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NTRODUCTION

“The political direction needs to be more than ‘do somehGeneral!™

he idea of a “responsibility to protect” has growramatically since the concept was

formally articulated in the 2001 report of the im@tional Commission on Intervention and
State Sovereignty Fundamentally, the ICISS argued that nations espansible for protecting
their own people from large scale loss of life,lsas genocide and mass violence, and should be
held to live up to this sovereign duty. When nadidail to meet their obligation, however, the
international community has a responsibility to. dot extreme circumstances, when peaceful
means are unsuccessful, this responsibility mayiregnilitary action. Such actions may be in
support of the national government or, if the gaweent itself is complicit in the violence,
without its consent.

In the past, notably in Rwanda (1994) and the forvegoslavia (1995), the failure to align calls
to protect civilians with a political strategy amdlitary capacity to do so resulted in horrific $0s
of life. The 2005 endorsement at the United Natidsrld Summit of an international
“responsibility to protect” civilians from genocidevar crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes
against humanity marked a milestone towards préawgrda repeat of these tragedies. Global
political leaders essentially put their governmeartsl military commanders on notice that they
may be called upon to launch missions aimed atngalwide-spread targeting of civilians (see
Box 1). The Security Council then recognized a paassibility to protect” in 2006, with
Resolution 1674.

THE PROTECTION OF CIVILIANS AND THE RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT

The last decade has also withessed a dramatic lgriowthe number of uniformed personnel
serving in international peace operations wherdians face threats of physical violence. While
in many peacekeeping mission areas such violena®ie limited, or of a different nature, than
that envisioned as a trigger for military interndentunder the “responsibility to protect” rubric,

these operations are increasingly charged to graietians. Since 1999, the United Nations
(UN) Security Council has authorized over a dozeN-led peacekeeping missions and
interventions to “protect civilians under imminetitreat of physical violence,” as seen in
mandates for UN-led peace operations in Sierra &etre Democratic Republic of the Congo
(DRC), Liberia, Céte d’lvoire, Haiti, Burundi, Sutlaand Lebanon. The Security Council has
further included civilian protection in mandates fmissions led by regional organizations,
individual nations, and coalitions, such as the feeoic Community of West African States

! General, workshop participant, 14 February 2007.

2 International Commission on Intervention and S&teereigntyThe Responsibility to Prote@®ttawa: International
Development Research Center, December 2001).

% The Security Council unanimously adopted Resaiuti674 on thérotection of Civilians in Armed Confligts first
official reference to the “responsibility to proteon 28 April 2006.
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(ECOWAS) and France in Céte d’'lvoire, the Europthmon (EU) in the DRC, and the African
Union (AU) mission in Darfur.

Peace operations are often on the front lines widence escalates, and thus, demonstrate the
challenges involved in using military means to pootcivilians during crises. The struggle of
peacekeepers in Darfur, Sudan, for example, exhth# urgency of identifying the appropriate
role and capacity of peacekeepers in the preverdiwh cessation of such violence. A central
guestion, then, is if prevention does not succeddt role can military forces play in protecting
civilians from mass violencé?

Box 1
2005 UN WORLD SUMMIT OUTCOME DOCUMENT

In the 2005 United Nations World Summit Outcome Document, heads of state from around the
world for the first time endorsed the idea that state sovereignty carries with it certain
responsibilities to protect civilians:

138. Each individual State has the responsibility to protect its populations from
genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. This responsibility
entails the prevention of such crimes, including their incitement, through appropriate
and necessary means. We accept that responsibility and will act in accordance with it.
The international community should, as appropriate, encourage and help States to
exercise this responsibility and support the United Nations in establishing an early
warning capability.

139. The international community, through the United Nations, also has the
responsibility to use appropriate diplomatic, humanitarian and other peaceful means, in
accordance with Chapters VI and VIII of the Charter, to help protect populations from
genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. In this context, we
are prepared to take collective action, in a timely and decisive manner, through the
Security Council, in accordance with the Charter, including Chapter VII, on a case-by-
case basis and in cooperation with relevant regional organizations as appropriate,
should peaceful means be inadequate and national authorities manifestly fail to protect
their populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against
humanity. We stress the need for the General Assembly to continue consideration of the
responsibility to protect populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and
crimes against humanity and its implications, bearing in mind the principles of the
Charter and international law. We also intend to commit ourselves, as necessary and
appropriate, to helping States build capacity to protect their populations from genocide,
war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity and to assisting those which
are under stress before crises and conflicts break out.

Source: United Nations, World Summit Outcome Document, A/60/L.1, 15 September 2005, paras. 138-139.

There also remain key questions about whether and the international community should
intervene to save lives: how can countries andriat@nal organizations successfully employ
military force to protect civilians in another si@& What is known about military protection

* Varied terms are used interchangeable in thisrteppeluding mass violence, genocide, and massiies.

5 Alongside the growth of civilian protection in ntes, the new Uapstone Doctrinéor peacekeeping recognizes
protection as a cross-cutting issue, demonstraiagall elements of a UN mission need to condideir contribution

to protection.
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strategies for responding to mass atrocities otesyatic violence against civilian populatiohs?

What can those operations offer as strategiesutoré missions? Do military intervention forces
have the doctrine and capacity to implement praectand to coordinate their activities

effectively with humanitarian protection agenci@ste goal of this paper, and the workshop on
which it reports, is to begin to address these tipres

DISTINGUISHING BETWEEN CIVILIAN PROTECTION BY PEACEKEEPING
MISSIONS AND BY MILITARY |INTERVENTIONS

While this paper is focused on peace operationstettare important distinctions between
peacekeeping missions and operations launchedsstpite halt mass atrocities and genocide, as
suggested under the “responsibility to proteEbt most contemporary peacekeeping operations,
there are presumed conditions, such as a pre+gxigieace to keep” or anticipation of a political
agreement to enforce; the consent of the partiethéo deployment of forces; and a (relatively)
functional government or expected transition to .oliéhere peacekeepers have a civilian
protection mandate, moreover, that task may bdeeas one among a range of peace support
activities, such as disarmament and security seattorm. UN-led peacekeepers are also
expected to use minimal force, even when authonzeter Chapter VII of the UN Charter, and
to recognize that the broad protection of the pafpah is the responsibility of the host
government. Peace operations nevertheless maysfgodicant violence growing to extreme
levels, where action by the peacekeeping force asramted to physically protect civilian
populations.

Few missions with military forces, however, areamged and deployed withpaimary mission
objective to prevent or halt mass killings, ethoieansing or genocide. In a “responsibility to
protect” scenario, such a mission may be necesgheye there is no viable peace agreement to
enforce or it has collapsed (e.g., Balkans, Rwandhgre the national authorities have failed to
protect the population, and where violence becomdeme and civilians come under direct
attack. Falling somewhere on the spectrum betweatgkeeping (even “robust” Chapter Vi
missions) and traditional military operations, susissions pose distinct conceptual, operational
and political challenges. In some cases, the dibin may be subtle, as the tactics used in both
kinds of operations may be the same. At a stratgicoperational level, however, the distinction
may be more evident. An intervention to prevenstmp gross violence or genocide is likely to
use all its tools—including the threat of force—mlt belligerents while simultaneously
providing physical protection to the targeted pagioh.

PURPOSE OF THEWORKSHOP & THIS REPORT

The Stimson Center, in cooperation with the KofinAn International Peacekeeping Training
Center, organized a small workshop in 2007 to Iédeom past missions requiring protection of
civilians at risk from genocide, massacre, or seviand systematic human rights abuses. The
workshop grew out of research by the Stimson Centéuture of Peace Operationthat
reviewed the preparedness of international orgénizs, namely the United Nations, AU,
ECOWAS, EU, and North Atlantic Treaty OrganizatihATO) and key nations to lead military

® While this workshop focused on the military rateyas widely acknowledged that the military woulot and should
not operate in isolation from other actors.
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operations to offer physical protection to civigafrom genocide and extreme violefdc€éhe
findings, published in 2006 aShe Impossible Mandate? Military Preparedness, the
Responsibility to Protect, and Modern Peace Operatiby Victoria K. Holt and Tobias C.
Berkman, demonstrated that there is little evidatheg the international community is prepared
to use military forces in efforts to halt genocidesnass violence against civiliahs.

The purpose of the workshop was to glean lessams military leaders about the requirements,
challenges, and operational realities that theyedain the field when carrying out such
operations. The workshop aimed further to geneoaterational concepts and identify military
roles and strategies in halting or mitigating lasgale attacks on civilians. It focused on
developing an understanding of the operationallehgés for two types of scenarios:

= Where civilian protection is an important, but poimary mission objective, through
the execution of a set of tasks within a multidisienal peace operation; and

»  Where protecting civilians is the primary missidjextive for a military intervention
aimed at preventing genocide, ethnic cleansingasskilling.

The conference focus was on earlier operationsdani-Herzegovina, Rwanda, East Timor,

Kosovo, Sierra Leone, and the DRC during the 129@52000s, where missions faced the threat
(or reality) of extreme violence against the lopapulation. The workshop brought together

leaders from these missions, including more thdozen senior military officers (nine generals,

seven colonels) with experience leading coalitiometjonally-led interventions and UN peace

operations from more than a dozen countries. Haatits also had experience within other

international missions and multinational organizasi that conducted these operations.

The workshop first considered lessons from thedfiblased on the experiences of the former
mission leaders, then used a scenario-based exexxigentify operational concepts for the
protection of civilians. Finally, participants weesked to focus on lessons learned and offer
recommendations, especially about appropriate tdofs such missions: the concepts of
operations, doctrine and training, rules of engagygrand force requirements and deployments.

The workshop had two main goals. First, it aimeddétermine if selected leaders from past
missions where civilians faced the threat of maidemnce felt their operations were well-

prepared for that challenge. Second, the worksimmld to identify ways to better plan,

configure, and conduct future missions to proteeilians effectively. It was hoped that this

effort could inform improved guidance, preparatidogtrine and training to enable international
forces to both meet mandates to protect civiliarkta serve in operations charged with fulfilling
the “responsibility to protect.”

The workshop also was intended to strengthen thinlspecifically about what roles military
actors could take, and thus clarify the developneérihose roles and tools. Participants felt that

" This project work began in 2004. For more inforimatsee thé&uture of Peace Operatioqsogram website,
www.stimson.org/fopo.

8 Victoria K. Holt and Tobias C. Berkmahhe Impossible Mandate? Military Preparedness,Rasponsibility to
Protect and Modern Peace OperatiofWashington, DC: The Henry L. Stimson Center, 2006

9 See Annex Il for a full list of participants.
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integration with non-military actors within the hamtarian and human rights, political and
policing communities was central to successfultsgi@s. This workshop purposely isolated the
guestion of a military role, however, to betteriflawhat the range of actiorshould or could be
and in turn, to enable better future integratiothwion-military efforts to prevent and halt high
levels of violence.

This report identifies major themes and recommeadatthat emerged from the workshop. It
focuses on the challenges faced by mission leadaes confronted with the threat of large-scale
violence against civilians; tries to identify amdgynthesize the major issues raised, especialy th
gaps that are likely to face future missions chargeprotect civilians under imminent threat; and
identifies potential strategies to address thesdlartges. This report does not offer a history of
the participants’ missions or review each pointdssed. But by analyzing this issue from the
perspective of those who have served in the fielsituations where civilians faced the threat of
genocide and/or mass violence, this report attenbptdluminate useful ways to improve
readiness for such missions in the future.
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REFLECTIONS ON PAST OPERATIONS
& EXPERIENCE

“There was no focus on protection [in the operation]...
| really welcome this discussish’

Since few military operations are organized expressihalt physical violence against civilian

populations, the workshop looked at multinationaksions that had an intent to protect
civilians or that experienced large-scale violeagainst the population. Primarily, the missions
had international forces deployed in environmentene civilians at some point were at risk of
mass atrocities and systematic attacks, includergpgide. Missions included:

= The UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in the formeg¥siavia;

= The UN Assistance Mission in Rwanda (UNAMIR), itssessor (UNAMIR 1), and
the United States Joint Task Fo&epport Hopen Rwanda and Zaire;

= The UN Transitional Administration for East TImaNTAET);

» The NATO deployment into Kosovo (KFOR);

= The UN Assistance Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMS#nd the United Kingdom’s
OperationdPalliser andBarrasin Sierra Leone; and

= The UN peace operation in the Democratic Repulflib® Congo (MONUC).

Short presentations by the senior leaders fromethgserations launched discussions and
observations about and across operations. Thisoappr established common grounds for
considering the elements needed to protect cidlaard for the simulation exercise.

Participants were asked fundamental questions abeirt operation(s), their role in protecting
civiians, and the challenges they facedFirst, force commanders and mission leaders
acknowledged grappling with how to address civiiannder threat. Second, participants
identified factors that limited or enabled theiilitypto protect civilians under attack. They shére
experiences that illustrated the challenges. Theudsion laid out the ways that missions needed
to understand their rolds a visprotection and identified common characteristiod ehallenges.

The former commanders and mission leaders in th&skhiop stated that civiliangere at some
recognizable risk of imminent, physical danger dgritheir operations. While civilians are
“always in danger” in conflict areas, as one gelngointed out, the potential for (and occurrence
of) large-scale violence varied across the missioggresented at the workshop. Some
populations experienced extreme and systematiemna, such as in Rwanda in 1994 and in the

9 General at workshop, who served as a UN force camaier in a place which he described as “the mastajed
nation on earth.”
11 See Annex | for the full list of questions thafdgd the first half of the workshop.
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Balkans in 1995. Other operations were launchedr at in response to outbreaks of mass
atrocities and violence (e.g., the US-led humaiaitarmission in Rwanda in 1994; the UN
peacekeeping mission in Sierra Leone, UNAMSIL; a&hd UN operation in East Timor,

UNTAET).

PROTECTION OF CIVILIANS : A ROLE FOR MILITARIES

Agreement emerged in a few key areas. First, thvasestrong consensus that military forces do,
in general, have a role to play in the protectidrcivilians. Second, participants recognized a
distinction between providing direct protection t¢ovilians versus protection resulting as a
byproduct of creating a stable environment. Thinhile acknowledging that humanitarian

organizations and civilian elements (such as ppliaee important actors in situations

characterized by mass displacement and attackeisgaivilians, participants agreed that the
military is the actor most capable of physicallyptecting civilians from direct attack by armed

groups.

This consensus is significant. Participants suggesin expanded understanding of military
responsibilities and recognition of the changingefaf modern military activity. Where once
armed forces were dedicated to traditional warfigiht with an emphasis on defeating
recognizable enemies and occupying territory, mailgary leaders today acknowledge a much
more diverse set of military tactics and goals|uding those related to protecting civilians. This
understanding goes beyond notions of avoiding atethl damage” or respecting international
humanitarian law and instead envisions an activi¢ami role in civilian protection.

A final important consensus to emerge from theuison is that operations to halt genocide or
mass atrocities could be cast as a new type ofionissone that lies somewhere between
traditional warfighting and peacekeeping operatidhsen when halting genocide is linked to the
aims of missions—such as peace and stability opesat-it is a special problem that needs
clarity* A mandate to stop genocide or mass atrocitiesiefitie, should be considered
differently from a mandate for peace operationse¥ghs most peace operations have long-term
security and stability as their goal, that approeah be inadequate to deal with immediate and
well-organized violence against a civilian popwdati If mandated to protect civilians, such
missions may need to shift to a “coercive protectiposture, where an immediate goal is
physical protection and may require the use ofdpmther to defend civilians or to compel
belligerents to no longer threaten a populatfbindeed, peace operations with Chapter VIl
mandates may take forceful action to halt suchatisref violence and protect civilians under
imminent threat of physical violence, but it cant he presumed that they will do so without
specific direction.

The United Nations is currently ill-prepared foadng missions that anticipate intervening in
full-scale genocide, however, as UN operations pres general consent of the parties and
impartiality. Missions to halt large scale atrae#ti as suggested by the “responsibility to prdtect,

12 0ne general argued for a clear distinction, pombiut that for NATO, for example, peacekeeping peace
enforcement are not the same.

13 See, Thomas G. Weiss and Don HubEne Responsibility to Protect: Research, Bibliognapand Background
(Ottawa: International Development Research Cebteeember 2001), 178-203; Holt and BerkmiEme Impossible
Mandate 50-56.
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may also require coercive protection capabilities, by those able to use a greater level of
cohesion and force than UN peacekeepers genesallyntster.

GENERAL CHALLENGES FOR PROTECTION MISSIONS

Many challenges identified in the workshop for pating civilians are common to peacekeeping
and military operations in general. These inclugritéd capacity, unclear mandates, and
breakdowns in command and control. For some ppéits, there remains a “disheartening” gap
between the demands of UN mandates for peace apeyand their capacities, such as a lack of
sufficient troops and other personnel; inadequaieihg and language skills; insufficient or poor
equipment; little or no back-up support; and a lathntelligence assets. Peacekeepers therefore
can lack baseline capacities that are requirenfent mission to meet its objectives, in addition
to more specific capacities needed for missionsgathwith protecting civilians.

Beyond the standard all-too-familiar challenges f@ace operations, workshop participants
identified the following hurdles that hamper theterction of civilians specifically.

INTERPRETING M ANDATES

Protection in Mandates: From Implied Task to Exiplicask.Participants pointed to the challenge
of interpreting Security Council mandates authagzimissions, which can be unclear—often
intentionally. Most felt that their mandates didt maldress their direct role in protection. Only
two UN peace operations represented at the workshmoBierra Leone and the Democratic
Republic of Congo—operated under mandates direetlling for peacekeeping forces to protect
civilians* Starting with the UNAMSIL mandate in October 1996llowed closely by the
mandate for MONUC in February 2000, the Securityui@il began including language “to
protect civilians under imminent threat of physiealence” for UN-led peacekeeping missions
with Chapter VII authority?

In missions without explicit mandate language oatgxtion, the military leaders reported that
they still understood that the physical well-beofgivilians was an implied goal or task of their
operation, as noted earlier, and viewed protectisrthe expected result of their mission. In
Rwanda, for example, the UNAMIR leadership madeeHart to protect civilians as violence
escalated, even without a clear UN mandate or RO#otso, as that was something they could
“deduce from what you are to do.” In KFOR, missimaders interpreted their mandate to
“establish a secure environment” and ensure “pudicurity and order” as being inclusive of
protecting civilians from attack, despite no specikference to protecting the population. The
other missions were more clearly aimed at longenteecurity, and inadequate for providing
immediate physical protection. In Bosnia, for img@, mandates for UNPROFOR focused on
protecting the delivery of humanitarian aid, na threct protection of the population. Likewise,
in East Timor, the mission was mandated to “prowseeurity” and “ensure...the delivery of
humanitarian aid.” Similarly, the US-led humanigarioperation in Rwanda sought to assist in the

14 A participant with recent experience in Sudan tealrout that the AU force originally deployed withmandate only
to protect the AU observers, not the populationilévine mandate was strengthened regarding proteoficivilians,
that change was not clearly conveyed to the peapeke and was undermined by capacity shortfaleedls

BuUN Security Council Resolution 1270, S/RES/127D(&tober 1999. UN Security Council Resolution 1291
S/RES/1291, 24 February 2000.
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delivery of humanitarian aid, but did not cite piog$ protection of vulnerable civilians as a
component of its mission.

Ambiguities in Protection MandateRarticipants identified challenges in interpretocayeats in
mandates that call for protection of civilians ahd importance of clarifying these clauses within
a mission. The Security Council typically includésee caveats in its resolutions directing
operations to protect civilians, which leaves tlm@&aning open to interpretation. First, as seen in
mandates for UN operations in Sierra Leone andORE, the UN tasked the peacekeeping
mission to protect civilians within its “areas aégloyment.*® This caveat recognizes that UN-
led missions cannot protect all civilians, espdgialithin a large country such as the DRC. Yet
the peacekeepers must understand what constitntéarea of deployment,” and whether that
means within view or easy access—or within one, mnmone hundred miles away. Such
qguestions appear to be left to the mission lealbeirgterpret, without consistent (if any) guidance
from the sending nations, Security Council or thé Secretariat.

A second UN caveat is to protect civilians “withia capabilities.” Certainly UN missions often
operate with limited personnel and resources tlatsttain their ability to respond to all
situations. Yet participants noted that this franmuld be interpreted variously by military
commanders and troop contingents even within timeesmission. The result could be widely
differing levels of response to attacks againstiaivs.

Finally, UN mandates often charge the operatioprtmtect civilians “without prejudice to the
responsibility of” the host country. The principté host-nation sovereignty is fundamental to
how a mission is conducted and its role in protectinderstood. UN operations are rarely
deployed as part of a transitional administratismch as in Kosovo and East Timor; most UN
operations are designed to support the governmedtta reinforce its capacity to provide
protection to the population. Yet in many enviromtse states are weak, corrupt or failing and are
unable to do so. In some cases, such as the DR@rrguent forces can be a source of violence,
not protection, against the populatidris a result, UN-led missions must balance how thes
with governments, government forces, and protectiostegies, a difficult task when protection
mandates require the consent of the government.

PREPARING FOR THE FIELD : ESTABLISHING A CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS AND
GUIDANCE

To establish the goal and approach of the missiod, its role in protecting civilians, mission
leaders typically have available a concept of dj@maand other guidance tools. A concept of

operation is used to help translate a mandateaimtoperational strategy in the field. Participants
agreed that a concept of operation can help eshatilie priority of civilian protection as part of

B yUN Security Council Resolution 1270, S/RES/127A@0%; UN Security Council Resolution 1289, S/RESH,28
2000. In the case of MONUC, the mandate specifiatithe force should protect civilians within “theeas of
deployment of its infantry battalions” (S/RES/122000) and, later, of “areas of deployment of iteed forces”
(S/RES/1493, 2003).

7|n the DRC, the lack of credibility and the belmwdf the national military (the FARDC) is a chaitee for
MONUC, which is mandated to work with them. The HAR has little experience, equipment, or preparafion
example, and their own welfare is not taken car& béy were viewed as “hardly an army” in one ggpant’s view,
and not a source of protection for the population.
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the mission’s objectives and approach, and guidécel that impact impartiality, credibility, and
strategy and tactics.

Concept of Operations and Mission Guidanéeconcept of operations is a “verbal or graphic
statement that clearly and concisely expresses ihtjoint force commander intends to
accomplish and how it will be done using availatgigources. The concept is designed to give an
overall picture of the operation®Military leaders in the field have, in the pasteh given little
concrete guidance as to how they should interpretcarry out mandates to protect civilians.

Without clear mission guidance, it can be diffictdt mission leaders and troops to translate
mandates into action. Multiple concepts of protettand potentially conflicting ideas about
military roles to halt violence against civiliangyneed sorting out. Traditional military views of
civilian protection are related to internationalnfanitarian law (e.g. the Geneva Conventions)
and to working with humanitarian and civilian greup their efforts to support civilians.

Yet the mission leaders reported that they didhaste a concept of operation that addressed the
protection of civilians, either when they originalleployed or as the mission evolved. This
deficit made it difficult to devise appropriate ogkonal strategies. As one participant noted,
“When things go wrong in the field is the worst &ifo come up with a strategy...there is no time
to think.” One general urged that it must be “vergry clear policy all through” the mission. In
Bosnia, for example, the Security Council direct#tdPROFOR to establish safe areas, but did
not offer explanation of what safe aremsre or how the force was to protect in broader terms.
Such decisions had to be made in the ftéld.

When UN mandates have directed peacekeepers “tegpraivilians,” leaders have not always
understood what it meant. Even when protectiondagg was added to an existing operation’s
mandate such as UNAMSIL and MONUC, leaders didrecbgnize a shift. For MONUC, it took
mission leaders in the eastern DRC a few yeargédfiey understood that the mandate directed
that protection was a central part of the operatiorSierra Leone, the UNAMSIL mandate was
not seen as a radical change on the ground oakmtinto account” the problems that civilians
faced?® One UNAMSIL force commander, however, sought Engtate the UN mandate to
protect civilians into “action,” he recounted, aasked UN headquarters about what protection
meant: was it to protect every town? “No, no, hdé reported being told, the broad concept of
operations would ensure protection. Given no othedance, he determined his own strategies
for providing protection, directed his staff to @ép an approach, and then they “sold” it to his
UN-led troops by visiting every unit.

Participants agreed that a potential “responsybititprotect” operation needed a clear concept of
operations and the tools to implement it, includaguitable mandate and ROE, along with a
capacity for the mission, troops and leaders to @cie former force commander added that

18 US Department of Defense, Dictionary of MilitanyoeAssociated Terms. Joint Publication 1-02, 12il4@01 (as
amended through 22 March 2007).

19 Workshop discussion. For details, see United Matieport of the Secretary-General pursuant to General
Assembly resolution 53/35: The fall of Srebrenisé4/549, 15 November 1999.

20 UNAMSIL was replacing the UN Observer Mission iiet®a Leone (July 1998-October 1999), which was
terminated when the UN authorized the more sigaifiand larger UNAMSIL force.
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civilian protection should be put in strategic qande provided to commanders, with specific
tasks to fulfill the “responsibility to protect’ather than let them guess whether it is impfied.

Impartiality and Trade-OffsThe concept of operations, and the strategies ifdmhtfor the
mission, should also address how the operatioariducted. One key issue is the degree to which
military force should take action on behalf of Gaui populations and against belligerents. In past
missions, tensions have arisen between a missioarglate to protect civilians and its being seen
as impartial by the parties to the conflict. Mititaleaders in the field are acutely aware of the
risks that accompany taking forceful action in defe of civilians, including the potential to
become embroiled in the conflict and viewed as rmeney by armed groups on the ground. One
general pointed out that repercussions from usingefare likely; if the mission used air power in
the Balkans, for example, it was expected that ahghdquarters would be shelled as well.

The Importance of CredibilityA common theme among mission leaders from both W\ reon-
UN missions was the significance of establishiregdyility in the early phase of a deployment. If
belligerents believe that a mission is willing aslole to respond forcefully to attacks against
civilians, participants argued that such attacks afien be deterred in the first place. Examples
where such credibility was established effectivialsluded the United Kingdom'’s deployment to
Sierra Leone in 2000, which made highly visible destrations of its superior firepower
(including low altitude fly-bys of attack aircraftp persuade militia groups to surrender and
disarm. Likewise, in East Timor, the well-organizexhd equipped International Force
(INTERFET) deployed quickly and aggressively; ragipg militia groups largely disintegrated.
Finally, the EU’s French-led mission in eastern DRC?2003 also demonstrated an early
willingness to use force, warning militia that toperation would “shoot to kill” anyone with a
visible weapon trying to enter the town of Buniatle Ituri region. When the EU withdrew and
handed control back to MONUC, militia groups imnagdly challenged MONUC's new “lturi
brigade,” resulting in two days of battle over gohbf Bunia.

In contrast to multinational missions which havepldged quickly and robustly, most UN
missions deploy slowly and in low initial numbeFor this reason, participants argued that the
UN missions under discussion had struggled to &skabredibility in the eyes of belligerents
during their early stages. In the DRC, the Secu@iuncil increased the size and mandate of
MONUC slowly from its beginning in 1999 as a moniitg mission with only 3,400 troops to
protect UN personnel. A long build-up or deploymean result in belligerents taking advantage
of the UN mission early on, especially if it givéise impression of weakness. Once this
impression is established, military leaders agtamn be hard to overcome.

IMPLEMENTATION IN THE FIELD : ROE AND WILLINGNESS

Implementation of a mission mandate, concept ofatmn and strategy rely on capable troops
being willing to act. On paper, the rules of engaget determine the parameters of using force,
but external practical and political factors withpact military and peacekeepers’ willingness to
actually do so.

2L This guidance is not meant to limit their flexityilto respond appropriately, but to make cleaneirtobjectives.
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Understanding Rules of EngagemeWithere the mission ROE allow for the use of force in
defense of civilians “under imminent threat,” numes reasons are cited for why peacekeepers
do not threaten or use force to do so. ConstraimBOE include national restrictions prohibiting
such action; fear of violating the mission’s impaity between belligerent factions; and
candidly, personnel not wanting to get shot at @ir knowing how to identify the belligerents.
Military leaders may also be outnumbered and outgdrby armed groups on the ground. Unlike
many national military forces, UN peacekeepers hhtdle recourse to call for back-up if
overwhelmed in the field. The situation in Sierraobe in 2000, when 500 UN peacekeepers
were taken hostage, was offered as an examplehAn&ey point is that RORIllow the use of
force to protect civilians—so peacekeepers canllietake action—but theylo not requirethat
they must or will do so. These and other limitasiqdiscussed further below) mean that robust
ROE are a prerequisite, but not a guarantee thigamiforce will actually be employed when
civilians are at risk.

National Caveats and Command Authori@n a practical basis, mission leaders recognized
national command authority and caveats imposedlnedroop contributing countries as further
hindering troops from defending civilians. Some sita leaders experienced difficulty in
directing military personnel who were conscioudiffering guidance from their home capitals.
One general reported that a battalion deployedunidBin the eastern DRC could not use force
because they needed both their national, presaleayproval, as well as parliamentary consent.
So a whole reserve force could not use, or thre@teise, force when civilians came under direct
attack.

At least one participant raised the point thatoral caveats are likely to be an enduring reatity i
multinational operations. For the United Natiomgre are simply not enough troops on offer for
its missions to allow them to reject peacekeepeith wational caveats. One solution is to
organize troops in the field so that those withrietions are not deployed where force might be
needed to defend civilians. Another option is tasider past experience of contingents to guide
future deployments. In the DRC, for instance, nalty-based brigades from India and Pakistan
were deployed in the Kivus, which allowed the nossio maximize their cohesion and common
ability to take action; other contingents with moestrictions or less experience were posted in
less volatile areas. Contingents in MONUC that hawme experience in protecting civilians
could be useful for similar missions elsewhere.

NEED TO PREPARE: DOCTRINE AND TRAINING

In the past, military leaders took action to protetwvilians, but they often lacked prior

preparation, pre-deployment training or advancesimisplanning for such roles. Participants felt
that improved preparation is needed to supportréutaissions to protect civilians from mass
violence and genocide. Further, workshop membersealgthat clarity about what “protection of
civilians” means for military actors and what iethrequires of the military force is needed.

The former leaders reported a lack of specifictani doctrine—at the multinational and national
level—on how to prevent and halt mass killing, eftls part of a larger mission or as a stand-
alone operation. This gap in doctrine reflectechadity of thinking about the strategies, tactics,
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and trade-offs involved in civilian protection m@ss, and a failure to codify ways for military
forces to more readily protect civilians in thddie

Participants also recognized the need to identiéygigns of impending mass killing, genocide,
and ethnic cleansing to understand their role tb $iech actionsThere is a natural tension

between political and military leadership, and wgaes first in identifying the need to act. An
early warning system could support this aim, ars glive needed information to both political
and military leaders. Some participants argued batimilitaries to advise their governments on
these issues, while others called for military krado accept responsibility for taking action.



3

CONCEPTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS EMERGING
FROM THE SIMULATED EXERCISE

“When things go wrong in the field is the worst timeame up with a
strategy [for protecting civilians]...there’s no time to tkilf?

he workshop used a simulation exercise to gendratking about civilian protection

missions and a viable concept of operations forh senissions. Participants were given
various scenarios involving escalating violence irgfa civilians. The exercise separated
participants into two groups, one acting as if undsl leadership and one acting as if led as a
coalition effort. The first group, comprised maimfformer UN force commanders, planned the
deployment of a UN-led peace operation with pradectasks clearly written into its mandate.
The other group included military officers with @@nce in nationally-led missions as well as in
UN operations (referred to here as the protectivervention force), and planned for deployment
of a multinational, Western-led force to intervdaethe primary purpose of protecting civilians.
Each group worked to develop potential conceptomdrations and “game out” options for
responding to mass violence. The objectives obimeilated exercise were to:

» Think about possible operational and tactical apifor protecting civilians at risk;

= Explore the impact of “peacekeepers” using forcprtiect human beings and
human rights;

»= Look at the necessity for commanders to continualliycipate civilian protection
tasks, and to advise superior authorities when thay have underestimated what
may be required or what is possible.

In addition to generating ideas to inform futuressibn planning, the simulation aimed to test
several assumptions. First, did officers know ofy doff the shelf” operational plans for
protecting civilians from physical violence on asaacale? Did they consider such plans to be
needed? Second, did participants believe that there werigue operational challenges for
missions with military forces to protect civiliardistinct from standard peacekeeparyl/or war-
fighting? Finally, how did they view the trade-offshow a mission supports protection, as a goal
or task?

The exercise involved a hypothetical situation o€reasing violence against civilians that
evolved into ethnic cleansing and widespread astadter the breakdown of a peace agreement.

22 General, workshop participant.

2 previous research by Stimson found little evidesfcguch plans among international, regional, aatibnal
institutions; the simulation offered a way to vetfis finding. Had participants agreed quicklytba proper military
concept of operation for the hypothetical missibmould suggest that significant effort has alnegdne into devising
appropriate military responses to mass violence.
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The groups assumed roles of a planning staff pimegpdor deployment, and used the same
scenario (Atlantis Operational Environment; see é&ah for details.)

While the exercise highlighted some distinctionsdMeen UN-led and coalition missions in terms
of approach, capacities, and constraints, it alpdd identify common elements that apply to
both types of missions in attempting to protectilicims. This chapter describes critical pre-
deployment issues, challenges and dilemmas, andianisritical requirements for protection
missions. Some issues explored are clearly relédedperations whether or not aimed at
protecting civilians from extreme violence, and ke simulation challenged participants to
examine their unique implications for civilian peotion.

CRITICAL PRE-DEPLOYMENT PLANNING |SSUES FORPROTECTION MISSIONS

The simulation allowed both groups, the UN and bdnh-planning teams, to assess the
importance of elements related to the pre-deployrstage of an operation, including mission
mandates, ROE, concepts of operations and cooratinat

Understanding Mission MandateEhe exercise established that participants viethednandate

as critical. The Security Council mandate estabBsthe mission goal and identifies key tasks to
support it, but the Council does not usually teiésion leaders or their forces how to prioritize
their tasks. Each group’s first step was to cladfyd spell out a shared understanding of the
mandateé* Where the mandate language implied assumptionstdbe situation on the ground,
the force commander and mission leaders recogtliegdhe options to address such assumptions
should be identified before deployif.

For clarity in mandates, participants discussedtdreSecurity Council resolutions authorizing
robust Chapter VII missions to prevent or halt mas®cities, either for UN-led or UN-
authorized, should specifically cite the “respoiiiibto protect” terminology. Some saw this as a
means of distinguishing such missions from peagekgeand stability operations with broader
mandates. Security Council mandates authorizingt-¢tiom interventions with the objective of
preventing or halting mass violence against cimgighould clearly define civilian protection as a
primary goal of the mission, they argued. In sueses, use of “responsibility to protect”
terminology could be specific. One group tried &fige potential language for future mandates
by drafting a possible Security Council resolutidiheir resolution was modeled on Resolution
1484 authorizing the 2003 Interim Emergency Muliim@al Force Qperation Artemis and
included reference to the “responsibility to prditea its preamble (see Box 2).

% |Interestingly, the UN group did not focus on theqess of mission planning during the exercise redmthe
intervention group heavily focused on the planrasgect. (Participants noted that pre-deploymeminitg is often a
shortcoming for the UN, particularly when the lesthiép appointment process occurs after initial dgplent).

% For example, participants suggested numerousiqneghat will arise, such as whether humanitazigencies, local
non-governmental organizations (NGO) workers oepthternationals fall within the category of “digns” that
forces are to protect or what the geographicabregovered in the mandate is. Force commanderdiawi to seek
permission to act in areas not specified. A manttatecalls only for protection of civilians frorhreat of “physical
violence” can also be insufficient to address hamdirectly inflicted, such as by destruction of ébsources or supply
chains.
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Box 2
SIMULATION EXERCISE: DRAFT COUNCIL RESOLUTION LANGUAGE

Authorizing a Protection Intervention Force:
Reaffirming the provisions of paragraphs 138 and 139 of the 2005 World Summit Outcome
Document regarding the responsibility to protect populations, from genocide, war crimes, ethnic
cleansing and crimes against humanity;

Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations,

Authorizes the deployment of an Emergency Multinational Protection Force...

Strengthening Rules of Engagemdaurticipants affirmed that the rules of engagennemst be
clear and appropriate for all missions, especiallgperations authorized to take action to protect
civilians against belligerents. They highlightedttiROE need to a) offer adequate authority for
missions to provide protection; b) be interpretad anderstood as providing such authority; and
c) fit with the national authorities and capacitidshe sending state.

As with mandates, interpretation of ROE mattersatiye since they define legitimate action.
ROE that allow for a deterrent posture but not #omeaction against challenges may be
ineffective. Indeed, sometimes ROE should allovopso to take assertive action after proper
warning has been issued—but before belligerentsvitdent force. As one participant noted, it
may be too late if personnel wait to come undeacatior for a belligerent to actually point their
weapon, for example. ROE can also offer guidandeowps faced with controversial questions,
such as whether ambush—a technique described éffditive by some—is permissible. In one
mission, participants recalled, permissive ROEve#id peacekeepers to defy road blocks set up
by belligerents in an attempt to restrict their mment. UN forces “cleared” the roadblocks by
engaging with their opponents.

Prioritizing Protection Participants stressed the importance of havimtgar understanding of
the mission approach to the protection of civiliafis demonstrated in the exercise, leaders need
to recognize civilian protection as the centrallgaad thus as the key driver of planning and
operations. They emphasized the need for mobilityrésponse to perceived threats, in
coordination with humanitarian and military actoris approach can be developed as a concept
of operation, statement of commander’s intent tilepimeans that communicate the core goals
and strategies of the mission.

The UN planning team did not specifically outlinec@ncept of operations. Participants in the
protection intervention force team drafted a stateinof commander’s intent, a tool used to distill
the key elements of the concept of operation (See3.
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Box 3
SIMULATION EXERCISE:
SAMPLE STATEMENT OF COMMANDER'S INTENT DRAFT LANGUAGE

| intend:

1) to immediately stop wide-spread attacks against civilians by [date] through rapid deployment of
robust and credible military force on the ground and by establishing an effective weapons-free zone
and deterring negative forces through extensive day and night area domination patrols, check
points, search and cordon operations.

2) IDP and refugee camps will be physically protected and security to humanitarian access will be
assured.

3) Our robust physical presence on the ground will ensure promotion of safety and security to
civilian populations, UN personnel and humanitarians.

Coordinating between UN and Intervening Forc@he groups identified the need to develop
doctrine and guidance for effective coordinatioriween a UN-led mission and an outside
intervention force, especially when that force &ntsto prevent or halt large-scale violence
against civilians. Where a lead-nation or coalitiatervention arrives into an area with UN
agencies or a UN peacekeeping mission, effectivenmanications and coordination between
them is vital®

Even with more co-deployments of UN missions andrafions led by other actors (coalitions,
regional organizations, or individual nations),uksg mechanisms and lines of communication to
facilitate coordination between UN-led and non-Ubrcks, both prior to and during co-
deployments, are lacking. Communication and coaitthn is likewise essential for successful
handover of security (or divided) responsibilitlestween missions, especially if an intervention
force is withdrawing and transitioning securitypessibilities to a mission configured to provide
wider security and support peacebuilding effortsodinating this division of labor effectively
requires joint planning and communication betwémntivo forces, another reason for developing
doctrine and practice in this area.

Determining End-State versus End-Daeevious lead-nation interventions deployed ippsut

of an ongoing UN mission, such @peration Artemisand EUFOR in the DRC, had time-limited
mandates, some with exit dates specified in theréfdlution. Those interventions were linked to
a specific event (i.e. DRC national elections ia tiase of EUFOR) or an anticipated transition of
leadership at the conclusion of a mission (suctueasing responsibility from Artemis back to
MONUC on 1 September 2003).

Participants recognized advantages and drawbaclestablishing a clear end-date. Political
leaders are more likely to commit troops to a preda intervention force without an open-ended
commitment and thus with less fear of “mission pte& known timeframe may help serve to
“focus the mind” of those taking control after timeervention force is withdrawn. The imminent
approach of an interim force’s departure providesng motivation to prepare rapidly for

26 |In Artemis lines of communication were established ommdrocbasis in the field and liaison officers were pdlle
from other posts within MONUC (based mainly on Fdetanguage capability).
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handover of responsibilif/. Some participants, however, questioned the vigbitif this
approach as a model, stressing that conditionb@igrtound and readiness of the follow-on force
should determine the handover timeline, not antranyi end date. Cases from the 1990s, such as
the 1993 transition from the US-led Operation Restblope to UNOSOM Il in Somalia,
demonstrated the danger of premature handoversspionsibility (particularly in the area of
security), when the follow-on force is not sufficily established or the level of instability is
beyond its capacity to manage.

Especially for the intervention force, timelinesr fdeployment should be established in
consultation with the UN and other actors, takingp iaccount realistic assessments of the time
required to secure the area, to generate a suifigiprepared follow-on force, and to facilitate a
smooth transition of authority. When politicallyaf@ble, preference should be given to basing the
protection intervention force’s exit on achievemehtts mission, conditions on the ground, and
readiness of follow-on force.

CHALLENGES AND DILEMMAS FACING PROTECTION MISSIONS

Both groups recognized challenges and dilemmasoirking through the simulation, including
different approaches to escalating physical vicderagainst civilians, trade-offs in those
approaches and in dealing with belligerents, armbordination with other mission elements.

Tensions Between Static (Defensive) and Dynamideri€if’e) Protection The simulation
demonstrated relative advantages and disadvantafjesmploying defensive and offensive
strategies to physically protect vulnerable popaotet. Static protection refers to putting the focus
on the location of the civilian population, usualyfixed positions, and defending and protecting
those demarcated areas, such as IDP and refugges,cama building or villagé Dynamic
protection, on the other hand, involves a morensifiee approach focused on halting belligerents
before they can act or controlling where they mpgrate. Measures can include activities that
take place beyond the immediate location of cim8iaand rely on offensive measures against
perpetrators of violencg.

First, the simulation revealed that establishinglian protection as the primary objective of a
mission impacts commanders’ calculus in choosingvéen static or dynamic protection
strategies. The choice of strategy depends on wdyition offers the most effective protection to
the most civilians given available resources. I$orgces do not suffice to allow both for
defending civilians already gathered in a secucation and for going after belligerents to halt
their behavior, the imperative to protect generallyy require leaders to choose a static strategy.
Alternatively, if a force is adequately equippedibto provide sufficient static protection and to
halt militants who target civilians, the protectiobjective will obligate military leaders to take
measures to stop the militants before they harrrsth

%7 One participant argued that MONUC's set date smmee full responsibility for Ituri after the withaival of EU
forces added increased urgency to the planningpif@ea Secretary-General request to extend the Bsion, the
approaching handover drove UN planners (both in N@Nand New York) and troop contributors to workdtr
ensure the Ituri Brigade would be ready and abtake control.

2 For example, 270 UN peacekeepers tried to prstattered pockets of vulnerable civilians at chescind schools
during the Rwandan genocide. Another example istbation of “safe areas” in Bosnia.

29 MONUC in eastern DRC has increasingly conductethdyic protection strategies since 2005, with patoyl foot
and with armored vehicles, and raiding militia camp
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Second, there was no consensus over the persomdelressources required for different
approaches. Some participants felt that staticeptimn of a designated area (such as an IDP
camp) required relatively few troops and minimaaarces; others felt that it required a larger
concentration of troops and more resources. Thodhe UN group expressed a preference for
halting belligerents, but they did not presume theg well-trained, equipped troops or good
tactical mobility, and thus, saw the strategy a®pibally risky. The actual requirements for static
protection strategies would depend on matchingcépacity of the force with the circumstances
in the field (i.e. terrain, nature and level ofdat, size of population at risk, size of area to be
protected, etc.). Static defense may ensure thattacular group of civilians receives protection,
for example, but leave civilians elsewhere vulnkrab

Further, some leaders viewed a mandate to proteiiacs as being anmperativeto defend
civilians in safe zones or IDP/refugee camps, wipigtluded taking any action against potential
belligerents unless they attacked those areasdri, g¢he explicit mandate to protect led some in
the UN-led group to feel that it restricted thejptions on the ground, given their limited
resources and likely force capabilities.

The discussion of protection strategies demonstrdbe need for further analysis of the
feasibility, trade-offs and operational requirensefdr static and dynamic protection strategies,
part of the overall requirement to develop doctforesuch missions.

Maintaining Security for IDPs and RefugeeParticipants discussed the importance of
maintaining security within IDP and refugee camgspecially to prevent armed groups from
using camps as bases for recruitment, extortioas@afe havens while regrouping and preparing
for attack®® If credible local police are unavailable, skillgi\ or international police and formed
police units (FPUs) could assist with law and oydistribution of aid, preventing emergence of
armed groups, and de-escalating tension amongcetroups. Police could co-deploy with a
protection intervention force or as part of a UNhtiogent in areas where full-scale violence has
not yet broken out or has already been héfted.

Detaining Belligerents A related challenge is detaining belligerents wéi@ captured or
surrender? Missions typically presume the ability to hand affiptured or surrendered
belligerents to local police/rule of law personnailt this requires a credible government capacity
that is present and not implicated in the violendere this is not the case, forces may need to
temporarily house and guard detainees if local risigocapacities are dysfunctional, non-existent,
or collaborating with detained militia members.

30 Examples include armed group infiltration of refegand IDP camps in the DRC, Sri Lanka, Liberia, @ganda, to
name but a few.

31 FPUs are armed contingents of approximately 12i@eofficers, specially trained in crowd contrpyblic security,
de-escalation of conflict, and community policing.

%2 |n Kosovo, NATO troops struggled to define andlggprelevant legal code and lacked sufficient citgao handle
arrest and detention of belligerents while the UNgibn in Kosovo (UNMIK) attempted to establisheteecutive
authority law and order systems and personnel.|&immhallenges confronted the Australian-led INTERFoperation
in East Timor during its early months.
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Coordinating with Humanitarian Actorfuring the exercise, participants stressed the rtapoe

of having early and close coordination with humanién providers in the fielf. Identifying the
needs of displaced populations and coordinatingvetsl of assistance is vital to any mission.
Civilians require food and medical assistance twiga, and missions must not run counter to
humanitarian efforts. An intervention force couldoabe necessary to assist in the delivery of aid,
such as through use of airlift capabilities, or gmvide protection to humanitarian staff,
distribution stations, airports, and/or convoys.

A natural challenge for an intervention that does mclude a large civilian component,
therefore, is determining how to utilize its limdteesources and balance assisting humanitarian
delivery and actively protecting civilian saféfyThe groups recognized that the protection of
civilians by military forces raises difficult quésts for the management of “humanitarian space.”
Some felt that humanitarian agencies and militargds need to rethink the traditional concept of
non-militarized humanitarian space as well. Otlaggied that, where possible, responsibility for
humanitarian delivery should rest with civilian agies and NGOs (in collaboration with an
intervention force), enabling intervention forcesfocus on the primary mission objective of
preventing or halting attacks on civilians.

CRITICAL CAPACITIES AND REQUIREMENTS OF PROTECTION MISSIONS

Mobility and Flexibility Participants raised several issues related tonthiglity and flexibility of

a force attempting to protect civilians. Mobility important for most operations, but participants
stressed that the ability of troops to respondldyiis especially key for protecting civilians from
mass atrocities. First, military forces must beeatal deter or halt attacks against civilians. To
maintain deterrence, challenges to the peacekeémiog must be rebuffed or the effectiveness of
the mission will be further tested and undermirfedapid reaction capability within missions can
ensure that potential attacks against civiliansrae¢ with a timely response. This is especially
important in environments where a lack of infrastiwe makes transportation difficult and time
consuming. In Bosnia, one participant noted th#incpin air strikes by fixed wing aircrafts was
an ineffective response to attacks against ci\sliaduring the time required for air strikes to
commence, combatants fled the area, which minimitegir reprisal effect in response to
offensive actions by belligerents.

Second, mobility can assist with patrolling andedfig presence among vulnerable populations,
which can reassure civilians and deter potentialcks. In some situations, mobility will enable
international forces to remain unpredictable to lle#ligerents and increase their caution if they
do not know the precise location of the peacekeeptast UN missions have also grappled with
the logistics of sending peacekeepers on patragxeended periods of time. Peacekeepers would
conduct daytime patrols and return to their basagght, leaving militias free to reign once the
sun sets. In situations where civilians are at, gsich a posture is not effective.

33 One participant noted that protection is a keynelet of “human security.”

34 For example, do commanders devote assets to pngtechumanitarian convoy if it means that fewepps are
available to conduct forward-leaning operationdiszourage, disrupt, and/or defeat the perpetraforlence?

35 In MONUC, one participant noted, aggressive fatqling was more useful at scaring militias thatrols
conducted in heavy vehicles that separated peageiefrom the population. Troops in missions withlian
protection mandates (be they UN-led or not) maydriede on “forward deployment” in the field, rathlan confined
to centralized bases. This strategy will not waidwwever, if forces are vulnerable themselves. MONU@ovative
use of mobile operating bases has attempted t@ower this challenge.
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Finally, in cases of mass violence against civiigoerpetrators take many shapes. They may not
be formal military contingents, but loosely-grougeshds of militia, for example, who can use
attack-and-scatter campaigns. International effortsst be able to identify, pursue, and engage
such militia, even in tough (and potentially unfam) terrain, making mobility extremely
important. Helicopters, for example, can help trapekpetrators and increase mission mobility
(particularly in areas with inhospitable terraindafew roads, such as the DRC), as well as
support surveillance and potentially intimidateligerents.

Missions attempting to protect civilians from extre violence need sufficient equipment and
resources to be mobile and flexible in respondinthteats. Participants recognized potential key
capacities, such as helicopters (i.e., attack amolsport), as well as forward operating bases,
special forces, and rapid reaction capacitieskigiy, the UN group members, however, did not
presume they could have access to such specialistbdities unless there was a change of
approach. This was in contrast to those in the Beap-led scenario who presumed no such
challenge.

Establishing a Credible, Early Threat of ForcAs noted earlier, participants stressed the
importance of establishing early on the missiomé&libility by demonstrating both capability and
willingness to use force to deter attacks agaiastgnnel and/or against vulnerable civilians. This
credibility can be demonstrated by non-lethal meansay require military engagement.

Participants offered primarily non-UN missions asmaples, such as the EU-ld€dperation
Artemisin the DRC and the United Kingdom'’s interventionSierra Leone, which demonstrated
a robust posture, ability and a willingness to fsee against belligerents, thereby discouraging
attacks against both civilians and the internatidaeces as well. Establishing such credibility
and a willingness to use foroeay notrequire actually engaging against belligerentst guclear
demonstration of capabilities. In Sierra Leone, ifstance, the UK conducted flights above
Freetown with fixed-wing aircraft and helicoptees well as ran a series of live fire exercises
aimed at dissuading the RUF rebels from advanamnthe capital.

The leaders also urged that a future interventanef should be prepared to use psychological
and non-traditional means to communicate this ngessa@uch tactics could include intimidating
perpetrators through massive displays of capasli(such as the British using low-flying attack
helicopter exercises in Sierra Leone), convincingnt that their actions are being monitored
(such as demonstrating the force’s ability to tratieir movements using night-vision
technology), and convincing them that the operadhtias access to overwhelming force if required
(for example, by advertising the existence of aWer-horizon capabilities just beyond the
periphery of operations).

If deterrence fails, missions may need to be aitbdrand able to take more forceful action to
halt perpetrators of violence, and to demonstrager tability and willingness to offer physical
protection. In the DRCQperation Artemigdid not waste time demonstrating such willingness.
Shortly after deploying, the mission killed two m# members in a firefight on 16 June 2003,
which some participants credited with minimizinguite attacks in Bunia on the French force and
the local population.
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This approach is in strong contrast to most UN ioiss however, which often deploy slowly and
in small increments—and send mixed messages abeutability and willingness to use force.
Earlier in the DRC, for instance, the Security Cglauthorized MONUC in 1999 with 500
military observers and then gradually expanded size and mandate. The mission was
subsequently enlarged nearly every year, to a snithlorized military strength of roughly 17,000.
Partly because of this gradual expansion, spdilacsrelative impunity in MONUC's early years
and the mission struggled to gain credibility ie ttyes of the civilian population as well.

Intelligence. Intelligence is uniquely important in attempting balt widespread attacks on
civilians. Without adequate understanding of th&enf, capability, location, and actions of
potential perpetrators of mass violence, intervgifionces face immense challenges attempting to
protect civilians from attack. Whether UN-led ort,nmissions that are responsible for protecting
civilians should be able to anticipate and responabssible attacks against the population.

The United Nations has struggled with informatiamd antelligence needs in the field, hampered
in part by member states’ reluctance to providedifganization with data or a gathering capacity
of its own. In recent years, however, UN Joint MissAnalysis Centres have been created to
collect and analyze data from a variety of soutthes is provided to decision-makers in UN
peacekeeping missions. Participants suggestedcépacity should be strengthened in future
missions, as it is critical to effectively protexicivilians in the field.

Participants noted that a multinational missionloggd outside the UN had fewer potential

restrictions than UN-led operations for intelligengathering. Intervention forces could use
dedicated intelligence assets (including units twatld infiltrate belligerent groups or conduct

covert operations) and information/intelligencehgaing technology (satellites, phone intercepts,
unmanned aerial surveillance vehicles, etc). Imetion forces should also establish coordination
and information sharing procedures with Joint Miashnalysis Centres in areas where the UN is
already operating. Participants stressed the irapoet of early deployment of liaison officers

from an intervention force into the field to iddptkey actors and gather information from the
various groups involved.

Public information.n addition to establishing credibility in the ey&sbelligerents, peacekeepers
and third-party forces need to make their purposd aea(s) of authority known to the local
population. Participants urged that robust UN ofi@na and dedicated protection intervention
forces should include a coordinated, multi-componé@mformation operation campaign.
Messaging should be targeted at audiences botbeiresnd outside the area of deployment,
including: refugees and IDPs, the general populatibhe perpetrators of violence, and the
international community at large. The general papeland local leaders need to understand the
role of the mission if civilians come under attaoid what they are prepared to do against those
who target civilians or engage in fighting. Civilemight expect peacekeeping forces to provide
protection in areas beyond where they have suchbil#y, for example. This information also
can be a deterrent to combatants and/or an imfatusilitants to disarm.

% In Kosovo, small teams (15-20) of military liaisofficers were deployed to live amongst the civilopulation,
establish trust with key individuals, gather intghce, and respond quickly to escalating tensiong. participant
thought that these types of teams could serve aglsifor inclusion in future protection intervemtitorces.
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Missions should be prepared to convey a unifiedsags—and have the resources to do so—
stressing that the mission is legal and necessargimed at protecting civilians from mass

violence, has robust ROE, is committed to usingrti@imum level of force required, and is a

professional force abiding by international human@n law and the laws of armed conflict.

Effective public dissemination of this informatids critical, including through press, media

releases, public broadcasts and consultations wstihmunity groups and the national and

international media, in local languages to reachallcommunities.



A4

TOWARDS GUIDELINES AND CONCEPTS

“If you look through a protection lens, that is differth@n security
and stability, a different center of gravity. That's a budallenge’™’

“You can not do these interventions ad hoc.
You need to plan and train and exercise, and have do¢tfine

hroughout the workshop, participants with expergenic peace operations and military

interventions stressed that they had little guiéalec preparation for how to react in
situations where civilians came under threat ofeasgread and systematic attack. Participants
recognized that better support, such as clearectitin and more integrated planning, was needed
for all mission leadership, especially force comdes, police and troop contingents, and for
integrating with political and humanitarian straesg® Leaders should be aware of the options
available to them, as well as understand the bisnafid drawbacks of various strategic and
tactical responses. Thus, development of theseept®m@nd ideas is essential to providing the
guidance for future missions.

Workshop participants acknowledged that determirtimg content of that guidance would be
challenging. They discussed common characterigifctheir missions and identified similar
means of protecting civilians. Yet they cautiondettthere were substantive differences in
scenarios and strategies of protection as welltidizants viewed halting large-scale violence
against civilians as a role for militaries whicheded greater clarity. Competing objectives,
unique environments and the conflict's charactiegsineant that there was no one-size-fits-all
approach to civilian protection. Two broad areas fiather consideration and understanding
emerged from the workshop. First, there are a rafigotential strategies, each with choices and
challenges, in missions to protect civilians fromygical violence. Second, there is a need to
differentiate more clearly between these potersti@inarios, and to look at the division of labor
between what peace operations can accomplish arad iwha role for more robust, better-
organized forces.

BROAD STRATEGIC OPTIONS FOR HALTING WIDE-SPREAD ATTACKS ON
CIVILIANS

At the strategic level, the workshop demonstratedthere is no single approach for protecting
civilians from mass atrocitieBroad strategies of protection depend on multgblaracteristics,

including the nature of the threat and which pofioites are threatened. Participants described
numerous ways to address civilian vulnerability jfigreasing security through physical presence

37 General, workshop participant.

38 Colonel, workshop participant.

39 Many leaders repeatedly raised the “integratediong approach as fundamental to their thinking arglied that
they were most likely to act in concert with thdifical, humanitarian and peacebuilding effortsagfeace operation.
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to using force to push back against spoilers atithgbeents. Five basic strategies emerged, each
with benefits and drawback$:

1) Provide Presence (DeterMany peace operations are established with theupmgson that
their presence will deter attacks on civilians, ceinthere is an implicit expectation that
peacekeepers will defend civilians or take actigaimst spoilers. Belligerents may also anticipate
or fear that peacekeepers will document their astiand they will be held accountable (e.g.,
report them to the media or war crimes tribunals).

The presence (or anticipated presence) of intemailtiforces is recognized as a basic approach
for protecting civilians. Several force commandérwved the presence of their peacekeepers in
an area as a strategy for protection. Even unaanddightly armed peacekeepers have used this
technique, both as a relatively passive postureaana more active physical presence. The logic
is that they deter perpetrators from conductingchf, especially if potential belligerents believe
that their actions may provoke a response or beessted and documented. One participant
described their presence as “instrumental” in gisng militias. Others cited more active
presence strategies, such as daily patrols and w@itieniques.

Providing an international or regional military pemce is insufficient, however, if there is no

accompanying plan to respond in case presence #tines, as seen by the failures in Rwanda,
Bosnia, and the DRC (before the latter two missiese strengthened). In short, presence may
deter, but a successful deterrence strategy regairebility to respond effectively should a crisis

escalate. Thus, a peacekeeping force may be umalkdéfer more than presence, whereas a
protection intervention force may be designed ke taore active measures if presence fails.

2) Offer “Static” Protection (Defensive)Another familiar strategy is for military forces protect
civilians at risk in a defined area, e.g., a churefugee camp, village or other physically specifi
place. There are many examples of this strategh as establishment of “safe areas” (as the UN
attempted in Bosnia), “safe havens” (as the US itndllies attempted in Northern Irag), or a
“safe humanitarian zone” (as the French-l&geration Turquoiseattempted in Rwanda).
Protected areas can also include weapons exclasiogs, such as used by theemisoperation

in Ituri, where visible weapons were banned. Tlgpraach requires that military actors protect
these designated areas, supported by use of gysattels, and defensive measures to halt
belligerents from attacking the defended sites.

This approach is often used when people come umderediate threat—and when violence
occurs quickly—forcing militaries to react in re@he. Physical defense of an area may be a
necessity, if, for example, civilians move or fl@ea location for protection, such as a church,
hotel, or United Nations offices, as seen in Rwaawld the DRC. Thus protection actions are not
always within the force’s control; there is a naturendency when threatened for people to
concentrate in any seemingly safe place.

40While termed strategies, these categories ovevitiptactical approaches as well.
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Box 4
AN ENDURING CHALLENGE :
AN OPTION FOR ESTABLISHING SAFE AREAS

During the workshop, there was a discussion of the “safe area” concept for protecting civilians,
especially given the complexities of organizing them effectively. Despite safe areas (and related
safe haven concepts) being publicly cited as means of protection, participants identified many
challenges in their use from their own experiences, primarily in the Balkans. Based on the
discussion and work of a few participants, a potential approach emerged for further discussion.

In the former Yugoslavia, the shift of targeted civilians from passivity to armed resistance was a
problem for UNPROFOR in Bosnia. The town of Srebrenica was designated a safe area for
Muslim Bosniacs to take refuge from attack by Serb nationalists, but the safety of the area
diminished when Bosniac factions began attacks within the so-called haven to provoke a
confrontation with Serbs on the outside. Serb retaliations jeopardized the security of the unarmed
civilians caught in the middle. The fall of Srebrenica in July 1995 led to the mass murder of over
7,000 men and boys in a few short days. As noted in the 1999 Srebrenica Report:

Protected zones and safe areas can have a role in protecting civilians in armed
conflict, but it is clear that either they must be demilitarized and established by
the agreement of the belligerents, as in the case of the “protected zones” and
“safe havens” recognized by international humanitarian law, or they must be truly
safe areas, fully defended by a credible military deterrent. The two concepts are
absolutely distinct and must not be confused.

The following concept for the establishment of a safe area arose from participants discussing
how to provide protection when some members of a targeted civilian population become armed
resisters in a conflict. The concept aims to prevent militant groups from taking root within a
refugee population and imperiling the unarmed civilians. It assumes that an intervention force
has negotiated a ceasefire among the groups in conflict and declared a specific area as a haven
for civilians. By designating a progressive series of no-weapons zones around the haven,
protection forces can better ensure civilian safety and prevent conflict escalation. The concept
suggests:

*  The first perimeter should be around the safe area itself. All weapons are prohibited from
this territory, and forces take responsibility for ensuring the security of those living within it.

* A second perimeter, the “patrol area,” can then be established that extends from the safe
area’s extremity to a distance equal to the shooting distance of any direct-fire weapon shot
within a straight line of sight. (Note that the local terrain will impact the reach of direct-fire
weapons.) The intervention force patrols within the second perimeter to ensure compliance
with the demilitarization policy.

»  From the edge of the second perimeter, a third perimeter can be established that spans from
the safe area to the shooting distance of indirect-fire weapons. This is the “observed area.”
The protection force will collect and remove all indirect-fire weapons found within this
outermost perimeter.

This approach is resource-intense, and depends on sufficient troops, supply and communication
lines. The strategy also relies on consent from the parties to the conflict, although a strong force
may be able to keep relatively small non-consenting factions from taking military action within the
demilitarized areas.

The situation on the ground thus impacts strateg\éability. In Rwanda, for example, soldiers
had no choice but to try to protect civilians insidmated areas becausey could not fight

Literally, UNAMIR was an unarmed mission—as well asder-resourced, understaffed and
undermanned. This status led them to use the gyratiephysical protection in a static way: They
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had to take the civilians to a hotel or similaraal®ecause they could not confront those who
threatened the civilians. Another UN force commanutginted out that after the peace accords
were signed, civilians “weren’t going anywhere” aalll the opposing groups stayed in their
areas, including the forces and the United Nati@us:civilians were very much on their own.”
They remained in danger with limited humanitariaoness.

This defensive posture offers both major benefitd drawbacké® Benefits include that the
potential area of operation is defined and easieffdrces to control; civilians may understand
better the level of protection they will gain; ardepending on the area, it may reduce force
requirements. Major drawbacks include the riskmaflvertently providing shelter to militants as
well and enabling “ethnic cleansing” by supportthg exodus of civilians or their concentration
in one location.

Static protection strategies may make people feetensecure, but may require substantial
resources. Further, protection zones may draw a@stmg numbers of civilians in search of
protection. The greatest drawback is that thigefsadoes not halt the action of belligerents; it
merely is an effort to defend against them. (Forendiscussion, see Box #n Enduring
Challenge: An Option for Establishing Safe Argdsurther, this approach is time-limited, and
will need to transition from static protection toesolution at some point.

3) Disrupt the Ability of Perpetrators to Act (DefersiOffensive)Another strategy is to deny or

disrupt the ability of perpetrators to carry outaeks. This approach will depend on
understanding the potential tactics used by bebigis in mass violence and identifying ways to
interrupt those means.

This strategy has a huge range in potential s&iteple disruption efforts could be to break up
roadblocks—or to establish them and checkpointprievent (or at least limit) perpetrators’
movements. Approaches could include interruptingpsulines, limiting access to equipment or
transportation routes, and creating more reliat@leking and monitoring of air transport. More
coercive stances and specified tasks involve disaremt, demobilization and reintegration
(DDR), including forced disarmament; raiding of arnaches; upholding targeted sanctions (e.g.,
arms moratoriums, travel bans on individuals); aglitening control of border and transit points.
Jamming communications could further disrupt atiaiB ability to coordinate, for example.
More complicated still is establishing a blockade,in cases where aerial attacks are being used
against populations, as in Iraq in the early 19808 Sudan in recent years, enforcing a no-fly
zone.

This strategy has perhaps the widest range of tipesafor military actors, from non-coercive to
the use of force. The benefit is the flexibilitygitves actors to try and halt violence often withou
engaging directly with belligerents, but it may calfead to escalation of hostilities. The
drawbacks are that it may require more resourdes tdctics involve a level of coercion not
compatible with consensual peace operations, dadtiefe action may require further response if
disruption does not halt belligerents directly.

“1 Not all strategies fit in a category. One participsuggested that KFOR used an “unfixing strategyich did not
ensure free movement. Without enough forces tavdildl freedom of movement, KFOR had to protecttsrad
provinces, to allow people there to go out andrretand to ensure they survived despite interruptgaply lines.
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4) Coerce/Compel Perpetrators to Halt Attacks (Offeasi A broad strategy for protecting
civilians is to compel the perpetrators to halaeks. This strategy is likely to involve the
escalation of force to dissuade belligerents framtiouing a campaign of violence. Once the
perpetrators cease attacks, the intervening foaeatso halt coercive action against them, while
retaining the threat of renewed force should thacks resume. This compellence strategy may
not require use of force against perpetrators. fhineat of force may be enough to alter the
behavior of belligerents and bring a halt to atsack

Participants noted that this strategy has oftem bmesued in tandem with a political process
aimed at reaching a ceasefire or peace agreemuefit,as NATO’sSOperation Deliberate Force

in Bosnia, in which air strikes were employed tegsure parties into signing the Dayton Peace
Accords in 1995. NATO’s 78-day bombing campaigrcoeerce Slobodan Milosevic into pulling
his military out of Kosovo provides another examplehis strategy.

A few participants also describeth adaptive/mobile area protectipe.g., using mobility and
movement both to offer physical protection to thegthin a broader, designated zone and to
deter those who would threaten the population bkimggait difficult for them to know where they
may be challenged. This strategy could be usedffer protection across a generalized area
(demilitarized zone, key roads) through the usmobile forces, but also include coercive action.
However, this approach requires good transportatapacity, intelligence, and an ability to offer
a physical presence that deters as well as interdic

5) Defeat Perpetrators (Offensive) final strategy for halting widespread attacksaivilians is

to defeat the perpetrators militarily. This apptoaould involve direct or indirect action, such as
forcing them to surrender, to disarm, to relocateto endure an attack. This approach is most
akin to traditional war-fighting, but with a distition that militarily defeating the perpetratorsais
strategy used to achieve the mission’s primaopjective of halting attacks and protecting
civilians. In traditional war-fighting, defeat di¢ enemys the primary objective.

In determining whether to pursue this strategy,ifferént set of factors is weighed than in
traditional military operations, such as whethéempting to defeat perpetrators may put civilians
at greater risk (thereby undermining the missiabgective) or whether other strategies offer a
higher likelihood of successfully protecting ciwifis.

This approach, in general, is beyond the mandatecapacity of UN-led forces. While MONUC
more recently has used some traditional combantguabs—including mobile operations, cordon
and search, and use of force against belligererigsrevide greater protection for civilians, the
means to sustain and support these strategiest islear or presumed for other missions. The
results in MONUC, furthermore, are still being assl. Such approaches can run counter to the
UN role (or that of other organizations) in suppwyta peace agreement, providing humanitarian
assistance, helping build rule of law capacity angporting the disarmament of armed groups.

Findings Missions aimed at preventing and halting casesatérgial mass violence require
clarity about their approach and strategy approptia the environment and nature of the threat.
Operations are likely to involve some combinatidrthese five broad defensive and offensive
strategies (i.e.,presence, static protection, disruption, coerciomipellence,and defeay.
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Determining which of these strategies to employusthde based upon the capacities of the force
and what is seen to be an effective strategy foaréicular phase of the mission, given potential

levels of violence, the vulnerability of civilianshe nature of belligerents, and the nation’s

capacity. As mentioned earlier, such strategiesaging the military in the threat or potential use

of force for the protection of civilians definestboncept of “coercive protection” missions.

In light of the “responsibility to protect,” furthenalysis of the capacities required for each of
these strategies is required, along with a betteletstanding of what circumstances make each
option more or less likely to succeed.

DivISION OF LABOR: WHO IS PREPARED TO HALT WIDESPREAD ATTACKS ON
CIVILIANS ?

Any consideration of the division of labor—who isepared to protect civilians—is often
oversimplified as asking the question “what capaéd are required to halt mass violence and
who possesses those capabilities?” In reality etlaee multiple factors that impact the approach.
The answer will be depend on the circumstancesergtound, including the potential level of
violence, the number of civilians at risks, theesgth and nature of perpetrators of the violence,
and the capacity and will of indigenous governmierdffer security and protection to its people.

Matching Strategies and Threats by BelligerenBefore deploying, mission leaders need
information on the likely source(s) of threats tee tcivilian population, the abilities of the
government to protect their population, and avédadirategies to either assist or to provide
protection. Some countries have limited or no capdo provide security to their people; others
are complicit or supportive of the violence directd them. For example, considerations include
whether the government is:

» afailed state or non-existent and unable to ptakecpopulation;

* a weak government, such as one in a post-conflicirenment with minimal control
unable to defend civilians;

* a capable government that is unwilling to haltocémplicit in attacks against civilians;
or

* agovernment directly responsible for attacks ajgopulation.

Consideration of belligerents should include un@eding whether they are:

» comprised of government forces;
* rogue elements from the government forces; or
* militia and rebel actors, with possible supportirthe state or neighbor.

Belligerents also have varied capacities. They eafrgm bandits and criminals with little
capability to sustain escalated violence againgjelagroups of people to government-backed
military forces that can sustain violence agaimgiyations.

Capacity and RolesAt the heart of discussion about the use of aifitforces in situations of
mass Killing is the question afhich external actor/force has the capacity undertake such
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missions. Early UN experiences in the 1990s tabghd lessons about the limited ability of UN-
led peacekeeping missions to respond effectivelgnmiolence erupted, especially on a large
scale such as in Rwanda and the former Yugosl&gatarkly stated by the 2000 Report of the
Panel on United Nations Peace Operations (the ‘BriaReport”), the “United Nations does not
wage war.*? In scenarios where violence against civilians lkesea beyond the UN capacity to
confront, interventions by an individual state, @alition of states, or a regional organization
present the best option for halting mass atrocities

The posture and initial actions of the force imparcttection strategie’s.Over the past few years,
however, the United Nations has strengthened iilityalho respond effectively to violent
“spoilers” to a peace process while remaining irtiphras demonstrated by MONUC. Better
analysis and information—like that provided throwgfoint Mission Analysis Centre (JMAC)—
should enable UN missions to coordinate and symt@esformation on risks and potential
spoilers. The UN deployment of single-nation, bdigaize units into operation—such as the
3,700-strong Pakistani Brigade deployed to SouthuK(DRC) in early 2005—offers better
cohesion of command structures, interoperabilite@fipment, common training and language.
This combination, however, is rare for the UniteatiNns, which is dependent on countries being
willing to offer skilled and coherent forces.

Thus the actions of MONUC since 2005 have demotestréhat the UNcan mount forceful
action against belligerents such as militia groapsl spoilers to the peace. MONUC has
addressed some threats to civilians where in th& pga@ level of violence was seen as
outstripping the UN's ability to contain it. Thisperation offers a case where “coercive
protection” tactics have been undertaken by a roapable UN-led mission.

Strategic reserves and non-UN-led intervention éardJN peace operations can respond to
escalating violence, depending on the nature oftllheat and the capacities, concepts, and
mandate of the mission. In general, however, agctffe response to genocide or mass atrocities
will require reinforcement of a UN-led mission. $hpotential situation deserves focused
attention, however, as demonstrated by participaetgperience with operations where
reinforcements to prevent or halt genocide and esimgainst humanity came late, very late, or
not at all.

Indeed, mass violence erupted in Rwanda, Bosni,tlaem DRC while UN peacekeepers were
already deployed. There are multiple examples otef® sent inafter UN missions are

overwhelmed and unable to contain the level of doggy and violence against a civilian
population. Such non-UN-led missions used robugiaciies to halt violence and establish
security prior to handing responsibility back to Uhissions. Examples include the United
Kingdom’s intervention in Sierra Leon®peration Pallisey in 2000 and the French-led EU

2 United Nations General Assembly and Security Cisufibe Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace
Operations A/55/305-S/2000/809, 21 August 2000.

43 0One general argued that to limit risk, an operatieeds a strong and robust force, even in a smafitry such as
Kosovo. The deployment of the forces impacts itStalio offer protection by presence. For somegtpction was
directly linked to the credibility of the missioathers argued that credibility was “the key to potion.” One general
argued thatoercive protectioiis linked to force credibility. Another pointed aht it is not always about force
capabilities, however: there were capable forcd=aist Timor, but they cut themselves off from thttee needed
protection. Even in Bosnia, with 6,000 deployee teery small country, one participant argued thvezee problems.
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mission in Eastern DRCAftemig in the summer of 2003. In other cases, non-UNHeerim
forces preceded UN peacekeeping missions, as démattswhen the Australian-led INTERFET
stabilized the situation in East Timor and then degh over responsibility to UNTAET in
February 2000. Some workshop participants poirddtdir desire and need for reinforcements—
such as in UNPROFOR and UNAMIR—which did not arrive

While high levels of violence in Rwanda and East Timamdastrated how rapidly events can

trigger the onslaught of attacks, mass killing esidoccurs without some warning signs and
sporadic violence leading up to it. Even if UN-ledces are not the best-suited to halt full-scale
genocide or mass atrocities, the fact remains tiey are often present when such violence
erupts. Enhancing the UN ability to respond to sagsis is therefore crucial, as is identifying

ways to reinforce a peacekeeping mission that cahait violence against civilians.

Participants considered a number of options. Ompqgeal was developed within the United
Nations for creation of a robust strategic resdoree, placed on standby in home countries for
back-up should missions need an effective and rapidforcement. The idea is to create a
“predictable and efficient strategic response iofoece a peacekeeping mission in a crisis, such
as a breakdown in the security situation, whichegond the capacity of the mission to address.”
Such a reserve capacity could be negotiated widgeonal organization (such as the EU or the
AU African Standby Force once it is establishednegotiated directly with troop contributing
countries. This proposal has not been embraced daybar states, but it could be an useful
approach to reconsider. Another potential opticioighe United Nations to secure commitments
from one or two countries to keep a brigade on diignfor rapid deployment should it be
required, and in exchange the country would recéivencial reimbursements from the United
Nations. Such a capacity would give UN missionstiiek-up that they currently lack and could
have a major impact on preventing the outbreakagsmatrocities against civilians.

A further option, one used several times this agntis deployment of a more robust mission (not
led by the United Nations as a peacekeeping famdpke primary responsibility for halting
attacks and protecting civilians. The UN missionldamaintain responsibility for aspects of the
operation that require less combat-readiness, @scipolicing, peacebuilding and support to
humanitarian efforts. The United Nations may alsoréquired to reinforce its military capacity
during the deployment of the robust interventioroider to take over the provision of security
when the intervention forces withdraw. As seen iastETimor and the DRC, coalition
interventions may be followed by the deploymenaatronger UN capacity and the adoption of a
more robust protection strategy by the UN mission.

Findings Establishing a clearer and more effective “divisadriabor” between UN and non-UN
forces in such instances should be a main goaffant® to halt mass killings and genocide, as
well as to operationalize the “responsibility tocofact.” International capacity to respond to
outbreaks of violence should be strengthened. Vadadility of a planned UN strategic reserve
force is one option for UN-led missions, for examgh many situations, however, the demands
of peace enforceméfirequired by “responsibility to protect” situationdll outstrip the capacity

4 The 2007 draft of the UN Capstone Doctrine stdfesace enforcement isdertaken under Chapter VI of the UN
Charter (specifically, article 42), and may incluble use of armed force, to maintain or restorerivdtional peace and
security in situations where the Security Couna# kdetermined the existence of a threat to thesp&aeach of the
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of the United Nations to generate and place ondbiaian appropriate strategic reserve force. In
these instances, a non-UN-led protection intereenforce may be required to halt the attacks
prior to handing responsibility/authority over tof@low-on UN mission once the situation is

stabilized. Or, such an intervention force may egquired to reinforce a UN mission that is

already deployed and risks being overwhelmed byudbreak of violence on the ground.

peace or act of aggression. ...Enforcement actiobéas undertaken to protect humanitarian aid, restaler and
stability, guarantee freedom of movement, enfoes®sons, establish secure protected zones andieised areas
and separate belligerents. The UN has no standing and does not have the command and control geraants,
intelligence systems or logistical and administ@gupport structures required to wage war effettivConsequently,
the UN Security Council has almost always entrustgdrcement action to military alliances andidrhoccoalitions
of willing States.”
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5

NEXT STEPS/ THE WAY FORWARD

“I think that protection is the least addressed elementrofsaion by
those who send us in to keep the peace. Even from a natiditary

perspective, our purpose tends to be protecting our terribary not
necessarily people. So we need to see that this becomes @ [sinh
that gets institutionalized and implemented at all levats] backed
with adequate resourc&$®

he Accra workshop was a first attempt to identipeafic conundrums, challenges, and

strategies facing missions concerned with protgctivilians from physical violence and
mass atrocities. The findings outlined in this mepoffer a basis for further thought and
discussion, in civilian and military circles, abdbe means and strategies available to confront
large-scale loss of life.

The workshop participants—experienced military &rad-reached a few fundamental
conclusions. First, they agreed that there is gotant military role in the protection of civilian
from mass violence. While it is not a traditionakk of armed forces, the nature of modern
conflict requires international forces to betteegare for protecting civilians who come under
attack. Second, participants agreed that improvésneare needed in how militaries prepare for,
plan, and conduct missions with civilian protectmymponents, either as part of a broader peace
operation or a stand-alone intervention meant 1b dregoing mass atrocities. Especially when
operating under a mandate to protect civilianssiiss need to be provided with the capacity,
leadership, preparation and equipment necessarthi®mrole. Ideally, such preparation should
precedehe deployment of forces: The lemd hocthe approach, the more likely is it that mission
leaders and military personnel will work togethacaessfully in crisis situations where time is
precious and expectations high.

Overall, participants offered strong recommendationthree broad areas: 1) improving guidance
on protection; 2) backing mandates with means; @ndenerating new thinking on protection
strategies.

IMPROVING GUIDANCE ON PROTECTION

Participants agreed that in the past, their missibad lacked guidance to leaders, troop-
contributing countries, and military personnel aotpecting civilians in extreme circumstances.
Such guidance is necessary given the host of apeahtchallenges and choices, which may at
times conflict with other priorities of a peacekigpoperation.

Clarifying Interpretations of Mandate®articipants argued that there is a need to ifgenhat,
exactly, civilian protection means for military ad. They stressed thabw the mandate is

45 General, workshop participant.
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translated operationally is more critical than tpheecise language of a Security Council
resolution. Participants highlighted key areas whiie Security Council and DPKO needed to
provide better direction, such as:

=  Whether protecting civilians is the primary objeetof the mission or one of many
tasks, where other objectives were of higher gsipri

= Whether, and to what extent, using force in defexis®vilians is permissible, and in
anticipation of or in response to what actions; and

=  Whether the force is expected to take a defengigeupe or is authorized to be more
offensive in addressing potential threats to aws.

Moreover, where Security Council mandates call gastection of civilians, the usual caveats
need to be clarified or dropped — particularly tlmev common phrases “within the capacity” of

the mission, within its “area of deployment” andithout prejudice to the government” of the

host-nation. Some participants stressed the neegdnbove all caveats on protecting civilians
from mandates to make the mission’s responsihilitgmbiguous. Others felt that such an option
was not realistic as long as troops were senténtoronments without full capacity and mobility,

and without clear political support from the hostian. Nevertheless, such qualifying clauses
need clearer explanation within the concept of aj@ns and other guidance tools used by
mission leaders, both within and across missions.

Codifying Guidance in DoctrineTroop contributing countries need a better urtdading of
what their personnel may face in a mission withviian protection mandate. Where there is a
likelihood that civilians could come under direttaak, participants felt that troop contributing
countries should have explicit guidance on the irequents and risks associated with the
mission. That understanding needed to include thenpial requirement to threaten or use force.
Some suggested that the national restrictions glacetroops deployed in UN missions by their
capitals reflected a lack of understanding of thguirements or needs for protecting civilians.
Others suggested such restrictions were purposaiiing to limit risks to sending nations’
personnel.

Participants therefore recommended addressingasiviprotection in peacekeeping doctrine to
remedy the “doctrinal deficit” that currently exéstvhen it comes to protectiéh.Doctrinal
development could be used across nations and btinaiidnal organizations to help address
these impediments to a more coherent mission giraits implementation and coherence.

The new UNCapstone Doctrinemeant to capture the overarching principles of péace

operations, includes references to the protectibeivilians and suggests that force may be
required to protect civilians under threat of imenh violence when peaceful means fail. The
need remains, however, to spell out how UN-led dercan and should go about protecting
civiians when violence escalates. As the Unitedidwes moves to develop more detailed
operational guidance, specific attention shoulddeeoted to the options available to force
commanders and contingent commanders. Participantgiested including a section on

“¢ As one general recounted, “In my own case, the® mo place to turn for guidance. That is why wedngN
doctrine that can serve as a reference on what &md not to do in these kinds of serious proteatiises.”
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protecting civilians from escalating violence ire tteference manual given to force commanders
in the field to serve as a quick reference if aogeincies arise. The United Nations also could
develop a handbook for protecting civilians acrtss range of UN departments and agencies
working in the field, which could further addressahmilitary, police and civilian agencies work
together.

Participants also felt it necessary for individegauntries to develop doctrine and guidance on
protection task$’ Military training and preparation are based oriamatl doctrine and training,
yet few countries address physical protection wilians by military actors. This results in few
leaders and contingents being prepared for thesaslpart of international operations.

For missions explicitly aimed at halting genocide/@r mass atrocities, the need for doctrine is
especially great since it is “not a routine opemafi’® Several participants suggested that
countries capable of launching interventions exlicaimed at halting genocides or mass
atrocities should develop guidance focused direatiythis particular type of mission. Likewise,
the multinational organizations that have the autphdo halt mass killing—whether the AU or
NATO—uwill also need to address this question mareatly.

Training for Protection of Civilians Participants stressed the need to “institutiaealihe
principles of protection in the training standards’ contributing countries. Currently, troop
training is provided primarily by home nations. ififtag often focuses more on preventing harm
to civilians as a consequence of military actioantton actively protecting civilians from attack.
Participants argued that training standards andufaedshould be developed to identify the types
of tactics and strategies that can be employedeferde of civilian populations. Another
recommendation is to see what training programssmged by Western nations, such as the US-
led Global Peace Operations Initiative and the ¢&mdad Reinforcement of African
Peacekeeping Capacities offer in this area. Themgragms impact a large number of
peacekeepers, particularly in Africa, and wouldeo#i venue for the inclusion of training specific
to the challenges of protection of civilians.

Participants also identified pre-deployment tragnas critical and a primary means for conveying
the expectations and priorities of the mission réigg civilian protection, both for mission
headquarters as well as the general peacekeepimgstrFor headquarters, such training, coupled
with the concept of operations, offers mission &admilitary, police, humanitarian, political,
etc) the opportunity to meet and work through ptétrchallenges prior to facing them in the
field. Such training can help ensure that the enkradership is operating from a common
understanding of the mission’s priorities. Pre-dgpient training for peacekeeping troops is also
a key part of translating the mandate throughowt ¢hain of command from the force
commander to individual troops, including policelaolitical leaders. While the time allotted for
such training is likely too short for thorough coage of the operational issues and challenges

47 One participant pointed out that it is criticalfezus on the preparation for the major UN trooptdbuting
countries, which are developing nations such ag|ihkistan, and Jordan, who provide the greatgsber of forces
to UN missions and are willing to deploy to missidhat require the use of force.

“8 One participant noted that the “African Union campewith a list of six scenarios it should be aolelo by 2010,
and stopping genocide was one of them. Yet thembsslutely no doctrine at all about how to doliikRewise, no
participant cited any national doctrine or thaaafultinational organization that addressed théquaars of such
missions.
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related to protection, it at least would allow thygportunity to convey to incoming contingents
the importance of protecting civilians and the extpgon that they should react when attacks are
anticipated or occur.

For many UN-led missions, pre-deployment trainiacpiso the only real opportunity to instill
incoming peacekeepers with the limits and authesitf the mission’s ROE. Yet few training
hours are devoted to ROE or protection of civiliansa typical UN mission. Given the
importance of ROE in relation to defending civikaragainst mass violence, it is worth
considering how to expand the time and energy @eviut the issue.

BACKING MANDATES WITH MEANS

A recurring concern of workshop participants was ldck of capacity to accomplish missions.
Simply stated, protecting civilians, whether ast jmdra peace operation or as a non-consensual
intervention, is an ambitious and daunting taskti€@pants felt that it could require support
above and beyond those typical for peacekeepingatpes.

While there was broad consensus that military ®rbave a responsibility to protect local
populations from widespread attacks, there wasrerngé feeling that military forces often had
mandates without the means to succeed. Nearlyadficjpants stressed that in order to protect
civilians effectively in the face of concerted akts, military leaders and their troops must be
given the political backing, operational capaclggal authority, and resources required to carry
out their mandate. The discussion underscored tlezeents as essential for implementation of a
civilian protection mandate: combat-ready troopgelligence and mobility capabilities, and a
contingency plan.

Combat-ready ForcesParticipants returned repeatedly to the need well-trained, well-
equipped, and well-prepared troops. This is acaliticomponent of all military operations,
whether protecting civilians or not. Yet, ensurthgt troops are trained and reliable is especially
necessary in situations with a threat of escalatiotence. The costs of failure are high. It was
suggested that missions mandated to “protect angliunder imminent threat” should require
mission fitness tests of incoming troops to enslied capacity to carrying out the required tasks,
including the use of force in response to direztciis on civiliang?

Intelligence and Mobility Obviously, the equipment and tools for an operatre important.
While past missions have lacked an array of clisc@port, participants identified two key types
of equipment for missions attempting to proteciligius: intelligence assets and mobility. Both
are needed to determine where civilians are af tslkestablish the sources of violence, and to
respond. In environments with rugged terrain atack of infrastructure, it is a daunting task to
maintain situational awareness of all potentialppéators of violence and what they are
planning. Increasing access to information througimanned aerial vehicles or human
intelligence, for example, helps track what is h&ppg in the field. Mobility, in the form of
helicopters and rapid reaction forces, is needeslipport a variety of strategies to halt potential

9 The importance of different national contingerginly able to operate together was reiterated, stipgethe need
for more joint training programs that allow peaagbieg forces to interact and train togetpgor to deploying into the
chaotic field environment.
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or actual attacks against civilians. Ensuring thassions have these components is vital,
especially for UN-led missions which often lack lsstipport.

Preparing for Things Falling Apart: Back up CapaciThe United Nations has hitherto been ill-

prepared and incapable of leading operations irasgns of ongoing, widespread, and systematic
violence. In such cases, halting violence requaresore robust and flexible operation to reinforce
or replace an existing mission, or if no operati®ron the ground, to launch efforts to protect
civilians. It is essential that contingency plarsédstablished so that a UN-led or similar peace
operation can be reinforced if necessary. In aghlitithe Secretary-General should clearly
distinguish in his recommendations to the Secuitymcil when a situation requires a robust
force beyond what the United Nations can muster.

The deployment of a non-UN-led “protection interiten force,” led by an individual nation or
group of nations, is one option that must be casid when violence exceeds what the UN can
effectively cope with.Participants recommended smooth coordination betwibe United
Nations and such a force in the field. Severalcef articulated the need for joint planning and
joint training prior to such deployments to ensiateroperability and effectiveness.

GENERATING NEW THINKING ON PROTECTION STRATEGIES

While participants agreed on the need for bettextrdee and guidance on protecting civilians,
more work remains to identify strategies and tactar military forces to respond effectively to

large-scale attacks against civilians, whetheraas @f a multinational or UN peace operation, or
as part of a military operation launched expredslyhalt mass atrocities. Several concrete
recommendations, presented below, were made asndcgo about generating new ideas (and
capturing lessons from the field) relating to hoestto protect.

Simulated Exercise$or most participants, the Accra workshop wasfitlsetimethey had taken
part in a simulated exercise focused on protedtividjans from mass violence with other former
mission leaders. They found the simulation useduldonsidering different strategies and plans
for responding to violence. Several participanigedrthat such simulations or similar exercises
should be used more often. They would also assiltary planners and political leaders to
develop policies and concepts relating to protectinilians in a range of different scenarios.

Protection-Focused Case Studid@evelopment of focused analyses on how missicage h
attempted to protect civilians in the past woulduseful. Participants knew of relatively few case
studies explicitly on the military’s role in prew#ng and responding to attacks against civilians.
Case studies could focus on past missions wheileaow faced the threat or reality of large-scale
violence (i.e., assess the various tactics empldyednternational forces and their impact in
Eastern DRC since 1999). Such reviews could alsk & strategies or tactics that military forces

0 The Secretary-General has proven increasinglyngitio follow the Brahimi Report’s admonition tdltéhe Council
“what it needs to know, not what it wants to he&wot instance, several of the Secretary-Generafients have
reiterated that the situation in Somalia is notdrarive to a UN-led mission, despite repeated raguissm the

Security Council to prepare for a deployment there.

51 The EU-led missions in DR@G\ftemisand EUFOR) and the authorized EU-UN missions ind>$uggest the need to
more formally institutionalize the EU-UN relatiorigland coordination. One option would be to incogte DPKO

staff and UN troop contributors with the EU crigisnagement training programs, such as the VIKIN&&se for the
Nordic Battlegroup in 2008.
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might support or use, such as the establishmerdafd areas, coercive disarmament against
belligerents, or demilitarizing an IDP or refugesnp.

Capturing Best Practice\n important source of knowledge is the missioréra who took part

in missions that faced large-scale violence agaiviians. One of the most striking features of
the workshop was the number of participants whogesated that they rarely, if at all, had
discussed their experiences in attempting to pratiedians. Participants said it was unusual to
be asked about their experiences and how theiatipes had dealt with threats against or attacks
upon civilians. Their firsthand experience can hielgntify areas for new thinking on military
responses to mass violence. Serious treatment efidbues identified requires a better
understanding of the decision-making process o$iansleaders in the field.

It was proposed that oral histories of former comdss and mission leaders could capture
lessons learned and best practices to inform thieldement of new thinking on policy, strategy,
doctrine, and training on protecting civilians. Thimited Nations, NATO, the EU, AU and
ECOWAS, as well as troop contributing countries Idoincorporate questions specifically
focused on civilian protection in their after-actidebriefing process for missions that face wide-
scale violence. Interviews could help identify tfellenges military leaders faced in attempting
to protect civilian populations, the strategiesytieenployed in the effort, the approaches which
proved effective or not, and the repercussionsadiqular actions.

CONCLUSION

This report, and the workshop discussion thatritlsgsizes, is an attempt to unravel the complex
issues and challenges associated with the roleilithim forces in attempting to halt large-scale
and systematic attacks against civilians. In maaysythe workshop generated more questions
than answers by helping to illuminate the areasralwairrent knowledge falls short. Clearly,
numerous issues here require further analysis effection. As this report has highlighted, there
is a critical need for increased attention and @regness for military missions attempting to
protect civilian populations.

A troubling finding to emerge from the workshop what too often uniformed personnel have
been sent to missions without sufficient capaditgar guidance and doctrine, adequate training,
or a solid concept of operations to uphold mandatesprotect civilians.” They and the
international community are not well-served by tkignce. Neither is the local population that
hopes to find security with the deployment of spehsonnel.

Addressing the gaps identified through this workslsoessential to ensuring that when the world
decides to take action against “conscience-shothkengls of atrocities, it has the information,
capacities, and strategies necessary to do scatieffiyc When those efforts are made, then the
emerging norm of an international “responsibilityprotect” will be much closer to fulfillment, a
goal all participants at the meeting could applaud.



ANNEX I:

WORKSHOP QUESTIONS

For the first day of the workshop, discussion wasnpted by a series of questions that had been
sent to participants in advance. While participadid not answer each directly, the questions
demonstrate the areas that the panel moderatorghgdo explore.

SESSIONI: YOU WANT USTO DO WHAT ?

Protection Elements of Mission Mandates and Resultd Operational Challenges

1. Were civilians in imminent, physical danger withitme Area of Operations? Was that
potential for violence large-scale?

2. How did the mission mandate address (or not addthssprotection of civilians from
large-scale attacks?

3. How was this translated, if at all, into a concefpbperations? If it was not in the original
concept of operations, was it integrated at a [aoént?

4. Were the force leadership and troop contributingntees given guidance in this area as
part of mission preparation?

5. Was protecting civilians seen as the goal of therajion, as a central task for the
military, or only as the longer-term outcome of tperation (if at all)?

6. If so, what strategies were used to address théievability?

7. What were the limitations on the forces in protegtcivilians? e.g., rules of engagement
(ROE), national caveats, physical capacity, ineadion of legal authority, lack of
clarity on tasks or strategies, lack of understagpdof the use of force, lack of
understanding of the definitions of within capagitythin vicinity or with all due respect
to the government of XX?

SESSION II: UNPACKING THE ISSUES

1. What was the overriding goal of the mission, andl itiencourage or conflict with the
robust/effective protection of civilians?

2. What strategies and tactics were employed in tf@tefo protect civilians? Did they
originate with Department of Peacekeeping Operatile SRSG? and the Force
leadership—or simply emerge from contingent leadpesific troop contributing
countries? Which of these methods proved succé&s®fhlich failed? Why?

3. What were the challenges that hampered effortsrotegt civilians? How were these
challenges overcome? How might they be overcontledriuture?

4. Were mandates, rules of engagement, and missiks thsar to the civilian and military
actors in the field? Were they adequate for thesimi® How could they be further
clarified and improved in future operations?

5. What type of preparation (training, doctrine, stamdoperating procedures, etc.) did
troops have in relation to the civilian protectioomponent of the mission? Was there

52 Special Representative of the Secretary-General
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any appropriate pre-deployment training or in-nussiraining? Was it adequate? How
could preparation for such missions be improved?

6. Did the force have sufficient means to implemert thandate? Was the troops-to-task
ratio realistic? If not, what was done about this?

7. Did the Force, or elements of the Force, have tHgafight?

8. How was the mission impacted by its operationalacijes (e.g., communications,
transportation, enabling support, military equipthermow was the mission impacted by
civilian and military perceptions of the missiogjeals? Of the physical risk to the forces
deployed? How was information collected and analyase to the presumed and actual
risks to civilians?



ANNEX II:

OVERVIEW OF EXERCISE SAVIOUR

The exercise involved a hypothetical situation o€reasing violence against civilians that
evolved into ethnic cleansing and widespread astadter the breakdown of a peace agreement.
The groups assumed roles of a planning staff pimegpdor deployment, and used the same
scenario (Atlantis Operational Environment). Oneugr, comprised mainly of former UN force
commanders, planned the deployment of a UN-led goegeration. The other group, which
included military officers with experience in natally-led missions as well as in UN operations,
planned for a multinational force led by the Unit€éoshgdom and authorized by the European
Union. The two groups offered a chance to demotesiratential differences that characterize
both UN-led and multinational-led missions.

The scenario involved the signing of a peace agee¢fiollowing a brief invasion by one country
(Redland) into neighbors (Blueland and Orangelaid).oversee implementation of the peace
agreement and monitor a buffer zone between thatdes, the United Nations has already
deployed a small Chapter VI UN observer missiothtware&® Despite the presence of the UN
force, widespread attacks, tacitly supported by gbgernment against a minority indigenous
group, continue in the northern sector of Redlamcn attempt to force the group to flee to
neighboring countries. The violence escalates amtilestimated 300,000 civilian “Easterlings”
have been displaced (and are amassed in IDP angeettamps along the borders) and 50,000
have been killed. In response to the ongoing candmp Security Council authorizes a Chapter
VIl mission to respond. At this point the scenadiverges into two separate hypothetical
deployments: a UN-led multi-dimensional mission ks with protecting civilians as a
component of its overall mandate and a UK-led tioaliintervention with the primary objective
of halting violence against civilians. The detaifsesach mission are explained below.

UN PLANNING TEAM COMPOSITION AND RESOURCES

For the team composed primarily of military leadetso had served in UN-led operations, the
simulation was based on a Security Council resmhusiuthorizing a “United Nations Peace and
Reconstruction Mission” (UNPRO) to:

a) Ensure implementation of a peace accord,;

b) Provide security and assist local authorities srtlaintenance of law and order;
c) Help investigate human rights violations;

d) Facilitate DDR;

e) Facilitate the return of displaced persons anditiwery of humanitarian aid; and
f) Protect civilians under imminent threat of physigalence.

53 Missions authorized under Chapter VI of the UN @rawhich focuses on peaceful resolutions of ulisg, are, in
theory, operations deployed with the full consdrdlbparties (usually dedicated to monitoring)ttbaly allow the use
of force by peacekeepers in self-defense.
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The mission was composed of 10,000 troops, 1,10Cepmfficers, and a large civilian
component. The mission’s rules of engagement alliclwethe “use of force, up to and including
deadly force, to protect civilians under imminehtetat of physical violence, when competent
local authorities are not in a position to rendemiediate assistance.”

M ULTINATIONAL PLANNING TEAM COMPOSITION AND RESOURCES

For the second planning team, the assignment walsutofor the imminent deployment of a UK-
led, EU mission to protect civilians from on-goiatjack and to establish a secure environment in
order to hand over to a reinforced multidimensiddlll peacekeeping force. The mission, known
as the Protection Intervention Force (PIF), waddploy for a limited time period, approximately
three months, with the following Security Counciémadate to:

a) Ensure the protection of internally displaced pessqoarticularly in camps including
ensuring access for humanitarian assistance atieg #ituation requires, contribute to the
safety of the civilian population, United Nationsrgonnel and the humanitarian presence
in the Forces area of responsibility;

b) Contribute to the promotion and protection of hunmaits with special attention to
violence committed against women, children, andomiiies;

c) Facilitate where appropriate disarmament in accurdawith the broader UNPRO plan
for disarmament, demobilization, and reintegratibD&R).

The PIF had 3,500 troops, with 1,800 from the UWhkéngdom, and included signals, helicopter,
fixed-wing aircraft, engineering, medical, and spktorces assets. The rules of engagement for
the PIF included authority to use force, “up to ancuding deadly force, to protect civilians
under imminent threat of physical violence, whempetent local authorities are not in a position
to render immediate assistance...”
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