat of real peace.

Thisphenomenonwill aso bereflectedin thetype of psychological operation
effortsrequired by the force: from building consensus and “favourable attitudes’
(towardsthe peacekeeping forceand, moreimportantly, towardspeaceingenera),
the PSYOP effort will, typicdly, seek to promote surrender in the face of
inevitable defeat and overwheming force. Thismain goal being, by definition, a
short-term one, will lead to afundamentd changeinthe goa s of the psychological
warfare tasks which will negatively affect the middle- to long-term needs of
nation-building and reconstruction activities.

The same can be said of intelligence requirementsin support of a“six and a
half -type’ of operation. Because of itsescalatory potentid, thistype of operation
requiresamuch morecomplex intelligence capability which, besidesproviding the
essentia intelligence support for the peacekeeping mission proper, continuously
keeps track of dl activitiesin the area affecting the peacekeeping operation and
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updates the intelligence pi cture needed for possible combat actions and the likely
resulting escalation. Thisisanimmensely complex task which can, inredity, be
effectively tackled successfully only by the large and sophisticated intelligence
agencies of the mgjor military powers. Itismost unlikely that the United Nations
will develop similar or equivaent capabilitiesin theforeseeablefutureand equally
unlikely that the magjor powers would share with UN contingents the intelligence
they have, particularly for a“six and ahalf -type” of mission. Thus, itislogica
to conclude that any “six and a half -type” of peacekeeping operation will be
effectively controlled by the magjor military powers and that the decision and
capability to use force against one or several parties to the conflict will not bein
the hands of the United Nations, but only in the hands of a few countries. In
theory, the Security Council would, of course, have to authorize any use of force,
but in redlity, the nations upon which the peacekeeping force would be dependent
for an eventua use of force or for intelligence support will demand, and obtain,
rules of engagement and mandate (re)formulations which would not limit their
freedom of action, hence, free them from any “interference” from UN officids.
The chain of eventspreceding and following thefall of Srebrenicaand Zepatothe
Bosnian Serbs setsin this respect a most worrisome precedent.

If the United Nations wants to maintain control over its own peacekeeping
operations, it is imperative that it engage only in the type of peacekeeping
operations which are commensurate with its own capabilities. Failure to do so
will always result in a “loss of sovereignty” of the United Nations over the
operation in favor or one or several major military powers. Such a loss of
sovereignty is always accompanied by aloss of face which is most damaging to
the Organization.

Itisunlikely that the mgjor powers will press for much fundamental change
in the intelligence and psychological operations in support of peacekeeping
operations. Sincetheir contingentsarelikely to enjoy such support and sincetheir
guasi-monopoly over such capabilities yields politica power, the mgjor powers
simply do not have the incentive to push for too much reform: they will satisfy
themselves with offering their capabilities in support of a peacekeeping mission,
but only if they can retain acomplete control over them, thereby furthering their
control and influence over the operation (and, by extension, over theUN). Smaller
states, however, have a much larger stake in reforming the way peacekeeping
operations are being conducted. It isenough to take alook at the casualty lists of
recent peacekeeping operationscountry by country to convince oneself that the so-
caled “smaler” countries do not aways pay the smallest price in casudties.
Furthermore, peacekeeping is likely to remain akey component of UN activities
in the future and small countries cannot smply satisfy themselves with what
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amounts to a simple handover of the decision-making and execution of such
activitiesto afew powerful sates. A loss of sovereignty over aUN operation and
aloss of facefor the UN is, ultimately, aloss of face for the countries composing
the United Nations. The definition of peacekeeping missionscommensurate with
the capabilities of the UN and the support for the creation of minimal UN
capahilities for such mission should thus be viewed as an objective of nationa
interest for al UN member states.
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