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Preface

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

Demobilization has become a global trend. In 1987, the armed forces of the
world numbered 29 million. In 1994 they were down to 24 million. These are the
figures for regular, governmental forces: opposition forces have been reduced more
rapidly. The background is not only the end of the Cold War: in Africa,
demobilization has been undertaken, for a variety of reasons, in Ethiopia, Eritrea,
Mali, Mozambique, Namibia and Uganda. It is on-going or foreseen in Angola and
South Africa, and there is talk about it in Tanzania. The trend is encouraging and
should be sustained. For the settlement of conflicts, demobilization and
reintegration is a sine qua non. While demobilization is more visible, reintegration
is the major, longer-term challenge.

Disarmament of warring parties is mostly a matter of light weapons. In many
armed conflicts, these weapons seem to account for as much as 90% of the
casualties. In 1995, UNIDIR published a paper on this subject (Small Arms and
Intra-State Conflicts, UNIDIR Paper No 34). The Secretary-General’s appeal for
stronger efforts to control small arms -- to promote “micro disarmament”1 -- is one
which UNIDIR will continue to attend to in the context of conflict prevention as
well as conflict resolution and post-conflict reconstruction.

Between disarmament and conflict resolution there is no straight and
automatic relationship. As a rule, however, both disarmament and
demobilization/reintegration would seem to be important elements in the
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2  Document A/C.1/47/7, No. 31, 23 October 1992.

promotion of peace processes. If there are a lot of arms around, easy access to
weapons combined with a lack of any effective police force leads many to acquire
arms for self-defence and invites violent solutions to problems. The proliferation
of arms breeds cultures of violence. Therefore, if peace operations are completed
before measures have been taken to control the flow of arms, post-conflict
reconstruction may be jeopardized.

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 institute within the framework of the United Nations, UNIDIR
naturally relates its work 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,"2 the DCR Project has also related to a
great many governments involved in peace operations through the UN or under
regional auspices. Last but not least, comprehensive networks of communication
and co-operation were developed with UN personnel having field experience.

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

I 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;
Lara Bernini, Cara Cantarella, Alessandra Fabrello, Mike McKinnon, and Steve
Tulliu, for editing this volume; and Anita Blétry, for designing and producing the
camera-ready copy.

UNIDIR takes no position on the views or conclusions expressed in the
Report.  They are the authors’. My final word of thanks goes to them: UNIDIR has
been happy to have  such resourceful and dedicated collaborators.

Sverre Lodgaard
Director, UNIDIR
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Project Introduction

Disarmament and Conflict Resolution

The global arena’s main preoccupation during the Cold War centered on the
maintenance of international peace and stability between states. The vast network
of alliances, 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.

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

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

The reputation of the United Nations as being representative of all 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 enhanced not only peace but also the strengthening
of democratic processes, conciliation among population groups, the
encouragement of respect for human rights, and the alleviation of humanitarian
problems. These achievements are exemplified by the role of the UN in Congo,
southern Lebanon, Nicaragua, Namibia, El Salvador, and to a lesser extent in Haiti.

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



Managing Arms in Peace Processes: The Issuesxiv

seriously impaired the UN’s ability to ensure long-term national and regional
stability. The UN has necessarily shifted its focus from a supporting role, in which
it could ensure long-term national and international stability, to a role which
involves obtaining 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
the international community. More and more organizations and governments are
linking success to the ability to offer non-violent alternatives to a post-conflict
society. These alternatives are mostly of a socio-political/economic nature and are
national rather than regional in character. As important as these linkages are to the
final resolution of conflict, they tend to overlook a major source of instability: the
existence of vast quantities of weapons widely distributed among combatant and
non-combatant elements in societies which are emerging from long periods of
internal conflict.

The reason why weapons themselves are not the primary focus of attention in
the reconstruction of post-conflict societies is because they are viewed from a
political perspective. Action which does not award importance to disarmament
processes is justified by invoking the political value of a weapon as well as the way
the weapon is used by a warring party, rather than its mere existence and
availability. For proponents of this action, peace takes away the reason for using
the weapon and, therefore, renders it harmless for the post-conflict reconstruction
process. And yet, easy availability of weapons can, and does, militarize societies
in general. It also destabilizes regions that are affected by unrestricted trade of light
weapons across borders. 

There are two problems, therefore, with the international community’s
approach to post-conflict reconstruction processes: on the one hand, the
international community, under pressure to react to increasingly violent internal
conflict, has put a higher value on peace in the short-term than on development 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 societal 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 achieve
peace, defined in terms of long-term stability, is to focus not just on the sources of
violence (such as social and political development issues) but also on the material
vehicles for violence (such as weapons and munitions). Likewise, the
implementation of peace must take into account both the future needs of a society
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and the elimination of its excess weapons, and also the broader international and
regional context in which the society is situated. This is because weapons which
are not managed and controlled in the field will invariably flow over into
neighboring countries, and become a problem in themselves. Thus, the
establishment of viable stability requires that three primary aspects be included in
every approach to intra-state conflict resolution: (1) the implementation 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 conducted.

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 the wider 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 and the settlement of conflict. 

This volume consists of six policy papers; an introduction by the Director of
UNIDIR, Sverre Lodgaard; and a concluding summary by Virginia Gamba and Lt
Col (Ret) Jakkie Potgieter. My special thanks go to the authors of this volume,
Jane Boulden, David Cox, Donald C. F. Daniel, Jakkie Potgieter, Stephen John
Stedman, Fred Tanner, and Estanislao Zawels.

Virginia Gamba
Project Director
Geneva, March 1996
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Editor's Note

The DCR Project's editorial staff would like to draw the reader's attention to the
distinction between the two different references to "Peace Operations" found in this
volume.  Some of the authors refer to peacekeeping in the legal sense, namely as
a Chapter VI operation.  This reflects the fact that peacekeeping missions usually
are deployed with the consent of the parties, hence the mandate originates under
Chapter VI of the UN Charter dealing with consenual intervention actions.  In
other cases, authors may refer to peacekeeping missions in the technical or
operational sense.  Peacekeeping is not an activity listed in Chapter VI of the
Charter and is far more intrusive than those found in that chapter.  As a result, it
has been often referred to as a "Chapter VI and a half" function performed by the
UN; more proactive than Chapter VI, but not as forceful as the provisions granted
under Chapter VII.
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18 Sanctions committees against South Africa, Iraq, Libya, the Former Yugoslavia,
Rwanda, Angola, Somalia, Haiti and Liberia. The sanctions committee against South Africa was
dissolved in May 1994 by Security Council Resolution 919 (1994) and the one against Haiti was
dissolved in September 1994 by Security Council Resolution 944 (1994). In April 1995, the
sanctions committee against Liberia was established.

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

20 The first two vetoes were exercised by the Russian Federation on the question of
Cyprus (1993) and the situation in the former Yugoslavia (1994). The third one was used by the
United States on the question of the occupied Arab territories (1995).

of the two different periods of the Council’s work, we will see that, in 1987-88, 49
and 55 formal meetings were held, respectively, as opposed to 171 and 160 in
1993-94. As for informal meetings, 43 and 62 were respectively held in 1987-88,
as opposed to 253 and 273 in 1993-94. In 1987-88, the Council had three
subsidiary organs, as opposed to 14 in 1993-94, 7 of which were sanctions
committees.18 Veto power was exercised on average six times per year from 1946
to July 199019 and three times only since August 1990 (Graphic 2).20

Graphic 2: Number of Vetoes in the Security Council
between 1946 and 1994
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41 Working groups usually meet at the level of experts or delegates rather than
permanent representatives. This practice has been adopted recently in order to decentralize the
work of the Council and especially that of permanent representatives.

42 In the Council’s jargon, making a text official is called “issuing the blueprint”,
making reference to the blue ink used in the first print of the draft resolution.

The Council reviews this report after its inclusion, by the President, in the
agenda of informal consultations, in order for an exchange of views or discussion
to take place. In this early discussion, each delegation expresses its general views
on the recommendations contained in the report and adds its own suggested
elements, as appropriate. The President then usually summarizes the main points
and suggests a specific course of action.

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

When a preliminary draft resolution is available, the Council has two
alternatives: it may review, negotiate and continue preparing the draft in informal
consultations or turn the text over to an ad hoc working group established for its
completion.41 If the members of the Council feel that they are approaching
consensus on the preliminary draft, this step is generally omitted. Some conflicts
of particular interest for some or all permanent members are rarely dealt with by
working groups. 

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

If consensus is reached, the text is made official on behalf of the President,
although it may also be submitted by co-sponsors.42

The President of the Council suggests holding an official meeting to adopt the
draft resolution and circulates among the members of the Council a draft agenda,
for its approval.

Before the formal adoption of the resolution and in the negotiating process
that has been described, the parties in a conflict consult with some or all members
of the Council. On some special occasions, an informal meeting is held; the
practice is known as the “Arria Formula”, created in 1992 by the Venezuelan
Permanent Representative of the same name. In this type of meeting, held outside
of the informal consultations room (for the purpose of distinguishing it from
informal consultations) the members of the Council ask questions and listen to one
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43 In the past, only permanent members had military staff in their permanent missions
to the United Nations, due to their participation in the Military Staff Committee. The Military
Staff Committee, in spite of the high level of military activities carried out in the framework of
the United Nations, is mostly dead letter.

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

45 United Nations document S/24111-A/47/27, “An Agenda for Peace”.

or all of the parties. The parties sometimes make written proposals, which are
submitted for discussion to participants in informal consultations by one of the
delegations.

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

In the past few years, the countries that have contributed most frequently to
United Nations peacekeeping operations by providing troops have incorporated
military advisors to the permanent staff of their missions.43 These advisors interact
with their diplomatic colleagues and maintain frequent contacts with their military
counterparts from other countries and with the military staff of the Secretariat.
They even hold a monthly meeting for the general exchange of information.

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

In this section we will review some developments, documents, and decisions
of the Security Council which, in our view, are significant in reflecting the efforts
which have been made by the Security Council to try to adjust to a new
international context and, at the same time, to manage peacekeeping operations in
a more effective manner.

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

The process began on 31 January 1992, when the Security Council, meeting
for the first time at the level of Heads of State or Government, issued a presidential
statement44 requesting the Secretary-General to report to it on the subjects of
preventive diplomacy, peacemaking and peacekeeping.45 This meeting of the
Security Council, and the Secretary-General’s report entitled “An Agenda for
Peace”, mark the beginning of a process of reflection on the part of the
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Organization as a whole on its role in the maintenance of international peace and
security. Three years later, this process is more relevant than ever.

The efforts of reflection by the Organization has taken place mainly within
the three bodies responsible for those fields. We shall list the main documents that
summarize the process and analyze more carefully some of the recent and relevant
aspects.

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

• Security Council presidential statement of 30 June 1992, by which the
Security Council takes note of the Secretary-General’s report “An Agenda for
Peace” (document S/24210).

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

• Security Council presidential statement of 30 November 1992, on the aspects
related to “fact-finding” and the greater capacity of the United Nations to
obtain and process information (Document S/24111).

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

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

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

• Security Council presidential statement of 31 March 1993, reviewing the
activities related to the safety of the personnel of peacekeeping operations
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46 In 1994, Security Council Presidential statements S/PRST/1994/22 and
S/PRST/1994/62 were adopted. It is worth stressing that as of the beginning of that year,
presidential statements are coded in a different way, following a recommendation by the working
group on Security Council procedure and documentation. 

47 In 1995, Security Council Presidential statement S/PRST/1995/9 was adopted.
48 At the end of the discussions of the working group, some members of the Council,

including Argentina, Brazil, New Zealand and Spain, proposed informally to establish a standing
working group of the Council on peacekeeping issues, like the one on procedures and
documentation. The proposal was not accepted.

49 Document S/26450. This report, requested by the Council, failed to meet its
expectations.

and the possibility of strengthening the relevant multilateral instruments
(Document S/25696).

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

More recently, the Security Council adopted three presidential statements on
the subject, two of them in 199446 and one in 1995.47 Considering their particular
relevance to this study, we shall review them more closely.

The Presidential Statement, 3 March 1994 (Document S/PRST/1994/22), was
also issued in the framework of “An Agenda for Peace”. It was negotiated in an ad
hoc informal working group48 of the Council after consideration of the Secretary-
General’s report entitled “Improving the capacity of the United Nations for peace-
keeping”, of 14 March 1994.49 The first important fact is that in this statement, the
Council recognizes the need for the establishment of clear and precise political
goals, mandate, cost, and, whenever possible, estimated time frame for the United
Nations operations. With the caveat that “the Council will respond to situations on
a case-by-case basis” the statement points out the following factors which should
be taken into account when the establishment of new peacekeeping operations is
under consideration:

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

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

whether a cease fire exists and whether the parties have committed themselves to
a peace process intended to reach a political settlement;
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50 It is worth noting that the composition of the Council in 1994 included, apart from
some permanent members actively involved in peacekeeping, such as France, the Russian
Federation and United Kingdom, relevant troop-contributing countries such as Argentina, the
Czech Republic, Nigeria, Pakistan and Spain.

51 The European permanent members of the Council held strong views on this
initiative, one of them also reflecting concerns informally expressed by the Secretary-General
and his staff.

whether a clear political goal exists and whether it can be reflected in the
mandate;

whether a precise mandate for a United Nations operation can be formulated;
whether the safety and security of United Nations personnel can be reasonably

ensured, including in particular whether reasonable guarantees can be obtained from the
principal parties or factions regarding the safety and security of United Nations
personnel....

This statement also included a number of views of the Council on the
ongoing review of Operations, stating that it “may require measures to improve
the quality and speed of the flow of information available to support Council
decision-making”. The Council also “welcomes efforts made by the Secretariat to
provide information to the Council and underlines the importance of further
improving the briefing for Council members on matters of special concern”.

The statement also considered issues like communication with non-members
of the Security Council (including troop contributors); stand-by arrangements; as
well as civilian personnel, command and control, and financial and administrative
issues. 

As a follow-up of the previous statement and as a response to the Argentine-
New Zealand50 proposal set out in the letter S/1994/1063 of 15 September 1994,
the Council agreed, after extensive and difficult negotiations,51 on a Presidential
Statement regarding “Meetings between members of Security Council, troop-
contributing countries and the Secretariat”, read by the President of the Council on
4 November 1994 and issued as document S/PRST/1994/62. The statement
established the following procedure: 

Meetings should be held as a matter of course between members of the Council,
troop-contributing countries and the Secretariat, to facilitate the exchange of information
and views in good time before the Council takes decisions on the extension or termination
of, or significant changes in, the mandate of a particular peace-keeping operation;

Such meetings should be chaired jointly by the Presidency of the Council and a
representative of the Secretariat nominated by the Secretary-General;
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52 In a somewhat different, yet strongly analogous context, Article 44 of the Charter
of the United Nations upholds the principle that troop-contributing countries must participate in
the Council’s decisions regarding the employment of contingents of that Member’s armed forces.

The monthly tentative forecast of work of the Council made available to Member
States will in the future include an indication of the expected schedule of such meetings
for the month;

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

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

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

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

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

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

This procedure represents the first formal and practical acknowledgment by
the Security Council of the fact that troop-contributing countries are important and
valid participants in the decision-making processes of the Council on issues
regarding peacekeeping operations.52 Similarly, the initial reluctance of certain
members of the Security Council and the Secretariat itself reflect a preliminary
conservative attitude in adapting to new circumstances, and even a certain tension
resulting from the lack of definition of certain roles.

These tripartite meetings, currently held on a regular basis, are proving
increasingly useful in the process of information and reflection of the Security
Council on the review and establishment of the mandates of peacekeeping
operations. Likewise, they contribute to the strengthening of the legitimacy of the
increasing use of national contingents by the United Nations or in the perception
of the governments of troop-contributing countries and therefore their respective
public opinions.
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53 Document S/1995/1-A/50/60.

On 22 February 1995, the President of the Security Council made the
Statement S/PRST/1995/9, as a response to the Secretary-General’s report
“Supplement to an Agenda for Peace”.53

The Secretary-General’s report is an in-depth reflection by the Secretariat —
interpreted by some as self-criticism — on the developments that have taken place
since “An Agenda for Peace” was presented. It incorporates the rich experience of
recent years in the field of the maintenance of international peace and security, in
particular on the issues of peacekeeping, disarmament, the use of force, sanctions,
preventive diplomacy and peace-building. For the purposes of this paper, we shall
stress only the aspects related to the mandates of peacekeeping operations and
disarmament.

In his report, the Secretary-General points out that we are still in a time of
transition and that since the end of the cold war there has been a dramatic increase
in the number of, as well as qualitative changes in, United Nations peacekeeping
activities. He also stressed that recent experience confirmed the basic principles of
peacekeeping, i.e., the consent of the parties, impartiality and the non-use of force
except in self-defense.

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

He also stated that these three levels must be kept constantly in mind in order
to avoid any confusion of functions and responsibilities. Furthermore, the
Secretary-General said that it is as inappropriate for the chief of a mission to take
upon himself the formulation of his/her mission’s overall political objectives as it
is for the Security Council or the Secretary-General in New York to decide on
matters that require a detailed understanding of operational conditions in the field.
He also pronounced “There has been an increasing tendency in recent years for
the Security Council to micro-manage peace-keeping operations”. At the same
time, he recognized,“Given the importance of the issues at stake and the volume
of resources provided for peace-keeping operations, it is right and proper that the
Council should wish to be closely consulted and informed.”

With regard to troop-contributing governments, he said, “[They] are
responsible to their parliaments and electorates for the safety of their troops, and
are also understandably anxious to be kept fully informed, especially when the
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operation concerned is in difficulty.” With reference to the meetings formalized
by the Council with troop-contributing countries, he stated, "It is important that
this should not lead to any blurring of the distinct levels of authority referred....”

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

Regarding disarmament, the Secretary-General’s report focused on what he
calls “micro-disarmament.” He defined two categories of light weapons: small
arms and mines. He recalled,“The assembly, control, and disposal of weapons has
been a central feature of most of the comprehensive peace settlements in which the
United Nations has played a peace-keeping role” and “as a result, the
Organization has an unrivalled experience in this field.” Finally, with regard to the
destruction of conventional arms, he stated, “I believe strongly that the search
should begin now, and I intend to play my full part in this effort.”

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

Turning to the statement of the Council on the report of the Secretary-
General, it is interesting to note that, on the subject of peacekeeping, the President
of the Security Council recalls its Presidential Statement S/PRST/1994/22, which
listed, inter alia, the factors that should be taken into account in establishing
peacekeeping operations. It also “underlines the need to conduct peace-keeping
operations with a clearly defined mandate, command structure, timeframe and
secure financing, in support of efforts to achieve a peaceful solution to a conflict”:
it stresses the importance of the consistent application of these principles to the
establishment and conduct of all peacekeeping operations.

In the statement, the Council did not refer nor respond to the critical aspects
alluded to regarding the so-called tendency of the Council towards micro-
management. Overall, the statement is generally positive and supportive of some
of the specific proposals made by the Secretary-General.
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54 Particularly in Cambodia, Mozambique and Angola.

On the issue of “micro-disarmament”, the President of the Security Council
acknowledged the importance placed on the issue by the Secretary-General and
claimed that: 

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

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

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

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

On the other hand, on the subject of anti-personnel mines, the statement
reflects recent developments both in the General Assembly and other international
fora; furthermore, the Security Council is aware of this problem, which has
emerged in various recent conflicts.54
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55 UNAMIR is considered after the changes in its mandate occurred after the tragic
events of 1994 in Rwanda.

III. Practical Cases:
Evolution of the Security Council’s Procedure Regarding

the Mandates of Peacekeeping Operations,
Especially Regarding Disarmament

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

The peacekeeping operations selected are: ONUCA (1989), UNIKOM
(1991), ONUSAL (1991), UNPROFOR (1992), UNTAC (1992), ONUMOZ
(1992), UNOSOM II (1993), UNOMIG (1993), UNOMIL (1993), UNAMIR
(1994),55 UNMIH (1994), UNMOT (1994) and UNAVEM III (1995).

It is possible to find the mandates of peacekeeping operations in three
different types of document: the Security Council Resolutions, the Secretary-
General's reports, and the peace agreement signed by the parties. We will deal with
the two first types of documents.

1. Security Council Resolutions which Establish Mandates

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

• Documents where one can find the mandate. Most of the time, Security
Council resolutions make reference to the peace agreements signed by
the parties and the Secretary-General's reports. With respect to these
reference could be total or partial, depending if the Security Council
agrees totally or not with the Secretary-General's recommendations.

• Specific references related to the mandate. We have seen that the
Security Council has expressed its will to make more specific references
to elements of the mandates in its resolutions.
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56 The New Zealand Delegation was particularly active on promoting in the Security
Council, during 1993 and 1994, the need to include the concept of operations.

57 UNIKOM, which can be considered a special case in many ways, was given, as a
consequence of the war initiated by Iraq, specific geographic limits for its deployment and scope,
which were related with the core of the dispute between Iraq and Kuwait.

• Type of forces. Sometimes resolutions give the precise total number of
troops or type of units that must be deployed; however, this information
is normally based in the Secretary-General's reports.

• Duration of peacekeeping operations. The Security Council sometimes
imposes conditions on the establishment or duration of a peacekeeping
operation. In most of the cases the Council decides on the timing for the
renewal of the Force.

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

• Concept of Operation. Lately, in some of resolutions which establish
the mandates, the Security Council has provided the outline or general
goals of the operation.56

• Other matters. It is possible to identify other elements which appear
irregularly in the resolutions of the Security Council such as: the
reference of the security of troops; the need for the parties to agree to a
“Status of Force Agreement” (SOFA) with the United Nations; specific
reference to a geographic location;57 and timing for presentation of the
Secretary-General's reports related to the peacekeeping operation.

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

• Arms embargoes. It is interesting to note that many of these
peacekeeping operations have been established in countries which are
subject to United Nations sanctions, more precisely to arms embargoes.

• Chapter VII. In two cases peacekeeping operations were established
under Chapter VII of the United Nations Charter. UNIKOM was
imposed on Iraq after the Gulf War in Resolution 687 (1991), and
UNOSOM II required some elements of enforcement. More recently
UNPROFOR was subject of some changes in its mandate which needed
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58 In this study we will consider the initial mandate of UNPROFOR which was not
established under Chapter VII of the Charter.

a reference on Chapter VII.58 In all of these cases, it would be a mistake
to associate these facts with peace enforcement. 

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

c) The following table summarizes the information found:
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Peacekeeping
Operation
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Year 89 91 91 92 92 92 93 93 93 94 94 94 95

No. of Resolution 644 687
689

693 743 745 797 814 881 866 912
918

975 968 976

Size of the force X X X X

Type of units X X

Ref. to SG reports X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Ref. to peace
agreement

X X X X X X X X X X

Ref. to the cost X X X

Conditions for renewal X X X X

Period for renewal X X X X X X X

Concept of operations X X X

Specific ref. to
mandate

X X X X X X X

Specific ref. to
disarmament

X X X X X

Security of
peacekeepers

X

SOFA X

Geographic position X

Periodicity of reports X X X X

Arms embargo X X X X X X X

Chapter VII of the
Charter

X X

Operations related to
Chapter VIII

X X X X

Internal Conflict X X X X X X X X X X X X
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59 The two reports on UNMIH are complementary, and they have been presented, due
to political circumstances, with a one-year interval.

2. The Secretary-General’s Reports which Recommend
Mandates of Peacekeeping Operations

In this section we will briefly review the Secretary-General’s reports which
recommend mandates for Peacekeeping operations. Those reports are found in
documents S/29895 (ONUCA); S/22031 (ONUSAL); S/23280-S/23592
(UNPROFOR); S/23613 (UNTAC); S/24893 (ONUMOZ); S/25354 (UNOSOM
II); S/26646 (UNAMIG); S/26422 (UNOMIL); S/1994/565 (UNAMIR); S/26352-
S/1994/828 (UNMIH);59 S/1994/1363 (UNMOT); S/1995/97 (UNAVEM III).

a) Common elements in all reports:

The agreements between parties remains a common element in all reports,
which could be either a peace plan or a cease-fire agreement. The only exception
is UNIKOM for the reason stated above. The concept of operation is present in
most of the cases, sometimes it is called operational plan or framework of the
mandate. Finally, regarding the structure and size of the mandate, the Secretary-
General’s reports are usually very precise in covering this aspect of the mandate,
including the logistical aspects of the operation. Sometimes the Secretary-General
submits different choices or alternatives, as it was the case with UNMIH and
UNAMIR.

b) Elements not common to all reports:

The rules of engagement are sometimes explicitly contained in the reports,
such as the UNOSOM II and UNAMIR Secretary-General’s report. Relations with
other forces, however, appear in the report. When a United Nations peacekeeping
operation coincides with a regional peacekeeping operation like UNOMIL-
UNOMIG-UNMOT, elements of the relation with this other force appear in the
report. This is also the case when there is a relation with a military coalition of
States as it was the case with UNOSOM II and UNMIH. Furthermore, with
reference to public information activities, only the reports on UNOSOM II and
ONUSAL mentioned this important aspect of the establishment and normal
activity of a peacekeeping operation.
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c) Specificity in the mandates recommended:

In general terms the reports of the Secretary-General are always more specific
than the resolutions of the Security Council. The recommended mandates for the
observer missions are, logically, less precise than the mandates for the
peacekeeping forces. Its worthwhile to emphasize that there was an effort to make
more precise or specific the mandates of UNOSOM II and UNTAC. To a lesser
degree, the reports on UNPROFOR, ONUMOZ and UNOMIL, were also more
specific regarding some aspects of the mandate.

d) Reference on disarmament:

As stated above, it is possible to conclude that there was a greater precision
in the aspects related to disarmament in the mandates recommended in the
Secretary-General’s reports for UNOSOM II and UNTAC. Its also possible to find
specific reference to disarmament in the reports on UNAMIR, UNMIH and
ONUMOZ. 

Conclusions

We have seen all along in this paper that the United Nations, since 1990, is
undergoing a dynamic process of adaptation to a new international situation which
continues to evolve rapidly, particularly regarding the maintenance of international
peace and security. 

This process is particularly relevant to the United Nations organs which have
specific responsibilities on peacekeeping operations, as well as to troop-
contributing countries. In this process, the Security Council plays a basic role when
it comes to establishing the mandates of peacekeeping operations, including the
related disarmament aspects.

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

To understand the possibilities and limitations of the Security Council in
managing peacekeeping operations, it is important to remember the political nature
of this body and also its particular decision-making process.

Security Council’s decisions are the result of a negotiation process between
its members, including coalitions and alliances. The role of the Permanent
Members are particularly relevant although there are other important factors.
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60 In many respects, this could be applied to the handling of the crisis in the former
Yugoslavia by the Security Council.

61 As in Iraq and Kuwait, Somalia, Rwanda or Haiti.

When drafting the mandate of a new peacekeeping force, the Security
Council is influenced by a series of factors which are important to acknowledge
in order to understand the process. 

The five Permanent Members of the Security Council share global interests,
and each has its own opinion and interests on every conflict that conditions its
actions. Since 1990 the Council has witnessed increased cooperation among its
Permanent Members, and this cooperation has had a positive effect in the work of
the Security Council. However, the national interests of the Permanent Members
are not always compatible with what could be called the “collective interest.”
When this is the case, the Security Council actions have a tendency to weaken.
This is particularly worrisome when the United Nations has troops deployed in the
field.60 

To minimize this fact, a continued dialogue between the different participants
of this process is needed. The various members of the Security Council, the
members of the United Nations, the troop-contributing countries and the
Secretariat need to seek consensus in the political utilization and management of
peacekeeping operations.

The increasing financial cost of peacekeeping operations is also an important
restriction on the Organization, as well as for the countries contributing troops and
equipment to these operations. This fact is reflected in the decision making process
of the Security Council, particularly regarding the Permanent Members of the
Council which bear a special responsibility to finance those operations.

It is a fact that wars or unilateral interventions by one or a coalition of
member states are far more costly than peacekeeping operations.61 The United
Nations membership is now actively involved in finding a new consensus on the
manner in which the financial cost must be distributed among the members. By the
same token, the United Nations Secretariat is being encouraged to continue its
search for a more sound and rational utilization of the resources given to it.

Public opinion perceptions in peacekeeping are an increasing factor which
influence the political decision making process of member states. The mass media,
particularly the audiovisual media, are playing an increasingly important role. We
have recently seen how some media images have decisively influenced concrete
decisions to deploy or withdraw peacekeeping operations forces. 
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62 In 1994, the Security Council was seized with 33 active items in its agenda.

The interest of mass media in United Nations peacekeeping is essentially a
positive factor. However, it is important that member states, and also the
Secretariat, significantly increase their efforts to explain, on a continuous basis, the
nature, potential and evolution of peacekeeping operations. This is particularly
relevant for troop-contributing countries which require the active support of their
respective publics.

We have seen how the methods of work of the Security Council are evolving,
notwithstanding the remaining conservative tendencies developed after 45 years
of relative inactivity of some of its permanent members. Possibly the most
important restriction that the Security Council faces today is its bulky62 agenda
which negatively conditions the management and following of the increasing
number of conflicts where the United Nations is involved with a peacekeeping
operation, a mission of good offices, or a sanctions regime.

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

2. Specificity of Mandates, Particularly of those Related to Disarmament

In the last few years, the Security Council has modified the manner in which
it drafts its peacekeeping operations mandates, in an attempt to increase specificity.

We have seen that the elements of a mandate could appear in three different
documents: the peace agreements, the Secretary-General’s reports, and the Security
Council’s resolutions. 

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

This fact is particularly relevant to the disarmament. The disarmament of a
party or faction is one of the most delicate aspects in any peace agreement because
it implies, for any party, the impossibility of continuing or returning to armed
confrontation. For this particular reason, it is imperative to have the explicit
consent of the parties on the goals and modalities of disarmament. It can be argued
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that for the reasons stated above peace agreements are the best tool for achieving
the objective of disarmament.

The Secretary-General’s reports to the Security Council inform its members
on the concept of operation which plans to implement or the different possibilities
related to it. For this reason, the report must contain enough technical information,
as well as precisions on some special topics which require a decision by the
Council or a particular evaluation by its members or potential troop-contributing
countries.

It is important that the Secretary-General’s reports reflect the United Nations
accumulated experience, particularly in the last few years. This matter is more
relevant regarding disarmament, where experience has been particularly rich and
varied.

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

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

In the last few years, the Security Council has been aware of anti-personnel
mines. The recent experiences in peacekeeping have been, in the best of the cases,
mixed. This was possibly due to problems of field implementation. The Security
Council has the ability to send a message to the people responsible to execute those
tasks and, at the same time, to provide the necessary resources to it.

The Security Council can, through its resolutions and other decisions, also
bring guarantees to the parties to facilitate their consent to light and heavy weapons
disarmament tasks. The generation of trust by the parties is an essential factor for
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63 A. B. Fetherston, Towards a Theory of Peacekeeping, New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1994.

disarmament. It is important to take into account the recent experience in past and
present conflicts.

The international context is undergoing a fast evolution. The Security Council
will have to evolve accordingly. For that reason it will have to take the initiative
in outlining a collective security system based on the United Nations Charter
principles. At the same time, peacekeeping operations have known an
unprecedented expansion in a very limited time frame. This fact is the subject
nowadays of a systematic process of thinking and analysis by the governments, the
United Nations Secretariat, and the academic world. Those peacekeeping
operations have their own and unique characteristic which makes somehow more
complex and difficult (but not impossible) its theoretic study and therefore the
drawing of common lessons.63

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






